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Abstract 

As Canada’s population is experiencing a triumphant aging shift, it is critical to ensure 

adequate resources are in place to accommodate older Canadians. One of these 

resources includes age-friendly housing opportunities to safely house our senior friends, 

family, and community members. In addition to older adults, young adults need 

adequate housing opportunities, especially in British Columbia, where affordable options 

are difficult to obtain. To address both populations, there are intergenerational housing 

initiatives that work toward accommodating an aging population, housing affordability, 

and challenges that coincide with aging, such as social isolation. 

This research aims to gain insight into the current context of intergenerational housing 

initiatives in British Columbia between unrelated younger and older adults, specifically 

those between the ages of 18-29 and 65 and older. Using this enhanced insight, 

recommendations of best practices for implementing intergenerational housing initiatives 

between younger and older adults in British Columbia will be developed. This research 

works to assist planners, government officials, and housing providers in developing 

future intergenerational housing initiatives with respect to land use, funding, housing 

costs, and more. 

Keywords:  Intergenerational Housing; Affordable Housing; Youth; Seniors; Aging 
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Glossary 

Baby Boomer Those born between and including 1946 – 1965 (Statistics 
Canada, 2018) 

Elder Someone who has attained a high degree of understanding of 
First Nation, Métis, or Inuit history, traditional teachings, 
ceremonies, and healing practices.  Elders have earned the 
right to pass this knowledge on to others and to give advice 
and guidance on personal issues, as well as on issues 
affecting their communities and nations (Bell, n.d.) 

Intergenerational The involvement of members of two or more generations in 
activities that potentially can make them aware of different 
(generational) perspectives. It implies increasing interaction, 
cooperation to achieve common goals, a mutual influence, and 
the possibility of change (Villar, 2008) 

Multigenerational To share activities or characteristics among generations, but 
not necessarily an interaction nor an influence among them 
(Villar, 2008) 

Senior Those who are 65 years of age and older (Statistics Canada, 
2018) 
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Chapter 1.  
 
Introduction 

The concept of intergenerational housing involves people from multiple 

generations living together under one roof (Happipad, 2020). Intergenerational living is 

finding its way onto the Canadian housing radar as the country endures its triumphant 

aging shift. While healthcare advancements are increasing life expectancies and the 

populous baby boomer generation – which includes those born between 1946 and 1965 

– reaches retirement age, the 65 and older age group in Canada is steadily amplifying 

(Statistics Canada, 2020). In British Columbia specifically, citizens over the age of 65 

account for 19% of the province’s population and are projected to increase to 25% by 

2041 (Ip & Lavoie, 2020). As the province ages, it is important to consider implications 

that come along in suit, such as health challenges, social isolation, and safe, affordable 

housing. 

Meanwhile, young Canadians are facing stark income inequalities compared to 

the generations before them. There are fewer opportunities for affordable housing, 

stable employment, and financial security, all of which have been heightened as a result 

of the COVID-19 pandemic. The contrast between opportunities for the baby boomer 

generation and young adults in Canada is often explained as a result of the economic 

boom for baby boomers in the post-Second World War era, and conversely the results of 

the economic recession in the 1980s for Generation X, Millennials, and subsequent 
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generations (Torjman, 2018). Thus, young Canadians are dealing with income-related 

challenges in the midst of an aging population shift; younger Canadians are expected to 

shoulder the costs associated with this, in terms of contributing tax dollars to the health 

care system and pension plans (Torjman, 2018). For those living in British Columbia, 

income-related challenges are exceedingly prevalent due to having the second-highest 

cost of living across the country (Wowa, 2021).  

British Columbia is currently experiencing a housing crisis. Many residents are 

unable to afford adequate housing. Almost 15% of British Columbians are identified to 

be in core housing need. Core housing need is determined by two factors: if housing is 

considered below one or more of the three housing standards of adequacy, suitability, 

and affordability; and if the household would have to spend more than 30% of their gross 

monthly income to access housing elsewhere in the same community that would meet 

all three housing standards (Statistics Canada, 2017). In Canada, renters are over three 

times more likely to live in core housing needs compared to homeowners (Statistics 

Canada, 2020). For renters, it is especially difficult to find somewhere to live that does 

not exceed the affordable housing benchmark of 30% of one’s total gross income 

(Meissner, 2019). Within the age groups of 18-29 and 65 and older, renters represent 

larger portions than any other age group (B.C. Non-Profit Housing Association, 2020). 

Thus, affordable housing opportunities that factor in both age groups will be critical in the 

coming years of aging, increasing costs of living and unattainable housing markets.  

Currently in Canada, there is minimal emphasis on intergenerational policy. Most 

departments, across all levels of government, have programs and initiatives that are 

structured by age group and demographic: children, youth, and seniors (Torjman, 2018). 
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Despite this, social and financial benefits of intergenerational connection have been 

identified, and associated initiatives, such as intergenerational housing, have emerged.  

Currently, the landscape of intergenerational housing initiatives in British 

Columbia includes within-family living, students living in long-term care facilities, home-

sharing, and Indigenous youth and Elders’ programs. For the purposes of this research, 

a focus will be placed on initiatives that involve residents who are unrelated, and fall into 

the age groups of 18-29 and 65 and older to explore housing options for lower-income 

individuals. The objective of this research is to develop recommendations of best 

practices for implementing intergenerational housing initiatives between younger and 

older adults in British Columbia, in terms of funding, accessibility, land use, 

management, and various other factors. The recommendations will aim to assist 

planners, housing providers and provincial and federal government officials in 

developing future intergenerational housing initiatives that can contribute to the context 

of affordable housing in British Columbia. Thus, this research is guided by the following 

main research question: 

How can intergenerational housing initiatives be further developed to 

contribute to affordable housing opportunities for younger and older adults in 

B.C.?  

To support this question, the following secondary research questions will be 

explored:  
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What practices are required to implement effective intergenerational housing 

initiatives in B.C. between younger and older adults?  

What roles can planners play in implementing affordable intergenerational 

housing opportunities in B.C.? 

Are there location criteria to be used to establish optimum sites? 

Through exploring these questions, the results of this research will aspire to 

address the prevalent housing crisis for younger and older adults, create more 

innovative housing opportunities for those in need, break down stereotypes between 

generations and embrace the progressive aging shift in British Columbia. 

1.1. Overview of Methods 

This research seeks a variety of knowledge and perspectives to best understand 

the current environment of affordable housing, intergenerational initiatives, and potential 

for new opportunities in British Columbia. Both secondary and primary sources are used 

with a mixed approach of qualitative and quantitative methods. One of the secondary 

sources takes the form of a literature review that explores current research in the 

following areas:   

• Aging Population 

• Social Isolation 

• Affordable Housing in British Columbia 
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• The Argument for Intergenerational Connection  

• Cultural Norms 

• Current Intergenerational Housing Initiatives 

• Zoning and Land-Use Policies 

•  Funding 

• Key Challenges 

There were three other research methods used: semi-structured interviews, an 

examination of current intergenerational initiatives in British Columbia, and a document 

analysis of housing needs assessments in British Columbia. Semi-structured interviews 

were the primary source for this research. Interview participants included housing 

managers, planners and professionals with expertise in the field of intergenerational or 

affordable housing. A qualitative approach was primarily used to build upon the insights, 

thoughts, narratives and experiences of participants and existing research. A 

quantitative approach was used to analyze applicable housing reports to understand the 

current logistics of intergenerational housing in British Columbia. A detailed explanation 

of the research methods is provided in Chapter 3: Methodology.  
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Chapter 2. Literature Review 

2.1. Aging Population  

As the baby boomers, defined to be people born between 1946 - 1965, are 

reaching retirement age and advancements in healthcare are enhancing life 

expectancies, it is predicted that the 65 and older age group will account for over 22% of 

Canada's population by 2030 (Statistics Canada, 2018; Bohnert, Chagnon & Dion, 

2017). In British Columbia, people 65 and older represent 19% of the province's 

population in 2020, with the projection to represent over 25% of British Columbia's 

population by 2041 (Ip & Lavoie, 2020). Further, the recent increase in people over the 

age of 80 is almost more numerically profound than the entire 65 and older population 

rise. Over the next 50 years, those over the age of 80 in Canada are anticipated to 

increase from 1.6 million to 5.5 million people (Suleman & Bhatia, 2021). In British 

Columbia, the 2016 Census showed that there was over five times the increase of 

people 85 and older compared to the increase in the population of those 65 and older 

(Wister, O’Dea, Fyffe & Wagner, 2019). As the number of people within the category of 

the older of older adults in Canada continues to increase, the life expectancy rises as 

well; by 2036, the life expectancy at birth is expected to rise to 86.2 for women and 82.9 

for men, from 84.2 and 80 respectively (Government of Canada, 2014). There are more 

older women in British Columbia than there are men; in 2016, for every 100 women over 

the age of 65, there were 87 men (Wister et al, 2019). Moreover, the mortality rates of 

older people in British Columbia are lower than the average mortality rates for Canada 
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as a whole (Wister et al, 2019). Thus, as there are low mortality rates, longer life 

expectancies, and more women than there are men, it is no surprise that the number of 

older British Columbians will continue to climb. 

 This is the first time in history that the 65 and over age group represents such a 

significant portion of the Canadian population, and adequate resources must be in place 

to best support our older community citizens (National Seniors Strategy, 2019). 

Consideration of changing health factors that are associated with aging is necessary. In 

2016, the two leading causes of death for people 65 and older in British Columbia were 

cancer and cardiovascular disease (Wister et al, 2019). However, this was prior to the 

presence of the COVID-19 pandemic. Between March 2020 and May 2021, 80% of 

COVID-19 related deaths in Canada were of those who were over the age of 65 

(Statistics Canada, 2021). People over the age of 65 are also more likely to take 

precautions compared to any other age group, for instance, avoiding going to grocery 

stores and being in large crowds (Statistics Canada, 2021). As the COVID-19 pandemic 

continues to evolve, more data will be available to evaluate the impact on Canadian and 

British Columbian seniors. For now, it is understood that resources should be in place 

that will support older people having access to resources and measures against virus 

exposure, such as medical advancements and access to secure housing.  

The regional districts in British Columbia that have the highest proportion of 

people over the age of 65 are Okanagan-Similkameen (31.3%), Sunshine Coast (30%), 

and qathet (27.7%) (Wister et al, 2019). Although the entire population is aging across 

the province, these areas may be more inclined to focus on planning for aging 

implications to adequately serve a larger proportion of their community. The Broadbent 
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Institute reports that more Canadians are becoming financially unprepared for retirement 

due to inflation and inadequate pension coverage (Shillington, 2016). Moreover, Hartt & 

Biglieri (2017) express financial stressors of aging, which include increased health care 

costs, mobility assistance, reduced income, and inability to age in place. Abramsson & 

Andersson (2015) similarly address the implications of aging but in terms of housing. 

They suggest that the majority preference of older people is to remain in the same 

physical space that they have called home throughout their adult lives, which becomes 

more challenging as aging factors come into place (Abramsson & Andersson, 2015). As 

people age, adequate housing must include accessible options concerning physical 

mobility, the proximity of services, and social support to attend to aging health needs 

(Abramsson & Andersson, 2015). As Canada’s, and within that, British Columbia’s 

population is increasingly getting older, adequate housing opportunities must keep up to 

accommodate this shift in conditions. Thus, innovative, resourceful, and affordable living 

options are critical in supporting the shifting demographic, which intergenerational 

initiatives have the potential to provide. 

2.2. Social Isolation 

One of the most ubiquitous issues facing older people in Canada today is social 

isolation (National Seniors Council, 2014). Social isolation is experienced differently by 

everyone, creating a challenging direction in defining the concept (National Seniors 

Council, 2014). However, the National Seniors Council (2014) indicates social isolation 

as a "low quantity and quality of contact with others" (p.1). Older people are at higher 

risk of experiencing social isolation due to their tendency to live alone, live with health 
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and mobility issues, experience the loss of loved ones, geographical distancing, and 

financial struggles (Sibley, Thompson, & Edwardh, 2016; Suleman & Bhatia, 2021).  

Social isolation is identified as causing many negative physical and mental health 

issues, including depression, anxiety, malnutrition, decreased immunity, fatigue, poor 

cardiovascular health and impaired cognitive function (National Seniors Council, 2014). 

In Canada, approximately 18% of people over the age of 60 live alone, with 43% of this 

age group reporting feeling lonely (Suleman & Bhatia, 2021). Those who are older have 

indicated higher reports of feeling lonely; approximately 50% of Canadians aged 80 and 

older identify to feeling lonely, where loneliness is defined as a perceived lack of a social 

network (Suleman & Bhatia, 2021). In a study of levels of loneliness in senior housing 

communities, almost 43% of residents indicated to be moderately lonely, while almost 

27% identified to be severely lonely (Suleman & Bhatia, 2021). Thus, it is evident that 

older people are susceptible to social isolation and loneliness, as depicted through 

various reports on loneliness. However, it is important to note that the accuracy of data 

regarding rates of social isolation and loneliness must be critically considered, as 

individuals who are severely socially isolated may not be appropriately represented in 

statistics due to the challenge in locating and reaching out to them.  

The COVID-19 pandemic has posed further challenges on an already isolated 

age demographic. While older adults are identified to be the most vulnerable to the virus, 

they are also indicated to be in most need of social connection (Chu, Donato-Woodger & 

Dainton, 2020). However, to protect the most vulnerable against COVID-19, social 

programs, long-term care visits, and household intermingling have been strongly 

discouraged, if not banned completely (Chu et al, 2020).  As almost 40% of British 
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Columbians over the age of 65 live alone (Wister et al, 2019), there is minimal 

opportunity for social connection with pandemic prevention measures in place. As such, 

creative measures should be taken to both protect older Canadians in the midst of a 

global pandemic, and to combat prevalent social isolation. The BC Centre for Disease 

Control identifies housing to be a key component of fighting social exclusion (Suleman & 

Bhatia, 2021), and in a period where household intermingling is discouraged, might be a 

potential solution to safely connect people under one roof.  

Although social isolation and loneliness are shown to be highly prevalent among 

older Canadians, those 65 and older are not the only age group to experience this. In 

2016, 16% of young men and 12% of young women reported experiencing some aspect 

of social isolation (Statistics Canada, 2019). Further, recent research out of Harvard 

University has shown that loneliness as a result of COVID-19 is the most prevalent 

among teenagers and young adults, particularly the 18-25-year-old age group (Walsh, 

2021). This age group is believed to be experiencing high rates of loneliness amidst the 

pandemic due to the transition of living with family to living on their own, the tendency for 

this age group to live alone, and starting professional lives in an increasingly 

individualized society (Walsh, 2021). Thus, to attend to an epidemic of loneliness for 

both younger and older adults, intergenerational housing initiatives provide the 

opportunity for older and younger people to experience daily, meaningful social 

interaction (Happipad, 2020). Furthermore, intergenerational living contributes to a 

cross-generational connection that enhances knowledge, understanding, and stimuli - all 

factors that are direct benefits of social relationships (Happipad, 2020). Empowering 

intergenerational ties also enhances a sense of community, which may have a cyclical 

effect that decreases social isolation (Suleman & Bhatia, 2021). Hence, pairing these 
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two typically-isolated groups together to develop a purposeful co-living relationship 

attends to the connectedness needs of everyone involved, and fosters a meaningful 

sense of community.  

2.3. Affordable Housing in British Columbia  

The present state of housing affordability in British Columbia shows to be 

relatively grim. Currently, over a quarter of British Columbia seniors are living below 

standards regarding affordability, adequacy, and suitability (Government of Canada, 

2019). The recommended benchmark to spend on housing and utilities is no more than 

30% of one's total gross income; however, in British Columbia, over 43% of renter 

households are spending more than this, while the national average is 40% (Meissner, 

2019). Even more so, 21% of British Columbia renters are spending more than half of 

their total gross income on housing costs, showing that 1 in 5 renters in the province is 

facing a crisis in sacrificing too much on rent (Meissner, 2019). Among these renter 

households in British Columbia, 54% of those aged 65 and older spend more than 30% 

of their gross income on rental housing (B.C. Non-Profit Housing Association, 2020). 

Though the 65 and older age group appears to be the largest age group spending over 

30% of their income on housing, the 15-29 age group follows close behind with 49% of 

their rental demographic spending more than the recommended benchmark (B.C. Non-

Profit Housing Association, 2020). These two age groups also convey the lowest median 

incomes in the province: $29,256 for the 65 and older group and $42,690 for those ages 

15-29 (B.C. Non-Profit Housing Association, 2020). Furthermore, the 65 and older and 

the 15-29 age demographics are revealed to have the most renters within their 

respective age groups compared to others (Ip & Lavoie, 2020). Thus, the literature 
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depicts that people over the age of 65 and between the ages of 15-29 are the most 

prominent age clusters that experience unaffordable and insecure housing 

opportunities.  

A report on housing needs for seniors by the Government of Canada (2019) 

highlights housing options available to people over the age of 65 in Canada that 

accommodate aging adaptations. These include:  

• Mainstream Housing, where seniors remain in their usual homes or downsize to 

ground-oriented options, apartments or condominiums; 

• Naturally Occurring Retirement Communities, which is mainstream housing that 

has a large proportion of senior residents; 

• Independent Living and Active Lifestyle accommodation, which is seniors-only 

housing that has both accommodations and amenities;  

• Assisted Living/Supportive Housing accommodation, which is housing that 

involves accessible design features and support services such as counseling, 

assistance with medication, recreational activities, housekeeping and meal 

preparation; and 

• Seniors Residential and Long-Term Care accommodations, which is for seniors 

who require 24-hour support in terms of daily living, nursing supervision and care 

(Government of Canada, 2019).  
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Within Independent Living and Active Lifestyle accommodation, home share 

programs are briefly mentioned but not expressed as a common means of age-friendly 

housing (Government of Canada, 2019). Thus, intergenerational initiatives are not 

explicitly outlined as an available option for older people in the most current report on 

housing needs, despite the expressed benefits. 

2.4. The Argument for Intergenerational Connection 

Intergenerational connections can be difficult to define, as there are many 

different age groups that exist and an abundance of interpersonal relationship types that 

can take form. However, Vanderven (2004) examined an intergenerational theory that 

can provide a foundation for programs, policies, and initiatives that focus on having an 

intergenerational nature. Vanderven (2004) constitutes intergenerational relationships to 

be ones in which “the participants are at least two stages or more, or twenty years (a 

standard generation) apart” (p. 79). Vieira & Sousa (2016) reinforce this definition of 

“intergenerational” and further add that a distinct conceptual framework within academic 

literature for intergenerational practices is lacking. Despite the lack of academic literature 

on the topic, Vieira & Sousa (2016) elaborate that intergenerational connection has been 

shown to be critical in fostering a harmonious society.  

It is expressed by Thang & Engel (2020) that the rise of isolation measures in 

response to the COVID-19 pandemic have posed detrimental effects on 

intergenerational connection, in terms of social prejudice and agism. Moreover, Sung 

(2015) explores the contemporary concept of institutional and spatial age segregations, 

in which individuals of different generations do not occupy or interact in the same space. 
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Young children tend to spend their days in childcare spaces, older children and 

teenagers spend most of their time in school, young-to-middle-aged adults occupy their 

time working, and older people are often secluded to their own homes or care facilities 

(Sung, 2015). As such, Sung (2015) identifies that these institutional and spatial 

segregations are wreaking havoc upon prejudiced and agist societal trends. The 

prevalence of these negative effects reported by Thang & Engel (2020) and Sung (2015) 

shows all the more need to strengthen intergenerational connections in communities. 

Both Vanderven (2004) and Vieira & Sousa (2016) identify that intergenerational 

relationships contribute benefits to greater society by uniting generations, ensuring the 

transmission of cultural heritage, encouraging active participation in work and social lives 

across generations, challenging social problems for all ages, and building a sense of 

identity. 

Vanderven (2004) additionally indicates the reiteration of reciprocity that 

intergenerational connection brings forth, and thus encourages values of reciprocity in 

the greater community. Further, Gonzales, Matz-Costa & Morrow-Howell (2015) state 

that intergenerational initiatives assist with productive aging, which is a concept that puts 

forth the idea that older adults’ capacity can be better developed to contribute 

economically and socially to society. They express that intergenerational initiatives, such 

as intergenerational housing, contribute to the critical role that older people hold in 

caregiving for younger generations to continue to be active members in their community 

(Gonzales et al, 2015). Maintaining an active and productive role in one’s community 

can lead to enhanced cognitive function, healthier lifestyles, longer life expectancies, 

and fewer personal financial issues, as well as economic benefits for the community at 

large (Gonzales et al, 2015).  
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In the midst of these benefits, Thang & Engel (2020) highlight the need for 

connectedness initiatives to take on innovative forms that continue to keep people 

physically safe in unprecedented times, such as the novel coronavirus pandemic. 

Similarly, Vieira & Sousa (2016) report that more strategic effort needs to be placed on 

intergenerational connection, as merely bringing generations together does not 

necessarily result in mutual or societal benefits. Thus, more creativity and efforts are 

required to ensure intergenerational connections are safe, meaningful, and positively 

contribute to the societal environment. 

2.5. Cultural Norms 

Although it is recognized that strategic efforts should be made in fostering 

intergenerational connection, existing literature shows that some cultures have been 

naturally practicing intergenerational living for centuries. Statistics Canada (2016) 

reports that multigenerational households were the fastest-growing type of household in 

Canada between 2001-2016, rising over 37.5%. This rapid growth is indicated to be a 

result of changing ethnocultural compositions of families in Canada, as Indigenous and 

immigrant families are more likely to live in a multigenerational setting (Statistics 

Canada, 2016).   

Goodbrand, Humphrey & Gondek (2017) identify that over half of 

multigenerational households in Canada are new immigrants. Particularly, a population 

study conducted by the United Nations has revealed that older people living with 

younger generations is the most common household type in Africa, Asia (including 

Southeast Asia and the Middle East), Latin America and the Caribbean (United Nations, 
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2019). Burgess & Muir (2018) identify that multigenerational living in Asia is treasured 

due to its conceptualized roots in filial piety. Moreover, older people in Afghanistan and 

Pakistan were especially noted to be living in multigenerational situations, in which over 

90% of residents aged 65 and older reported living with extended family members 

(United Nations, 2019). Understanding where new Canadians are migrating from, and 

which neighbourhoods they are moving to, is important to consider when thinking about 

housing types in neighbourhoods where new immigrants tend to settle that suit 

multigenerational living (Goodbrand et al, 2017).  

Indigenous Peoples are also more likely to live in multigenerational situations and 

represent the fastest-growing share of Canada’s population (Battams, 2017; Ecotrust 

Canada, 2021). The 2016 Census shows that 14% of all First Nations grandparents in 

Canada are living with their grandchildren, as well as 22% of all Inuit grandparents and 

5% of all Metis grandparents in Canada (Battams, 2017).  Multigenerational living within 

Indigenous families may be intentional due to Indigenous Elders upholding a notable role 

in transmitting traditions, knowledge, language, teachings, and other cultural aspects to 

younger members of their distinct communities, and within-household living can assist in 

providing these cultural transmission opportunities (Employment and Social 

Development Canada, 2020). However, Indigenous families are also more likely to live in 

overcrowded situations, meaning that extended families are living together in housing 

that is unsuitable for the number of people residing within it (Statistics Canada, 2016). 

The likeliness for Indigenous families to live in overcrowding situations is a result of the 

lack of affordable housing opportunities for Indigenous Peoples on- and off-reserve 

(Statistics Canada, 2016). Keene & Batson (2010) report this to be a similar reason for 

multigenerational living for recent immigrants, in that co-residence is likely to be a result 
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of socioeconomic status, or for families to pool resources during times of economic 

hardships. Newcomers to Canada often experience economic challenges, low levels of 

Canadian-recognized education, higher unemployment, and a lack of citizenship status, 

which contribute to living multigenerationally and co-dependently with their families 

(Keene & Batson, 2010). Thus, Indigenous Peoples and newcomers to Canada are 

more likely to live in within-family multigenerational situations, either intentionally to 

uphold cultural values of intergenerational connection, or out of necessity to ensure 

family members have a roof over their heads. 

Alternatively, it has been studied that North American culture places a high value 

on individualism (Gonzales, Whetung, Kruchten & Butts, 2020). This emphasis on 

privacy and autonomy tends to stigmatize within-family multigenerational living 

arrangements, as there is a high regard for “nuclear family” types and individual living 

(Goodbrand et al, 2017).  Burgess & Muir (2018) note that most within-family 

multigenerational living in North America occurs due to the need to care for older family 

members, grandparents caring for their grandchildren who have working parents, or for 

the temporary ability of younger family members to save enough money to eventually 

live on their own. Moreover, Goodbrand et al (2017) highlight that traditional zoning 

regulations in North America insinuate that “single detached home is synonymous with a 

single-family” (p.526), meaning that some land-use policy regulates the number of 

families that can reside within one home. Thus, between strong values of individualism 

and exclusionary zoning regulations, North American culture must adapt to changing 

household make-ups, as Goobrand et al (2017) argue that the contemporary family is 

too complex to fit within the parameters of individualistic labels.  
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2.6. Current Intergenerational Initiatives 

Beyond within-family intergenerational living, there are currently various 

opportunities for unrelated young adults and older people to live together within the 

same household. In Canada, the three existing intergenerational housing initiatives for 

unrelated people include university students residing in long-term care facilities, home 

share programs, and youth and seniors housing projects.   

In 2019, a research project on intergenerational living was conducted with a few 

students from the University of Northern British Columbia and a nearby assisted living 

facility (Hennig, 2019). This project, called "InterAGE," was part of a full-credit course on 

aging. Students moved into the Gateway Lodge Assisted Living facility in Prince George 

for a semester to interact closely with residents (Palmer, 2019). The students lived for 

free (other than tuition costs) in exchange for ten hours a week spent socializing with the 

residents (Palmer, 2019). This project builds off of the Humanitas project in Deventer, 

the Netherlands, where six university students were living in an elderly long-term care 

home in 2017, also at no cost in exchange for social interaction with the residents of the 

facility (Arentshorst, Kloet & Peine, 2019). Both projects have resulted in the 

development of meaningful, intergenerational mutual benefit relationships; the younger 

and older residents are gaining knowledge of the other's perspectives and experiences 

while combating age-related stereotypes and social isolation (Palmer, 2019; Arentshorst 

et al, 2019). These projects' successes have initiated similar programs across Europe 

and throughout North America, where students are living affordably in long-term care 

homes while providing social interaction, recreational activities, daily tasks, or musical 

concerts in return (McLaughlin, 2020).  
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Another example of this includes The Village Living Wellness and Learning 

Centre at Canadore College in North Bay, Ontario (Burton, 2017). The Village, located 

that the Canadore College campus, is a housing facility with 144 residential units for 

retirees and college students alike (Kelly, 2017). Beyond housing, this facility also offers 

educational training for Canadore students in the fields of nursing, occupational therapy, 

recreational therapy, physiotherapy, support work, dental hygiene, and mental health, 

among other areas related to senior care (Burton, 2017). The Village encompasses an 

interprofessional approach with Indigenous, Eastern, and Western medicines, providing 

a health and community hub for older folks and human and health service students to 

connect and reap mutual benefits. The Village project is funded through a three-part 

approach with the federal government, provincial government, and the college itself 

(Kelly, 2017). It is conveniently located near a hospital and public transit and leverages 

the use of existing infrastructure at Canadore college, such as the library and wellness 

centre (Burton, 2017). The Village Living Wellness and Learning Centre was developed 

in response to a need for seniors’ housing in Northern Ontario that offers a continuum of 

care while simultaneously meeting the cultural and educational needs of older residents, 

younger residents, and health care students (Burton, 2017). 

Oakcrossing Retirement Living in London, Ontario also fosters intergenerational 

living for unrelated individuals within their long-term care facility. In partnership with 

Western University, three music students live in the retirement home rent-free for a 

semester, in exchange for daily musical performances for the residents (Ghonaim, 

2017).  Students have indicated that this living situation poses both social and financial 

benefits (Ghonaim, 2017). Socially, the students appreciated the relationships built with 

the seniors and financially, the students expressed that not having to worry about 



 

20 

housing fees while attending full-time classes eliminated stressful burdens (Ghonaim, 

2017). However, the students noted that living in a retirement home as a young adult is 

not for everyone, but it is an efficient form of living to focus on studies, save money on 

housing, and build intergenerational relationships (Ghonaim, 2017).  

In addition to long-term care initiatives, some areas in Canada host a home 

share program, where young adults rent low-cost rooms from older homeowners with the 

expectation of assisting with household duties (Canada HomeShare, n.d.). These 

programs are operated through various organizations, including HomeShare Alliance, 

Canada HomeShare, and Happipad (HomeShare Alliance, 2020; Canada HomeShare, 

n.d.; Happipad, 2020). Though different organizations, they share a similar vision in 

fostering safe spaces for older adults to age in place at home while promoting housing 

affordability for younger adults (HomeShare Alliance, 2020; Canada HomeShare, n.d.; 

Happipad, 2020). Furthermore, these organizations have trained staff dedicated to 

matching a homeowner with a like-minded housemate and providing mediation support 

throughout the process (HomeShare Alliance, 2020; CanadaHomeshare, n.d.; 

Happipad, 2020). Despite the benefits of social connectedness, safety and affordability, 

issues have presented themselves in the form of unmet expectations from either side of 

the homeowner and housemate (Happipad, 2020). The intention of home sharing is to 

provide the homeowner with a gentle supplemental income and assistance with basic 

household duties, not to receive personal care in terms of health care provision, 

personal cleaning or daily cooking (Canada HomeShare, n.d.). However, the 

organizations’ purpose is to facilitate a detailed agreement of rental amount, hours of 

tasks, and type of tasks prior to moving in, and to assist in settling issues that arise 

throughout the process (Happipad, 2020). Literature on intergenerational housing shows 
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that home-sharing initiatives are highly prevalent in France for older homeowners and 

students as well (Labit & Dubost, 2016). Labit & Dubost (2016) note that there are 

various associations in France that organize and supervise home-sharing initiatives 

similar to the Canadian home-sharing organizations, in the realms of making an 

inventory of accommodation, assessing quality of the accommodation, conducting 

interviews with the potential elderly homeowners and student participants, and 

developing charters to outline conditions of the home-sharing agreement. However, 

differing from the Canadian organizations, which are completely non-profit and do not 

charge participant fees, Labit & Dubost (2016) explain that most home-sharing 

associations in France require membership fees from the homeowners and students. 

These fees strictly contribute to association expenses to ensure the ability to continue 

operation (Labit & Dubost, 2016). Though operationally different, the literature shows 

that current home share programs provide a safe, regulated opportunity for older 

homeowners to age in place while developing significant intergenerational relationships. 

In turn, young adults possess the chance to live affordably, build their domestic skillset 

and break down generational barriers.  

Existing intergenerational living initiatives in the form of students living in 

retirement homes or long-term care facilities and young adults renting rooms from older 

person households show that this can be an advantageous type of living for both 

younger and older adults. These advantages are particularly in the form of social 

connection and shared labour, which alleviates isolation and stressors that ultimately 

impact overall community health. However, these two types of purposeful 

intergenerational living emphasize housing affordability for the younger counterpart, and 

not as much so for the older counterpart. The long-term care facilities or retirement 
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homes involved in the initiatives curate cheaper living expenses for the student in 

exchange for volunteer hours, whereas this situation does not impact the cost of living 

for the older residents. Similarly, the home-sharing initiative involves lower rent 

alongside shared household labour, and although the renter is contributing somewhat to 

the homeowner’s finances, the homeowner is still required to pay their full mortgage (if 

applicable) and property taxes. As such, these initiatives promote overall community 

health through their intergenerational practices, but may only be suitable for older people 

who have secure housing.  

To accommodate affordability for both younger and older counterparts of 

intergenerational living, affordable youth and seniors’ housing programs also exist in 

Canada. These forms of housing types are the primary focus of this research, and tend 

to be either culturally-based, mainly serving Indigenous communities, or faith-based as 

part of a congregation. In Nanaimo, British Columbia, Tillicum Lelum Aboriginal 

Friendship Centre hosts the Salish Lelum Affordable Housing Project, in which youth 

ages 18-24 and Elders 55 and older are eligible for subsidized suites (Tillicum Lelum 

Aboriginal Friendship Centre, n.d.).  Similarly, Kikekyelc: A Place for Belonging is 

another operating youth and Elders affordable housing project in Kamloops, British 

Columbia (Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation, 2020). This project is a 

partnership between the Government of Canada, the Government of British Columbia, 

the City of Kamloops, and Lii Michif Otipemisiwak Family and Community Services 

Society and opened its doors in November of 2020 (Canada Mortgage and Housing 

Corporation, 2020). The focus of this project is to assist Indigenous youth transitioning 

out of foster care through Elder mentorship, through daily lifestyle interactions in one 

living facility (Lii Michif Otipemisiwak Family and Community Services Society, n.d.). The 
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successes of these two facilities to collaborate ideas and knowledge have encouraged 

further development of youth and seniors housing in British Columbia, which will be 

examined in more detail in Chapter 4: Results as purpose-built, affordable youth and 

seniors housing for unrelated individuals is the focus of this project.  

Though different in purpose, operations, and intent, purposeful youth and seniors 

housing initiatives show to be up-and-coming opportunities for affordable housing in 

British Columbia. Whether culturally based, faith-based, or community-based, each of 

these initiatives works toward a common goal of connecting younger and older 

generations through a basic human need: attainable housing.   

Various other housing initiatives are in place in British Columbia that 

inadvertently foster intergenerational living. Salvador (2020), Koenig & Pynoos (2008), 

and Goodbrand, Humphrey & Gondek (2017) argue that Accessory Dwelling Units are 

an effective tool for encouraging multigenerational living in Canada. Accessory Dwelling 

Units, also referred to as secondary suites, garden suites, laneway homes, basement 

suites, or carriage houses, are secondary residences on an existing property with a 

primary residence (Cowkur, 2020). Salvador (2020) reports that these secondary 

residences can act as a type of housing that is responding to shifting housing needs for 

younger and older people, as between 2001 and 2016, multigenerational households 

were the fastest-growing household type in Canada. Further, Liebig, Koenig & Pynoos 

(2008) identify that, in neighbourhoods where the zoning permits, Accessory Dwelling 

Units are beneficial for within-family elder caregiving, while still maintaining 

independence and privacy. Similarly, Goodbrand, Humphrey & Gondek (2017) also 

identify Accessory Dwelling Units to be useful for aging family members in terms of 
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providing care, but indicate other aspects of their multigenerational benefit as well. 

These other benefits include child caregiving, fostering generational independence, 

sharing household tasks and expenses, and facilitating the immigration of family 

members (Goodbrand, Humphrey & Gondek, 2017). Although these articles indicate the 

benefit of Accessory Dwelling Units for within-family multigenerational living in Canada, 

Salvador (2020) also highlights their contribution to the environment of affordable 

housing due to increasing the rental housing stock in traditionally single-detached home 

neighbourhoods. As such, by having access to more rental options, Accessory Dwelling 

Units may provide more natural opportunities for younger and older adults to reside 

harmoniously on the same property.  

In a similar vein as home-sharing and youth and elders housing, existing 

literature shows that co-housing is another form of intergenerational living for unrelated 

adults. Labit and Dubost (2016) examine intergenerational co-housing in Germany, in 

which over 1,000 self-organized projects exist in the country for younger and older 

adults. Within these co-housing projects, many projects involved residents in their 

development design and offer both subsidized and market-rate units (Labit & Bubost, 

2016). Unlike Germany, where according to Labit & Dubost (2016), most co-housing 

initiatives are self-organized and self-managed, Beck (2018) indicates that co-housing in 

Denmark takes both a bottom-up and top-down approach. While co-housing initiatives 

began as self-organized housing forms in Denmark, Beck (2018) describes that different 

levels of government noticed their social and economic benefit for intergenerational 

living and have since taken initiative in organizing their implementation. Both Beck 

(2018) and Labit & Dubost (2016) identify that co-housing, where younger and older 

adults are sharing a home, is a meaningful form of intergenerational living due to daily 
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interactions between residents in common spaces and engaging in shared activities. As 

such, European initiatives of co-housing pose to be another effective intergenerational 

housing opportunity for unrelated individuals.   

Thus, the literature shows that current intergenerational housing initiatives 

between unrelated people occur in British Columbia, yet not widespread. Despite the 

somewhat sparsity, these current initiatives contribute to an aging population's 

landscape, housing affordability, and social connectedness.  

2.7. Land-Use and Zoning  

In developing effective intergenerational housing, land-use regulations are critical 

to consider. It can be difficult to ensure and obtain appropriate land-use regulations for 

unique households and housing types that stray from the typical single-family norm 

(Gonzales et al, 2020). While many cities in Canada are still majorly occupied by single-

detached homes, there is a strong perception that is augmented by traditional zoning 

ordinances that single-detached homes are meant specifically for traditional single 

families (Goodbrand et al, 2017). Liebig et al (2017) explain that historically, zoning 

ordinances were used as a tool to segregate single-family and multi-family dwellings, in 

order to control certain sized families from living in certain neighbourhoods. Moreover, 

Forsyth (2016) notes that some historic and very few current zoning laws in North 

America permit only related individuals to live together within dwellings, which hinders 

any possibility for intergenerational living between unrelated or distantly-related 

individuals. Skelton (2012) further adds that zoning laws were once utilized as a tool to 

enforce racial and socioeconomic segregation in cities, in which zoning was used to 
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preserve high land values to assure that certain areas were developed and maintained 

for affluent populations. Although the Supreme Court of Canada has ruled that 

municipalities can only zone for land uses and not land users, there still remains to be 

discriminatory elements within regulations such as minimum lot sizes and minimum unit 

sizes that can prevent people below certain income brackets from accessing the 

potential land (Skelton, 2012). In addition, there are restrictive zoning ordinances that 

exist that prohibit accessory dwelling units in some areas or neighbourhoods (Salvador, 

2020). This provides another barrier to attaining multigenerational living, through being 

unable to construct a secondary unit without a rezoning application, which can be a 

costly and lengthy process.  

As established by Battams (2017) and Keene & Batson (2010), groups that are 

more likely to live in multigenerational settings in Canada are those who are Indigenous 

or newcomers to Canada. These groups are also identified to be more likely to 

experience economic hardships and racialization, and as such, may be negatively 

impacted by exclusionary zoning laws that create intentional divides between 

communities of different socioeconomic classes (Goodbrand et al, 2017; Battams, 2017; 

Skelton, 2012). Agrawal (2021) indicates that zoning ordinances in Canada used to 

overtly discriminate Black people, Jewish people, Chinese people, and Indigenous 

people, among others, which are all ethnocultural groups that the United Nations (2019) 

identified to be likely to live in multigenerational situations. Therefore, the exclusionary 

history of land-use regulations and zoning ordinances in Canada have shown to be 

obstacles in the way of achieving equitable intergenerational living.  
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To combat history of exclusionary zoning policies that posed barriers for certain 

groups or types of living, some municipalities are adopting zoning and land-use policies 

that encourage multi-use and more density, which in turn foster opportunities for 

intergenerational living. For instance, the City of Edmonton provided a financial incentive 

for homeowners to build or renovate Accessory Dwelling Units on their single-detached 

properties, if the homeowner agreed to rent the ADU to a certain population group 

identified to be in core housing need by the City (Arpent, 2018). As a result, more 

Accessory Dwelling Units are made available in the City of Edmonton for 

intergenerational opportunities. In addition, the City of Vancouver updated its Accessory 

Dwelling Unit ordinances in 2017 to relax restrictions on parking and owner-occupancy 

requirements, which provides more rental opportunities in the city (Hastings, 2017).  

Some urbanists, policy analysts, and planners are suggesting that up-zoning 

areas to allow for multi-family living in previously single-family neighbourhoods would be 

a key tool in promoting density, affordability, and appropriate growth. Lee (2022) 

suggests that up-zoning policies in the City of Vancouver should be extended to all 

neighbourhoods, to allow for multi-family living in every area of the city. Currently, the 

City of Vancouver is in the process of a pilot project entitled “Making Home,” which 

entails 2,000 lots across the city that will now allow up to six units (Lee, 2022). Pre-

zoning the land, increasing density allowances and providing multi-family capabilities will 

assist in easier processes for intergenerational housing initiatives for unrelated people to 

come to fruition, as shown through the zoning of current initiatives in British Columbia.  

In terms of current intergenerational initiatives, the site of Salish Lelum Youth and 

Elders Housing in Nanaimo, British Columbia is zoned as CS1 - Community Service 
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One, which allows for public-oriented uses designed to serve the community (City of 

Nanaimo, 2021). The surrounding properties are also zoned as CS1 to allow for public-

oriented uses, as Tillicum Lelum Aboriginal Friendship Centre operates these properties 

for other public program uses including a Youth Safe House and Childcare Centre (City 

of Nanaimo, 2021; Tillicum Lelum Aboriginal Friendship Centre, n.d.). The non-profit 

organization applied to rezone these properties to CS1 in 2009 in order to begin the 

development process on their various community-used buildings (City of Nanaimo, 

2011).  

In the case of Kikekyelc in Kamloops, British Columbia, the site is zoned as RM3 

- Multi-Family 3 - medium residential (City of Kamloops, 2021). This ultimately allows for 

development of multi-family residential, row houses and rooming houses that do not 

exceed four storeys, with a permitted accessory use of a licensed residential care facility 

(City of Kamloops, 2021). M’akola Development Services consulting firm facilitated land 

negotiations for the project, which involved acquiring a 60-year affordable land lease 

from the City of Kamloops and a rezoning application to the City of Kamloops to increase 

the permitted density (Canero & Tarnawsky, 2021). At the time of the rezoning 

application in 2017, City of Kamloops documents show some public opposition against 

increasing the density from RM1 - Multi-Family 1 - low density to its current zoning of 

RM3 (City of Kamloops, 2017; Canero & Tarnawsky, 2021). The opposition depicts 

potential land-use and social challenges faced by organizations wishing to pursue 

intergenerational housing opportunities, such as youth and seniors housing.  

As such, research illustrates that land-use and zoning regulations can both inhibit 

and encourage an environment for intergenerational housing opportunities, whether for 



 

29 

related or unrelated individuals. As zoning and land-use policy becomes more 

inclusionary and progressive to promote housing stock, it is hopeful that this will result in 

more favourable occasions for intergenerational living between unrelated adults to occur.   

2.8. Funding  

An undeniably important piece in implementing affordable, intergenerational 

housing initiatives is funding. In regard to intentional, affordable intergenerational 

housing initiatives between younger and older adults, housing providers rely on external 

funding streams in order to make projects feasible. In Canada, there are three main 

funding streams to access when developing affordable housing: federal, which is 

administered through the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC); 

provincial, which is administered through BC Housing; and municipal, which involves 

unique parameters per city or town. Outside of government funding, community and 

private foundations are another potential funding source for non-profit projects (Northern 

Development, 2022).  

The Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) is Canada’s national 

housing agency, governed and funded by the Government of Canada (Canada 

Mortgage and Housing Corporation, 2022). CMHC offers a wide range of project funding 

and financing, from renovation, repair and renewal to community housing projects 

(CMHC, 2022). For existing intergenerational housing initiatives in British Columbia, the 

National Housing Co-Investment Fund has been accessed by Lii Michif Otipemisiwak 

Family and Community Services in the New Construction stream to build Kikekyelc: A 

Place of Belonging in Kamloops (CMHC, 2022; Canero & Tarnawsky, 2021). The 
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National Housing Co-Investment Fund is meant to support new and revitalized 

construction projects of mixed-income, mixed-tenure, and mixed-used affordable 

housing, and requires financial support from other levels of government to effectively 

coordinate investments (CMHC, 2022).  

At the provincial level, BC Housing holds significant responsibility in funding, 

overseeing and managing affordable housing projects (BC Housing, 2022a). While 

particular funding streams are unique per project, the province, through BC Housing, has 

contributed the highest dollar amount compared to other funders for the 

intergenerational initiatives of Salish Lelum and Kikekyelc (Government of British 

Columbia, 2011; Canero & Tarnawsky, 2021). For Salish Lelum, BC Housing contributed 

$3.08 million for the development of the project, and signed an agreement to supply an 

annual operational subsidy of $52,700 (Government of British Columbia, 2011). The 

more recent intergenerational project of Kikekyelc brought forth a $3.7 million 

contribution from the province, which assisted with a fast-tracked construction phase 

(Canero & Tarnawsky, 2021). Since 2013, BC Housing transferred all Indigenous 

housing programs and services to the Aboriginal Housing Management Association 

(AHMA) as a result of the BC Aboriginal Social Housing Management Agreement (BC 

Housing, 2022b). This included all Indigenous social housing programs, such as Salish 

Lelum and now, Kikekyelc (BC Housing, 2022b). Thus, the current administration of 

subsidy payments and operating agreements for intergenerational housing initiatives is 

balanced between BC Housing and the Aboriginal Housing Management Association, 

depending on Indigenous involvement.  
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As per the cases of Salish Lelum and Kikekyelc, municipalities tend to contribute 

to affordable housing projects in terms of land-use and fee waivers, rather than grant 

supplements (Government of British Columbia, 2011; Canero & Tarnawsky, 2021). For 

instance, the City of Nanaimo waived development cost charges of $115,906 for the 

development of Salish Lelum, and the property is exempt from taxation (Government of 

British Columbia, 2011). In the situation of Kikekyelc, the City of Kamloops contributed 

the land, through a 60-year affordable land lease for the development, and also waived 

select development fees (Canero & Tarnawsky, 2021). As exemplified by the City of 

Nanaimo and the City of Kamloops, municipalities have the capacity to support 

intergenerational affordable housing projects through means that are the most 

appropriate for the initiative at hand, whether it is providing land or exempting the 

development from municipal fees.  

Although each level of government plays a role in financially supporting 

affordable housing projects, some developments are able to seek out contributions from 

private sources as well. Northern Development (2022) highlights various foundations 

that offer grant opportunities for non-profit programs and services, such as the United 

Way, Canada Grants Service, and Imagine Canada. Banking institutions are another 

potential source of support, in which Kikekyelc received a construction grant from the 

Royal Bank of Canada (RBC) to be able to house and train an all-Indigenous 

construction crew on the job (Canero & Tarnawsky, 2021). Projects may also receive 

donations from individuals, as was also the case with Kikekyelc once the greater 

community learned more about the intention of the intergenerational housing project 

(Canero & Tarnawsky, 2021).  
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Thus, current initiatives show that affordable, intergenerational housing projects 

in British Columbia rely on multiple funding streams at all phases of development in 

order to initiate the project, and sustainably continue to operate the project.  

2.9. Key Challenges 

Though intergenerational housing is emerging as an affordable, socially 

connected, and healthy option for living arrangements, the literature shows that it does 

not come without its share of challenges. These range from lifestyle disparities among 

younger and older people, and privacy and space needs.   

In a technological age such as this, generational differences can appear to be 

stark (Marcus, 2021). While younger people are often experienced with new technology, 

apps and cell phones, older people are typically still adjusting to a technologically-

emphasized era (Marcus, 2021). Marcus (2021) identifies that this poses challenges in 

promoting innovative intergenerational housing opportunities, in which these initiatives 

are commonly advertised on apps, social media and websites. Specifically, in the case 

of some home-sharing programs, such as Nesterly in the United States, the program is 

facilitated through online means for convenience purposes, and thus might miss a target 

audience of isolated older folks who could benefit from a live-in younger person who 

could provide technological assistance (Marcus, 2021). However, these home-sharing 

programs provide an opportunity for the younger people to assist the older homeowners 

with various technology to access websites and programs such as this (Happipad, 

2020). 
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Furthermore, stark generational lifestyle differences may cause rifts within the 

home. For instance, in the case of Humanitas in the Netherlands, the project's downfalls 

were noted to be experiences of the students coming home intoxicated or causing a 

ruckus late at night (Arentshorst et al, 2019). However, the program director indicated 

that these events added to the home's liveliness and instigated stimulating conversations 

amongst the older residents, reminiscing on their pasts (Arentshorst et al, 2019). 

Furthermore, Labit & Dubost (2016) found that intergenerational living arrangements 

were best suited for those with open minds about their community and were willing take 

time to build unique relationships. Even under these circumstances, Labit & Dubost 

(2016) stressed that professional assistance is required in order to create genuine, 

sustainable intergenerational living situations for unrelated people. Hence, experience 

with generational differences shows that a main challenge of this type of housing is 

lifestyle conflict, as this type of living is not suitable for everyone, however steps can be 

taken to mitigate this. For instance, Canada HomeShare (n.d.) advises to establish rules 

in agreements up front that outline expectations for each participant. Labit & Dubost 

(2016) note that people who are open to new experiences and are adaptable to change 

are best suited for intentional intergenerational living.  

In a study conducted by Burgess & Muir (2018), it was found that 

multigenerational living situations often involve constant negotiations of power relations 

and compromise, especially in homes or facilities that do not offer adequate spaces for 

privacy. They indicate that conflict and perceived power struggles typically occur when 

the multigenerational living situation is a result of a forced situation, rather than a 

situation that was purposefully chosen out of interest (Burgess & Muir, 2018). As such, 

Burgess & Muir (2018) suggest that fostering autonomy, agency and opportunities for 
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privacy within a multigenerational living opportunity will mitigate conflict and challenges 

that may arise. However, this is only doable if adequate infrastructure is in place to 

properly house multiple people of various ages, while providing both communal space 

for natural interaction and space for privacy and independence (Burgess & Muir, 2018). 

Thus, another challenge is ensuring the building that hosts the intergenerational housing 

opportunity is able to accommodate the social and physical needs of all who reside 

there.  

Therefore, the current environment of literature on intergenerational and 

multigenerational living shows that issues of technology, lifestyle differences, autonomy 

and adequate infrastructure have emerged. These issues will be explored and 

addressed further in the following proposed recommendations for moving forward with 

intergenerational housing initiatives, as sought through primary and secondary research 

methodologies.  
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Chapter 3. Methodology  

3.1. Research Questions  

To explore best practices for purpose-built, affordable intergenerational housing 

initiatives in British Columbia, the main research question was:  

How can intergenerational housing initiatives be further developed to 

contribute to affordable housing opportunities for younger and older adults in 

B.C.?  

This question was used to guide the purpose of the research and to determine 

appropriate research methodologies. To support the main research question, the 

following secondary questions were used to refine the data collection:  

a) What practices are required to implement effective intergenerational housing 

initiatives in B.C. between younger and older adults?  

This question allowed for a broad spectrum of responses with respect to best 

practices, whether they were operational policies, planning policies, steps for 

implementation, funding opportunities, community partnerships, or any other related field 

that resulted in effective intergenerational housing initiatives.  
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b) What roles can planners play in implementing affordable intergenerational 

housing opportunities in B.C.? 

 Question b) grounded this research in the planning field, to gain knowledge 

surrounding how planners can contribute to the approval and construction of intentional 

intergenerational housing initiatives in British Columbia.  

c) Are there location criteria to be used to establish optimum sites? 

Question c) further grounded this research within planning by providing an 

understanding of the most effective land use, siting, and geographic location and criteria 

for intergenerational housing types.  

Although these were the overarching questions used to frame the research, there 

were a variety of other detailed questions that arose throughout the research process 

that contributed to the main research goal in determining best practices for implementing 

intergenerational housing for younger and older adults in British Columbia. These 

questions are outlined in Appendix A that were used in the semi-structured interviews. 

3.2. Research Design and Methods 

This research primarily used qualitative methods, as the objective was to 

determine best practices for implementing intergenerational housing initiatives based on 

lived experiences from current housing practitioners and projects. Quantitative methods 

were used in determining the number of municipalities that currently host 
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intergenerational housing opportunities between unrelated younger and older adults, and 

the number of local governments that have identified this type of housing as a 

recommendation for the future. 

Three methods of research were used in the research design. These included 

semi-structured interviews (primary data), an examination of current intergenerational 

housing projects in British Columbia (secondary data), and a document analysis of 

housing needs assessments (secondary data).   

3.2.1. Semi-Structured Interviews 

Semi-structured interviews were the only primary research method used. This 

method was chosen to gain an in-depth understanding of the lived experiences, lessons 

learned and expertise of those in the field of intergenerational housing. Interviews were 

held with individuals that had varying relations with affordable housing and/or 

intergenerational housing in British Columbia. Semi-structured was chosen as the 

interview type to allow for a natural conversation to carry between the participant and 

principal investigator, and to provide the opportunity for further information to arise 

beyond the research questions.  

3.2.2. Examination of Current Intergenerational Housing in British 
Columbia  

An examination of current intergenerational housing projects for unrelated 

younger and older adults in British Columbia was conducted by reviewing news articles, 

government websites, academic literature, housing analysis reports and other publicly 
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available online information. This examination was critical to the research process to 

understand how existing projects were funded, implemented and operated.  

3.2.3. Document Analysis - Housing Needs Assessments 

In 2019, the Local Government Act was amended to add the requirement of all 

local governments in British Columbia to complete housing needs reports before April 

2022, and every five years following (Government of British Columbia, 2022). These 

housing reports are required to include statements about key areas of local need, which 

provides the opportunity for local governments to indicate a specific need or 

recommendation for intergenerational housing. As such, housing needs assessments 

that have been completed to date in British Columbia were examined to determine how 

many municipalities or regional districts identified intergenerational housing to be a 

need, recommendation, or future goal for their community. Further, housing needs 

assessments that identified seniors or youth as a priority population for housing within 

their municipality or regional district were counted to understand the potential for the 

future of this type of housing in British Columbia.   In circumstances where local 

governments also had an active housing strategy, the housing strategy was also 

reviewed for the research. This data contributes to determining optimum geographic 

locations, as identifying which local governments have indicated an interest in 

intergenerational housing can aid in developing an understanding of where these 

housing types have a welcoming municipal environment to be implemented. In which 

case, 33 out of 148 local governments indicated a need or interest in intergenerational 

housing. 
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3.3. Population and Recruitment  

Three population groups were sought to conduct the semi-structured interviews:  

• Planners and professionals with knowledge in the field of affordable or 

intergenerational housing 

• Housing managers and operators of current intergenerational housing projects 

• Current intergenerational housing residents  

Planners and professionals were sought to interview for their opinions and 

perceptions of the possibility to effectively implement purpose-built intergenerational 

housing initiatives, as well as statements of facts regarding land use, funding, planning 

processes, and relevant policy. Lived experiences, opinions and recommendations from 

intergenerational housing managers and operators were desired to understand their 

implementation process, operating perspectives, funding opportunities, daily 

responsibilities, challenges and suggestions for moving forward. The opinions and 

perceptions of both younger and older housing residents of current intergenerational 

initiatives were sought to gain an understanding of their livelihood and the value of living 

in a purposeful intergenerational environment between unrelated adults. 

Four interviews were conducted. Two interviews took place with housing 

managers, one interview was conducted with an affordable housing professional with a 

planning background, and the last interview took place with an individual who works as 

both a housing manager and professional in the field of affordable housing. The principal 

investigator was unable to secure any interviews with housing residents within the 
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timeline and constraints of the research, which is further explained in section 3.6: 

Research Limitations. The principal investigator reached out to 15 potential participants 

in total, with the hope to conduct more interviews from each sample population. 

However, there was a lack of response received within the project timeline.  

Interview participants were recruited through a snowball sampling method. The 

principal investigator first reached out to potential planner and housing manager 

participants using contacts that were gathered from previous employment opportunities 

and from the network of the thesis supervisor. Upon interviewing initial participants, 

interviewees passed along the research and contact information of the principal 

investigator to other applicable potential participants. Potential participants were also 

contacted using publicly available contact information, as per online research conducted 

by the principal investigator. In the case of the current intergenerational housing 

residents, a detailed poster with the research and contact information was provided to 

housing managers via email to share within their resident network.  

3.4. Data Analysis 

All data collected was analyzed solely by the principal investigator, with input 

from the thesis supervisor. To mitigate bias, all interview transcripts were sent to the 

thesis supervisor for review and comments, and to each respective participant for their 

chance to change, retract or add to their statements. Further, the examination of current 

intergenerational housing opportunities and document analysis involved objectively 

gathering publicly available information and facts using online resources. However, since 

the data was gathered and analyzed primarily by the principal investigator, it is important 
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to acknowledge the possibility of personal bias from the sole data collector when 

interpreting the results of the research.  

Each research method was analyzed using different techniques to adhere to the 

nature of the data collected.  

3.4.1. Semi-Structured Interviews 

Interview data was stored and transcribed using Otter.ai, an online transcription 

software. Data collected from the interviews were analyzed using thematic analysis by 

the principal investigator. Upon reviewing verbatim transcripts, themes were highlighted 

and categorized based on relevance to the project, commonalities, and consistency.  

3.4.2. Examination of Current Intergenerational Housing in British 
Columbia  

Data collected from examining publicly available information regarding current 

intergenerational housing initiatives were organized by housing project. Facts found 

regarding funding, implementation processes, partnerships, locations, zoning, policies, 

and operational plans varied per project, based on the depth of information available to 

the public. These facts were gathered and directly translated into this report for 

reference purposes as to what currently exists for this type of housing.  

3.4.3. Document Analysis - Housing Needs Assessments  

Housing needs assessments and housing strategies from local governments in 

British Columbia were analyzed. The analysis considered inclusion of intergenerational 
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or multigenerational housing in their identified needs, recommendations or goals.  This 

information was compiled into a list that outlined which local government mentioned it 

and in what context. This information was used strictly for numbers and identification 

purposes to understand how many local governments have already been exposed to this 

idea, exactly which local governments they are, and the context in which they have 

considered this type of housing.  

3.5. Ethical Considerations 

Since this research involved human participants, the principal investigator first 

applied for project approval from the Research Ethics Board (REB). Upon approval, 

potential participants were contacted via email with an REB-approved script and 

attachments of the interview questions and consent form to provide a thorough 

understanding of the project prior to participating. For interview participants, the principal 

investigator received their signed consent form prior to the interview that indicated 

consent to be audio-recorded, video-recorded and quoted in the results of the research. 

All participants received copies of their interview transcripts to change, retract or add to 

their statements, or withdraw themselves from the research altogether.  

Pseudonyms for all participants were used in the results of the research to 

maintain confidentiality. In addition, the workplace, organization or housing initiative the 

participants were affiliated with remained confidential to the principal investigator and 

thesis supervisor to protect identities. Names and places of employment were kept 

confidential to mitigate vulnerable circumstances in expressing honest opinions and 

experiences. Due to the small intergenerational housing community in British Columbia, 
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all participants were notified of the significant risk of being indirectly identified in the 

results of the research.  

3.6. Research Limitations 

As a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, interviews were required to be conducted 

via phone or video call. Thus, the obstacle of being unable to carry out in-person 

research may have impacted the ability to gather information from participants who are 

uncomfortable using technological means to communicate. This research aimed to 

involve younger and older intergenerational housing residents, which would have 

required them to have access to a phone, computer or other communicative device to 

participate. As such, there were various challenges in securing interviews with housing 

residents involving technological access. Further, since in-person recruitment was not 

permitted, there existed another obstacle in reaching intergenerational housing residents 

due to needing to conduct outreach through a third-party housing manager.  

Moreover, the concept of purposeful, affordable intergenerational housing 

between unrelated younger and older adults is relatively sparse in British Columbia. 

Intergenerational housing initiatives do exist, but not many. It is an emerging field of 

research, in which the field of professionals with expertise on the topic is still growing.  

The principal investigator was aware of these potential challenges when 

beginning the project, and learned to adapt when obstacles with outreach arose 

throughout the research process. Due to these challenges, secondary research methods 

were identified to supplement the primary research. 
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Chapter 4. Results and Findings 

4.1. Semi-Structured Interviews 

Four interviews were conducted in total: two with intergenerational housing 

managers, one with a planning professional, and one with an individual who works both 

in intergenerational housing management and has expertise in the field of affordable 

housing. Each of the interviews sought to answer the primary research question: How 

can intergenerational housing initiatives be further developed to contribute to 

affordable housing opportunities for younger and older adults in B.C.?   

All participants were asked questions that pertained to their professional roles that 

would associate their experiences to the goal of the research. The semi-structured 

interview questions for each participant are shown in Appendix A. Upon analyzing the 

data from the four interviews conducted, nine themes were identified. The following 

themes will structure the presentation of the research findings:  

1. Funding and Financing 

2. Partnerships 

3. Operational Policies 

4. Intergenerational Connection 

5. Staffing  

6. Siting and Location 
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7. Built Environment  

8. Affordability  

9. Planning Implications  

4.1.1. Funding and Financing 

Funding was highlighted as one of the main challenges faced in implementing 

and operating intergenerational housing initiatives. The planning professional participant 

had an in-depth knowledge of provincial funding streams, and indicated that the current 

funding model doesn’t necessarily support intergenerational housing. It was expressed 

that the source of funding for this type of housing would be the Community Housing 

Fund, but this fund only supports seniors and families - not youth. As a result, the 

participant reported that working within the current funding program framework regulated 

by the province creates challenges for housing providers to access funds that are 

necessary for projects to work. To maneuver within the funding framework, the planning 

professional noted that intergenerational initiatives are needing to have a mix of rents to 

cross-subsidize within the housing project, which isn’t particularly ideal for two 

population groups that tend to be “on the low end of the economic scale.” The participant 

stated that there would need to be a “political mandate for change” in order to change 

the existing funding program framework to be more accommodating for intergenerational 

housing types.  

From the operational perspective, the housing managers reported that 

operational funding from BC Housing or the Aboriginal Housing Management 

Association (AHMA) is the only continuous funding received to operate their respective 
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facilities. This funding just covers the basics in daily operations, in terms of essential 

utilities, general maintenance, and the wages of housing staff. One housing manager 

reported that a tight budget is an imminent stressor for housing management, especially 

when amenities are shared by a number of people and may require frequent 

maintenance or replacement: 

“When I know that a washer or dryer is going, I just say, oh no, fees,  
 because I know what the budget’s like.” 

A housing manager indicated that if there was more funding available, there 

would be more potential to facilitate activities that foster connection between the 

residents to enhance their livelihoods. Currently, their respective housing complex can 

only host events or activities for tenants if it is financially supported by other programs in 

their affiliated organization. This provides barriers in the agency and availability to plan 

meaningful events.  

In order for funding structures to become more attainable, the planning 

professional participant expressed the need for banking reform: 

“From a BC Housing standpoint, I don't look at intergenerational housing as 
 being  a risk. I see it as being a benefit. On the private side, I see 
 [intergenerational housing] as a risk because it's an unproven product. I don't 
 know how it's  gonna  turn out and therefore I’m going to have a higher risk. So 
 as a banker, I’m going to be much more conservative in how I approach it. 
 Which means that from a risk-reward standpoint, if the banker is being 
 conservative, the developer has to put more money in and isn’t borrowing as 
 much  money, and therefore that developer then has to get a higher return which 
 makes it more challenging for them to do. So part of what we really haven't 
 looked at, we have a little bit but we’ve just scurried around the edges, is banking 
 reform.” 



 

47 

This participant included an example of banking regulations in the United States 

that shows the potential for banking reform:  

“In order to adhere to federal regulators, [the banks] had to have a certain 
 amount of different types of housing in their portfolio that they had to report on. 
 And so, you know, I worked on a project that was a townhouse project where the  
 bank was very motivated to actually help us get that housing through. Because 
 they needed to check that box, and we were helping them check that box, they 
 were actually motivated to help us rather than being scared. So instead of being 
 scared of it, they were actually trying to help us get through it. It's those kinds 
 of things when we turn the tables on the folks that control the money that  things 
 can happen.” 

Thus, the interviews revealed that funding, in terms of challenges working within 

funding frameworks, restrictions on operations, and the need for banking reform, is a 

critical aspect to consider when approaching intergenerational initiatives, with change 

needed from multiple levels of government to be more accessible. 

4.1.2. Partnerships 

Interview participants explored the idea of partnerships in varying aspects. The 

planning professional and one housing manager encouraged the idea of establishing 

partnerships with other service providers to offer a wider range of essential services to 

housing residents. Further, the planning professional indicated that housing projects with 

a greater impact on the community and address the most prominent community needs, 

balanced with operational and developmental considerations, allow for a higher chance 

of being supported by government funding.  

Another housing manager indicated that partnerships can be challenging to 

navigate if the parameters of the collaboration are not clearly defined. Specifically, the 
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housing manager noted that non-Indigenous organizations do not always understand 

why Indigenous organizations make certain decisions or function in certain ways due to 

a lack of cultural understanding, in which case it is sometimes more efficient to operate 

individually.  

4.1.3. Operational Policies  

All interviewees expressed the importance of having appropriate, respectful, and 

efficient policies to effectively operate purpose-built intergenerational housing initiatives. 

The policies identified involved due diligence, intake requirements, tenant expectations, 

inspections, income assessments, and operational efficiencies.  

A housing manager indicated that the Board of Directors of affordable housing 

programs must have due diligence to ensure that the housing policies and oversight are 

working in the best interest of the residents, staff, and relevant stakeholders. As such, 

the manager noted that these policies need to be consistently evaluated to make sure 

they remain suitable as circumstances change. The circumstance used as an example 

by the participant was the COVID-19 pandemic. In this case, the participant expressed 

the importance of reviewing housing policy from multiple perspectives to ensure the 

residents’ health and well-being were being valued at the forefront.  

Both of the housing managers highlighted the critical need for specific intake 

policies for prospective residents. Each of the housing managers identified that their 

respective housing programs had eligibility requirements for both youth and senior 

residents: for youth, they need to be in school or working; for seniors, they need to be 



 

49 

able to live independently. The housing managers indicated that residents must go 

through an interview process to determine if the prospective tenant is the “right fit” for the 

complex. The managers described tenants to be the “right fit” if they are respectful of 

others, do not smoke or use other substances, do not party, are willing to interact with 

others, and are able to be self-sufficient. One housing manager explained that the 

interview process for their housing program involves themself, the executive director of 

the affiliated organization, and a Board member interviewing prospective residents to be 

able to get a multi-perspective idea of the individual’s character.  

Each of the housing managers highlighted a special interest in policy surrounding 

self-sufficiency among senior residents. As none of their housing initiatives involved 

home care or assisted living programs, there was no capacity in terms of staffing 

resources or funding to attend to dependent residents. One housing manager used an 

anecdotal example: 

 “The elders have to be able to live independently. And that is made clear to them. 
 Like I said, we just went through and we learned from this past year with the 
 gentleman that was getting older. He'd been here for years, but he was very 
 much  being diminished in his mental capacity. But he did not have that family 
 support that we thought he had. None of his family lived right in town and he was 
 very stubborn about accepting help. So it really opened our eyes to what we want 
 to do going forward. When we're interviewing elders, we want to make sure that 
 they have family support. And we also have them now sign an agreement to the 
 rental  agreement, that if the manager, which at this point would be me, really 
 feel that they need some help, either with their health and wellbeing because I 
 see their health diminishing, that they would agree to being assessed. Because 
 without that assessment, and if the family won't help you out that way, there's 
 nothing you can do. And it can get bad, the person that was here that we’d find 
 fires getting started when cooking, which put all the other tenants at risk.” 
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Another housing manager indicated that health impairments and a requirement 

for support are inevitable with aging, and as the BC population continues to get older, 

more funding for assisted living-style facilities should be explored. 

A housing manager reported that their housing facility requires unit inspections to 

be completed every three months to ensure units are well-maintained to prevent costly 

damage to the building. In addition to this, the housing manager stated that an annual 

assessment of the residents’ income is regulated to adhere to funder requirements. At 

the beginning of each fiscal year, the residents turn in pay stubs and bank statements 

from the previous year to have their rent adjusted accordingly, as the facility provides 

rent-geared-to-income. The housing manager indicated that the only circumstance 

where a tenant needs to report their income prior to year-end is if they lose their source 

of income (i.e. layoffs at the beginning of COVID-19), to have their rent lowered as an 

emergency measure.  

Upon reflection of what they might suggest doing differently if another 

intergenerational housing initiative is implemented, one housing manager recommended 

small nominal fees for laundry or utilities to maintain a sense of accountability among 

tenants: 

“I would suggest that we have a nominal fee for all the tenants for hydro. They're 
 not as  careful with it, you know, I'll go into a unit to do an inspection and the heat 
 is cranked all the way up and the windows are wide open. But they're not paying 
 heat. So no one's thinking about it or turning off lights, you know, stuff in your 
 budget that you can't control. It's really hard to control. So I've always thought if 
 they had to pay just $20 a month towards their hydro, they’d probably think a little 
 bit more about leaving lights on.” 
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Similarly, a housing manager also suggested creating a cleaning schedule to 

involve the residents in the daily upkeep of the building to uphold accountability and help 

residents feel a sense of ownership of where they reside.  

In terms of the conceptual and development stages of implementing 

intergenerational housing, the planning professional identified the need to consider 

operational efficiencies: 

“If you're doing one standalone building of 35 units, it's not very efficient. But if 
 you have four or five buildings in your portfolio, and that handyman you need isn’t 
 just a part-time handyman there, that's handyman is a full-time person, you know, 
 servicing three or four or five different buildings, you get different operational 
 efficiency. So, part of it is situational in terms of that type of operating efficiency 
 piece. And you know, things like collecting rents and property turnover and stuff. 
 When you have a very small building like that those costs tend to be very high on 
 a per-unit basis whereas if you can spread it out evenly over a number of 
 buildings in the portfolio, it comes down.” 

 

4.1.4. Intergenerational Connection 

All interview participants expressed the benefit of the intergenerational 

connection that is fostered within intergenerational housing initiatives. Of the housing 

programs that were associated with the interview participants, connecting youth and 

elders was the main goal, as expressed by one interviewee:  

“We're trying to create a sense of natural life, with elders aging in place, and 
 being able to model and mentor and pass on their teachings. And the young 
 people pass on their energy and their enthusiasm and their willingness to learn.” 
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One housing manager shared that they’ve witnessed youth tenants take out the 

garbage, assist with carrying groceries, and run errands for elder tenants, especially 

when the weather doesn’t present favorable conditions.  

It was expressed by a housing manager that having access to more funding to 

facilitate purposeful events for both the youth and elders would be ideal in enhancing the 

intergenerational connection among the residents. However, all interviewees also 

highlighted the benefit of natural connection amongst the residents without staff 

intervention. To accomplish this, interviewees noted intentional building design and 

welcoming common area amenities such as a television, furniture, and kitchen are key 

elements to consider. One housing manager noted that it can be difficult for youth and 

senior residents to cross paths during the day, as the youth residents are usually at 

school or work while the older residents are present in the facility. Another housing 

manager noted that any interpersonal conflict that rises within the facility is worked out in 

collaboration with the housing staff.  

4.1.5. Staffing  

All interview participants indicated the importance of having staff for 

intergenerational housing operations. Reasons included safety and security of the 

residents, negotiating conflict between residents, acting as a link between the housing 

organization and the funder, monitoring housing policy, general building maintenance 

and cleaning, and being a resource for residents in navigating services and life skills. 

One housing manager, who is the daily staff-person at their housing facility, expressed 

their multi-faceted duties:  
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“Sometimes I’m a counselor, sometimes I'm helping them to find work. Just 
 being an ear if elders need help with any kind of office-like task or banking or 
 anything like that I'm here to help them with that. Putting out fires, not literally,  
 even down to which is not my job description, but I'll clean units when they've 
 been emptied out and again only because the budget doesn't really allow us to 
 hire someone to come in and do that.” 

The housing manager further added to the argument of staffing capacity required 

to heir more on the side of assisted living:  

“Again, we're not equipped. You know, I'm here six hours a day, five days a 
 week. So it's that we don't have the money to have staff on 24/7. We're not 
 equipped to do that. And we're not set up to be a building like that, not a care 
 building.” 

 

4.1.6. Siting and Location 

All interviewees expressed the importance of site location for intergenerational 

housing, in terms of being physically accessible and close to amenities.  

From the standpoint of the planning professional, it was indicated that location is 

a critical factor examined when funders assess potential projects. They noted that 

residents of affordable intergenerational housing will primarily not be able to own a car, 

due to car ownership being extremely expensive. As a result, easy access to transit 

services, amenities, shopping, medical services, and park/recreational space is 

evaluated for the implementation of these housing types to ensure it’s in the best 

possible location for the residents.  
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A housing manager summed up the importance of location consideration in a few 

short statements:  

“Siting is key. Based on accessibility to amenities that people would need. 
 Because if I understand correctly, you’re looking at this kind of housing, but 
 you’re looking at it in terms of people who are on the lower end of the income 
 scale. So people who are on the lower end of the income scale need amenities 
 that are close or within walking distance or within one bus route. You need 
 always good policy.” 

 

4.1.7. Built Environment 

All interview participants advised that the building design is crucial in fostering 

successful intergenerational housing. Each expressed the need for common spaces and 

amenities that can be shared amongst the residents. In addition, it was stressed by two 

interviewees that the building must provide natural opportunities for residents to 

meaningfully cross paths:  

“Designing the building in such a way in the internal structure so that you and I 
 can't help but meet. So you encourage interchange.” 

“It's just about creating almost, you know, passive spaces. That are attractive to 
 be in. So, I think, that's easier to do on a little bit of a bigger scale than when 
 you're  at a small building. You know, you've got your mailboxes… How are your 
 mailboxes set up because people have people have to stop at mailboxes and 
 elevators, and they’re usually at the entrance, so how are they designed that 
 people can actually stop and interact? And they're not just passing by each 
 other?” 

Building materials were another topic mentioned by a few interview participants, 

in the sense of ensuring that they appropriately represent the cultural context of the 
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housing facility, and a general need for the facility to be accessible. One housing 

manager participant noted that mechanical issues with the elevator in their facility has 

brought upon challenges in locating appropriate units for the residents who use mobility 

devices or have difficulty using the stairs. 

4.1.8. Affordability  

The planning professional and one housing manager provided comments on the 

housing affordability crisis in British Columbia, with youth and seniors in mind. The 

planning professional identified that many seniors are currently “over-housed” in British 

Columbia, meaning that they are living in homes that are larger than what they need. In 

turn, the participant noted that younger families are unable to find housing that 

accommodates their households. However, the participant further advised that seniors 

are unable to downsize due to a lack of housing variety or being unable to find 

appropriate care facilities within their communities.  

The housing manager spoke to current rent averages in their own community 

and noted that rent-geared-to-income is the way to moving forward with creating 

affordable housing opportunities, especially for people who are on income security.  

4.1.9. Planning Implications  

The planning professional identified that from a planner’s perspective, in terms of 

considering the implementation of intergenerational housing, there are two sides: 

policies and regulations. With respect to policy, the planning professional indicated that 

Official Community Plans can encourage this type of housing through parking 
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requirements and density increases that make housing development easier. In terms of 

regulations, the participant expressed that it would be more challenging to regulate 

intergenerational housing due to working within a strict policy framework, but planners 

can be open to variances and how policies are interpreted.  They further noted that:  

“At the end of the day, we're really regulating uses, not regulating people.” 

As a planning professional, they expressed their experience in attempting to 

allow for inclusive housing in such a regulated role, which has been faced with 

challenges. As such, the participant recommended that planners utilize incentives to 

encourage diverse and inclusive types of housing, like intergenerational housing. 

Incentives that were mentioned included increasing the permitted density,  being allowed 

to build smaller unit sizes (bachelor or one bedroom), or being able to minimize/reduce 

parking stall requirements in exchange for bicycle/scooter parking. The planning 

professional noted the importance of evaluating incentives in planning, as if nobody uses 

the incentive, then it’s not a true incentive.  

One housing manager expressed minor frustrations in the timeframe for 

approvals and permit processes with their local government when their associated 

intergenerational housing project was in the early stages of development.  



 

57 

4.2. Examination of Current Purpose-Built Intergenerational 
Housing in British Columbia 

Four affordable, intergenerational, purpose-built initiatives that house younger 

and older adults in British Columbia were found and researched by the principal 

investigator:  

• Salish Lelum,  

• Kikekyelc: A Place for Belonging,  

• the Paramount project, and  

• Luther Court.  

An examination of their implementation, funding, operational policies, and other 

applicable resources is outlined below, organized by initiative.  

 

4.2.1. Salish Lelum 

In Nanaimo, British Columbia, 

Tillicum Lelum Aboriginal Friendship 

Centre hosts the Salish Lelum 

Affordable Housing Project, where 

Figure 1. Salish Lelum Affordable Housing Project 
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Indigenous youth ages 18-24 and Elders 55 and older are eligible for subsidized suites 

(Tillicum Lelum Aboriginal Friendship Centre, n.d.). This housing project began in 2011 

and offers ten suites for youth and eight suites for Elders, with shared spaces available 

such as a communal kitchen, lounge area, and laundry room to gather and interact 

(Tillicum Lelum Aboriginal Friendship Centre, n.d.).  

This project was funded by the province through BC Housing, which provided 

$3.08 million for its development and provides an annual operating subsidy of $52,700 

(Government of British Columbia, 2011). The City of Nanaimo contributed to the project 

by waiving $115,906 in development cost charges (Government of British Columbia, 

2011). Tillicum Lelum is leasing the land for 60 years to the Provincial Rental Housing 

Corporation, which is a corporation administered by BC Housing that holds property for 

social and other low-cost housing in British Columbia (Government of British Columbia, 

2011; BC Housing, 2022c).  

The intention of Salish Lelum is for youth 

to have access to cultural knowledge and 

guidance from Elders to move toward a positive 

future, while Elders can stay youthful and 

receive help when needed (McGarrigle, 2011). 

There are a few eligibility requirements to live in 

the facility: youth should be going to school or in 

the beginning stages of employment, and Elders 

should be self-sufficient, as there aren’t any 

home care or assisted living services at the facility (McGarrigle, 2011). There is a part-

Figure 2. Salish Lelum – Shared Kitchen 
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time manager and a part-time cleaner, but no other immediate services on-site 

(McGarrigle, 2011).  

The unit types are one-bedroom and studio apartments. Youth residents live in 

the studio units that have a cooking area and sleeping area in one room and a private 

bathroom. Elder residents reside in the one-bedroom units that consist of a kitchen, 

living area, bedroom, and private bathroom. Every unit is equipped with a fridge, stove, 

and microwave, and shared laundry services are available at no cost (Tillicum Lelum 

Aboriginal Friendship Centre, n.d.).  

The land the facility resides on is 

leased to the Provincial Rental Housing 

Corporation, and the rest of the property 

consists of Tillicum Lelum’s Youth Safe 

House and Childcare Centre (Tillicum 

Lelum Aboriginal Friendship Centre, n.d.). 

Tillicum Lelum Aboriginal Friendship Centre 

provides a wide range of programs and 

services in other locations throughout Nanaimo, including counseling, access to 

community health nurses, men’s groups, women’s groups, career and leadership 

training, youth groups, and food security programs, among others (Tillicum Lelum 

Aboriginal Friendship Centre, n.d.). As such, residents of Salish Lelum may have indirect 

access to these programs and services through organizational and staff affiliation.  

Figure 3. Salish Lelum – Common Area 
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4.2.2. Kikekyelc: A Place for 
Belonging 

Kikekyelc: A Place for Belonging is 

another recent youth and Elders affordable 

housing project that is located in Kamloops, 

British Columbia (Canada Mortgage and 

Housing Corporation, 2020).  Kikekyelc 

was gifted its name by a group of 

Secwepemc speakers, meaning “to cover 

young protectively; how birds wrap wings around their young” (M’akola Development 

Services, 2021a). Operated by the Lii Michif Otipemisiwak Family and Community 

Services Society, this project opened its doors in November of 2020, with an array of 

partners, contributors, and collaborators that aided in its implementation and operation. 

M’akola Development Services served as the development consultant on the 

project, taking on the tasks of feasibility analysis, a need and demand study, 

procurement, funding applications, and community engagement throughout the rezoning 

process (M’akola Development Services, 2021a). M’akola also facilitated funding 

partnerships and land acquisition negotiations (Canero & Tarnawsky, 2021). As a result, 

the Stollery Foundation donated $150,000, the province contributed $4.7 million, and the 

federal government provided $1.7 million (CMHC, 2020). Some of the monetary 

contributions from the federal government were through the CMHC’s National Housing 

Co-Investment Fund, which is a mortgage payment grant opportunity (Canero & 

Tarnawsky, 2021). The land was provided by the City of Kamloops with an affordable, 

60-year lease on a parcel that was designated for Indigenous housing (Canero & 

Figure 4. Kikekyelc: A Place for Belonging 
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Tarnawsky, 2021). The City of Kamloops also waived various municipal fees that totaled 

approximately $80,000 (Kamloops This Week, 2020). Moreover, the Royal Bank (RBC) 

contributed a construction grant so an Indigenous construction crew could be trained 

and housed on-site (Canero & Tarnawsky, 2021). The total project cost $6,960,940 for 

the two-story, 18,624 square-foot facility (M’akola Development Services, 2021a). 

Kikekyelc continues to receive operational funding support from the Aboriginal 

Housing Management Association (AHMA) and from the Community Housing 

Transformation Centre’s Community-Based Tenant Initiative Fund, through the federal 

government, for the Elder-in-Residence program (Canero & Tarnawsky, 2021; CMHC, 

2020). The province and Community Living British Columbia also provide ongoing 

support in the form of funding full-time staff for the facility (Canero & Tarnawsky, 2021).  

The goal of Kikekyelc is to provide a culturally safe, fully supported place to call 

home for Indigenous youth who are transitioning out of the child welfare system. The 

Elders-in-Residence program provides five units to Indigenous Elders to support 

mentorship and cultural connection to foster independence and empowerment among 

youth who may not have had the opportunity to learn life skills from their family or 

community (CMHC, 2020). Each Elder resident assumes the role of the Elder-in-

Residence for one day a week during regular office hours to provide mentorship to the 

youth (CMHC, 2020). Youth support workers are on-site 24/7 to ensure the safety of all 

residents. The Elder-in-Residence and youth support workers assist one another in 

facilitating activities that build leadership and life skills, such as community gardens, 

traditional medicine greenhouses, cooking programs, and cultural programs (CMHC, 

2020). The Elders-in-Residence support the youth-driven Tenant Care Committee, which 
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meets regularly to work on appropriate tenant skills. The Community-Based Tenant 

Initiative Fund financially supports the materials and supplies for this program and pays 

a fee-for-service for the Elders’ work (CMHC, 2020).  

Kikekyelc offers 31 studio and one-bedroom subsidized suites. There are five 

units for Elders and 26 units for youth who are transitioning out of the child welfare 

system, who can benefit from a supportive, independent, and educational environment 

before living on their own (CMHC, 2020). Youth are referred to Kikekyelc from the 

operating organization, Lii Michif Otipemisiwak Family and Community Services Society, 

and Secwempmec Child and Family Services (CMHC, 2020). The units are all fully 

furnished, and residents pay between $400 and $435 per month for rent (Kamloops This 

Week, 2020). The building features a kekuli common area, which is a model of the 

traditional winter home for the local First Nation, and targets BC Energy Code Step 3 

(CMHC, 2020; M’akola Development Services, 2021a).  

Similar to Salish Lelum’s circumstances, the organization that operates Kikekyelc 

offers a variety of programs and services to their respective community in Kamloops. Lii 

Michif Otipemisiwak Family and Community Services is a Metis child and family services 

agency that provides family programming and child safety services, among others (Lii 

Michif Otipemisiwak Family and Community Services, 2022). As such, it is possible that 

the tenants of Kikekyelc are able to connect with applicable programs and services 

through staff and organizational affiliation.  
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4.2.3. Paramount Project  

In partnership with the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation, another 

affordable rental housing project for youth 

and seniors is set to open its doors in 2024 

(CMHC, 2022). This 66-unit residential 

building will be operated by Chilliwack 

Community Services and will provide 58 

affordable units for seniors and 8 affordable 

units for youth transitioning out of the child 

welfare system (CMHC, 2022). Youth are 

required to be between the ages of 19-25 

and seniors must be able to live independently in order to reside in the facility (CMHC, 

2022). This initiative is not indicated to be designated for a particular cultural or faith 

group. Chilliwack Community Services is working with CPA Development Consultants to 

implement the project (CPA Development Consultants, 2022). 

The development will provide affordable housing in downtown Chilliwack, which 

is a step in the direction of the redevelopment of the downtown core (Feinberg, 2022). It 

will feature both residential and commercial spaces, 13 wheelchair-accessible units, 

laundry availability, and common spaces (CMHC, 2022). The staff of Chilliwack 

Community Services will occupy office space on the bottom two floors of the building 

(Feinberg, 2022). Residential units will be studio, one-bedroom, or two-bedroom with 

rents ranging from $375 to $1,500/month (CMHC, 2022).  

Figure 5. Rendering of the Paramount Project by CPA 
Development Consultants. 
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Called the “Paramount” project, this development is funded by the Government of 

Canada via the CMHC, through two bilateral grant agreements of the Canada 

Community Housing Initiative and the BC Priorities Housing Initiative (CMHC, 2022). 

These initiatives are a result of the CMHC-British Columbia Bilateral Agreement under 

the 2017 National Housing Strategy to protect, renew and expand social and community 

housing (BC Housing, 2019). In addition, BC Housing is contributing an annual operating 

subsidy of $391,522 and development funding of $105,500 through the Building BC: 

Community Housing Fund. Further, the City of Chilliwack is contributing resources in 

terms of the land for the project, over $1 million in waived development fees and costs, 

and expedited development approvals (CMHC, 2022; Feinberg, 2022).  

As the construction of the Paramount project was just recently announced in 

February 2022, information regarding the development and future operations is relatively 

sparse. However, following in suit with Salish Lelum and Kikekyelc, the residents of 

Paramount may be able to access other programs and services offered by Chilliwack 

Community Services. Chilliwack Community Services offers services for youth, families, 

seniors, recent immigrants, and children through therapy programs, housing initiatives, 

recreation, education, and family support, among others (Chilliwack Community 

Services, 2020).  

4.2.4. Luther Court 

In Saanich, BC, Luther Court 

Society and the Lutheran Church of 

the Cross contracted M’akola 

Figure 6. Luther Court – Current Design 
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Development Services to work collaboratively on an affordable mixed-use development 

for seniors and students (M’akola Development Services, 2021b). This development is 

looking to include social and health care spaces on the ground floor, with residential 

units on top to comprise a four-story building (M’akola Development Services, 2021b).  

The goal of this project is to “create a place to nurture intergenerational 

interaction, create an environment that provides residents with access to a broad range 

of health and wellness resources, enhance the overall connectivity of the campus, create 

an intentional community, and create affordable housing” (Luther Court Society, 2022).  

The site of the project requires a rezoning application from P-1 Assembly Zone 

and RS-6 Single Family Zone to a Comprehensive Development Zone, which is currently 

in progress with assistance from M’akola Development Services (Luther Court Society, 

2022). A Comprehensive Development Zone is required to accommodate the form of 

development and required density to accommodate the mixed uses proposed for the site 

(Luther Court Society, 2022). In addition, a parking variance is being requested as 

students tend to have little to no car ownership, and the site is located close to transit 

services. The variance is requesting to reduce the required parking ratio for the 17 

student units to one stall per unit, instead of the existing requirement of 1.5 stalls per unit 

(Luther Court Society, 2022). As of January 2022, Saanich Council made a unanimous 

decision to approve the rezoning application to proceed to second and third readings 

(Luther Court Society, 2022). M’akola has also completed feasibility and need and 

demand studies, which deemed the project feasible due to the demand for affordable 

long-term rentals in Saanich (Luther Court Society, 2022).  



 

66 

Thus far, the project is planned to consist of 95 residential units: 78 one-bedroom 

suites for seniors, and 17 studio 

suites for students (Luther Court 

Society, 2022). An underground 

parkade will provide 73 parking 

stalls, which will result in a total of 

123 parking stalls on-site for the 

whole campus of Luther Court 

Society and the Lutheran Church 

of the Cross (Luther Court Society, 

2022). Currently, the site also 

features an Assisted Living facility, a primary health centre, Lutheran Church of the 

Cross, a community kitchen, and the main Luther Court Society building (Luther Court 

Society, 2022; M’akola Development Services, 2021b). 

BC Housing and the CMHC have provided initial funding for the early stages of 

the project, including site design and feasibility studies. Once required approvals have 

been received, Luther Court Society and the Lutheran Church of the Cross will work 

further with M’akola Development Services to acquire more funding for the development 

and operational stages (Luther Court Society, 2022). 

 

 

Figure 7. Luther Court Society – Site Plan 
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4.3. Document Analysis: Housing Needs Assessments  

In light of the amendment to the Local Government Act in 2019 to require all local 

governments in British Columbia to complete a housing needs assessment prior to April 

2022, the principal investigator was able to review housing reports from a majority of the 

municipalities and regional districts in the province. Housing needs reports from all 27 

regional districts were reviewed, as well as all of the municipalities and electoral areas 

within each district if a report or strategy was available. In total, 148 documents were 

reviewed: 135 housing needs reports, and 13 housing 

strategies. A complete list of municipalities and regional 

districts in which housing needs reports were reviewed is 

included in Appendix B. Within the documents, the 

principal investigator searched for three themes: if 

seniors were identified as priority housing population; if 

youth or young adults were identified as a priority 

housing population; and if the report indicated 

intergenerational or multigenerational housing to be a 

key area of local need, a goal, or a recommendation to 

explore. It was found that 119, or 80%, of housing 

reports identified seniors as a priority population to be in need of housing. The 119 

reports indicated seniors to be in housing need with respect to any of the following 

factors:  

● Affordability 

● Accessibility 

● Lack of adequate housing supply 

Figure 8. Percentage of housing reports that identified  
seniors as a priority 
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● Lack of supportive housing  

● Lack of housing supply to downsize 

● Long waitlists for support from BC Housing 

● Homelessness  

Some local governments highlighted all of the above-mentioned factors to be 

housing challenges faced by seniors in their community, while others only emphasized 

as few as one factor. Each municipality or regional district defined seniors using unique 

age parameters, however, most were referring to those who are 65 years of age and 

older.  

Out of 148 housing reports reviewed, 105, or 70%, 

identified youth or young adults to be a priority 

population group facing challenges in securing 

affordable, adequate, or sustainable housing. The 

reports indicated youth or young adults to be in housing 

need in terms of any of the following factors: 

● Youth aging out of the foster care system  

● Lack of supportive or transitional 

housing  

● Affordability  

● Student housing  

● Homelessness  

● Lack of adequate housing supply 

Figure 9. Percentage of housing reports that identified youth as a priority 
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Similar to the situation for defining seniors, youth and young adults had varying age 

parameters for each municipality or regional district as well. The varying age groups that 

were associated with youth were 15 - 19, 15 - 24, and 15 - 29. Some housing reports 

grouped youth and young adults into one priority population, referring to young adults as 

those who are within the ages of 25 - 34 or 25 - 44. This research focuses on youth 

between the ages of 18 - 29, which would fall into either age category, depending on the 

municipality or district.  

For both seniors and youth, affordability was identified as a main concern due to the 

tendency of seniors having fixed incomes, youth just starting out in the labour force, and 

rising housing costs. Another prominent concern involved the lack of adequate housing 

for both age groups, in which there are many seniors living in large, single-detached 

homes with multiple bedrooms that are under-utilized. The housing reports indicated that 

seniors are unable to downsize due to a lack of housing supply that would meet their 

needs (one-bedroom units, accessible units, units they can afford to buy or rent, etc.). As 

a result, the existing stock of single-detached homes that are occupied by one or two 

seniors is diminished for young families in need of more space. In turn, youth and young 

adults are also impacted by the supply shortage of 

smaller, affordable units in many communities, 

resulting in them living in unsafe or overcrowding 

situations.  

Intergenerational or multigenerational housing was 

identified as a need, goal, or recommendation in 33 

Figure 10. Percentage of housing needs reports that identified 
intergenerational housing 
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housing reports, which equates to 22% of all housing reports in British Columbia 

conducted thus far. The context in which intergenerational or multigenerational housing 

was referred varied per local government. The various situations that local governments 

mentioned this type of housing in the reports included:  

● An identified need for larger, retrofitted, or adaptable homes that can 

appropriately accommodate multigenerational families 

● Recommendations for policy to accommodate more secondary suites or 

Accessory Dwelling Units  

● An interest in exploring intergenerational housing models for unrelated adults, 

such as co-housing or students and seniors housing  

● An interest in Pocket Neighbourhoods, which are “clustered groups of 

neighbouring houses or apartments gathered around a shared open space – a 

garden or courtyard, a pedestrian street, a series of joined backyards, or a 

reclaimed alley – all of which have a clear sense of territory and shared 

stewardship” (Ross Chapin Architects, n.d.) 

● An identified need for more culturally-appropriate housing for urban Indigenous 

communities, such as Youth and Elders transitional housing  

Of the 33 reports that mentioned intergenerational or multigenerational housing, 18  

(54%) of them referred to initiatives for unrelated groups of people, 11 (33%) referred to 

within-family multigenerational living, and 4 (12%) referred to policies or initiatives that 

promoted both within-family or unrelated intergenerational living.  
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Identification of the local governments that have a need or interest in 

intergenerational housing initiatives was the main purpose of this document analysis. As 

such, a map that outlines the municipalities and regional districts that mentioned this 

type of housing in their housing needs assessments is shown in Figure 10 below. The 

specific local governments and the context in which they have indicated an interest in 

intergenerational or multigenerational housing are depicted in a table in Appendix C.   



 

72 

 

Figure 11. Map of local governments that identified intergenerational housing in their 
housing needs reports 
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Chapter 5. Discussion 

As per emerging initiatives and experts in the field, there is an argument to be 

made for purpose-built intergenerational housing for younger and older adults. These 

initiatives are creating affordable housing opportunities for two population groups that 

tend to be at higher risk of being low-income. Youth and young adults are provided with 

support to learn how to live independently and sustainably within the current rental 

housing market, in turn empowering more housing secure adults for the future. Older 

people are able to live in a community-based setting that encourages youthful living and 

mutual support. Having extra sets of hands from youth to assist with basic duties such 

as taking out the garbage, technological literacy, and running errands allows for older 

residents to live safely and with a sense of connection to age healthily. Fostering more 

intentional housing opportunities for individuals and older people frees up housing 

supply for young families that require more space, contributing to the overall housing 

market.  

It is evident that British Columbia is experiencing a housing affordability crisis, 

especially pertaining to seniors and youth, as derived from the literature review, 

interviews, and analysis of housing needs assessments in the province. The housing 

needs assessments indicated that 80% of municipalities, electoral areas, or regional 

districts have identified seniors to be in housing need, and 70% also highlighted youth 

and young adults to be in housing need. It is important to note that the housing needs 
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reports that made little to no mention of seniors or youth tended to be rural electoral 

areas that consisted of populations too small to make generalized population 

assumptions. Although it is apparent that affordable housing is a stressed need for both 

seniors and youth, only 22% of housing reports referred to intergenerational or 

multigenerational living. Of these, none of the three municipalities or regional districts 

(Okanagan Similkameen, Powell River and the Sunshine Coast) that were identified in 

the literature review to have the highest proportion of seniors, indicated intergenerational 

housing as a consideration in their housing needs reports. This could be due to: being 

unaware of opportunities; lacking the resources to research the concept further; lacking 

interest within communities; lacking supportive policy within planning documents; and 

maintaining the individualistic mindset that is upheld in North America, among other 

rationales that are likely unique to each local government.  

Though there have been meaningful benefits expressed regarding 

intergenerational housing, it appears to come with its fair share of obstacles. As depicted 

in the interviews, funding is an unavoidable concern for purpose-built multigenerational 

projects as most affordable housing is initiated and operated by non-profit housing 

providers. As a result, housing providers must rely on controlled funding sources through 

government programs and grants. Thus, barriers arise in securing funding and financing 

throughout the various development stages in implementing housing, followed by the 

struggle in balancing operational funding. As it was noted that there is no clear funding 

stream from BC Housing that is available for intergenerational housing, there are extra 

barriers to navigate for housing providers. Since program framework changes are 

facilitated at the provincial and federal levels, there lies an opportunity for a further look 
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into the potential for political platforms to encourage an intergenerational-focused 

framework for housing.   

Most current purpose-built intergenerational housing initiatives for younger and 

older people are primarily federally and provincially government-funded and are thus 

bound within the parameters of the strict funding requirements. As such, there presents 

a gap in intergenerational housing developments for youth and seniors that are privately 

developed and funded.  

The current initiatives also share a commonality in being affiliated with a larger 

non-profit organization. Moreover, these affiliated organizations tend to be culturally-

oriented or faith-based. This may depict that having an established organization with 

values that align with intergenerational connection is a sensible foundation to have prior 

to implementing intergenerational housing, to have the resources to navigate funding, 

municipal approvals, and development processes. Or, this presents another gap within 

intergenerational housing models, in which there is a lack of purpose-built affordable 

initiatives that are operated independently.   

Emerging initiatives that are in the beginning stages of planning and 

development, such as Luther Court and the Paramount Project, show that there is a 

desire and interest in intergenerational housing models. As these projects continue to 

emerge and evolve, there lies the main research question: How can intergenerational 

housing initiatives be further developed to contribute to affordable housing 

opportunities for younger and older adults in B.C.?  
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The following chapter discussing recommendations aims to provide some insight 

into potential pathways that planners, government officials, and housing providers can 

play a role in implementing effective, affordable, purpose-built intergenerational housing.  
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Chapter 6. Recommendations 

The following recommendations are intended to provide ideas for best practices 

to effectively implement purpose-built intergenerational housing for younger and older 

adults in British Columbia, to contribute to the environment of housing affordability. 

Information gathered from the literature review, interviews, examination of current 

initiatives, and the document analysis of housing needs assessments provided the 

foundational knowledge to determine the recommendations. These recommendations 

are meant for planners, government officials, and housing providers who may have an 

interest in implementing this kind of housing model, or for those who can create a policy 

environment that accommodates it.  

6.1. Recommendations for Planning Professionals  

6.1.1. Official Community Plans  

Official Community Plans (OCPs) are one of the main planning tools for 

implementing land-use policies within municipalities. Therefore, an OCP plays a critical 

role in determining where, if, and how intergenerational housing can be permitted in a 

community. Various OCP-related policy areas that encourage this type of housing were 

identified by the planning professional participant, housing needs assessments, and 

OCPs of the communities that currently operate intergenerational housing initiatives (the 
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City of Nanaimo and the City of Kamloops). Thus, it was found that OCPs can provide 

opportunities for intergenerational housing by establishing policies that:  

● Identify intergenerational living as a housing goal or objective, 

● Waive municipal fees for affordable housing, 

● Encourage density in areas close to amenities,  

● Reduce parking requirements,  

● Require adaptability and accessibility for housing units, and 

● Encourage partnerships with community organizations and housing providers. 

These policies are further outlined below. 

Intergenerational Living as a Goal 

Policies outlined within Official Community Plans can guide decision makers and 

planners to encourage intergenerational housing opportunities within municipalities. 

Identifying intergenerational living as a housing goal or objective within an OCP allows 

for intergenerational initiatives to be placed at the forefront of development decisions for 

planners and local government officials. Since 33 municipalities, regional districts and 

electoral areas identified intergenerational living as a need in their mandated housing 

needs reports, these specific local governments, shown in Appendix C, should prioritize 

this as a goal in their next Official Community Plan, if not already. The City of Nanaimo’s 

Draft City Plan (2022) provides an example of this, in which intergenerational living is 

proposed as an objective within the goal of a Healthy Nanaimo, shown in Appendix D. 

Since it is an identified objective, the Draft City Plan (2022) outlines various policies that 
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foster opportunities for intergenerational living, including affordable housing. This is 

exemplified in Section C3 2.5 of the Draft City Plan: 

“Promote the development of multiunit housing which facilitates social 
 interaction and intergenerational living.” (City of Nanaimo, 2022) 

Planning Professional recommendation #1: Integrate intergenerational living as a 

goal or objective into Official Community Plans. This should particularly be initiated by 

the local governments that indicated a need for some form of intergenerational housing 

in their housing needs reports. By adopting intergenerational living as an OCP goal or 

objective, subsequent land-use policies must be supportive of this. 

Waive Municipal Fees 

Waiving municipal fees, such as Development Cost Charges, development 

permit fees and rezoning application fees, can be another policy outlined in Official 

Community Plans to encourage affordable intergenerational housing. In the examination 

of current intergenerational housing initiatives, it was found that for each of the four 

developments, the associated municipality either waived all municipal fees, waived the 

Development Cost Charges, donated the land, or provided a long-term affordable land 

lease. Municipalities can also register agreements on land titles to ensure its associated 

housing remains affordable for years to come. Thus, these actions are being done on a 

situational basis already, but adopting an official policy that eliminates these fees for any 

affordable housing project would provide certainty for housing providers in having fewer 

fees to consider. Further, mandating affordable housing agreements on all donated land 

for intergenerational housing can secure the longevity of affordability on specific sites. 
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The City of Kamloops’ Official Community Plan, KAMPLAN (2018), provides an example 

of a fee waiver policy that could be adapted to include intergenerational housing:  

Section D-5 Housing: Housing Affordability 2-5: “Exempting the requirement 
 to pay DCCs for not‑for‑profit rental and affordable market rental housing as 
 provided in Section 563.” (City of Kamloops, 2018) 

Planning Professional recommendation #2: Adopt a municipal fee waiver policy for 

new, affordable intergenerational housing developments to be exempt from paying 

applicable Development Cost Charges, development permit fees, or rezoning application 

fees. If the municipality has the means to donate or lease land for intergenerational 

housing developments, register a housing agreement on the land title to mandate 

housing affordability for a 50-year minimum.  

Encourage Density 

Encouraging density close to areas with services and amenities allows for multi-

unit developments, such as intergenerational housing developments, to be permitted in 

areas that provide adequate services to meet the accessibility needs of youth and senior 

residents. It was expressed by all interviewees that location in terms of being physically 

accessible via transit or a safe short walk to amenities is a critical factor for affordable 

intergenerational housing, in which low-income youth and seniors are not as likely to 

own a vehicle. Further, to encourage aging in place, having services within close 

proximity to the housing facility that are physically accessible is a benefit for older 

residents. Official Community Plans need to include policies that encourage multi-use 

developments or higher density allowances around amenity areas to foster 

intergenerational housing opportunities. The City of Kamloops’ Official Community Plan 

(2018) features a policy that supports this: 
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Section D-5 Housing: Housing for Vulnerable Populations 2-5: “Ensure that 
 supportive housing, subsidized housing, and community care facilities are 
 located within the Core Sector or within, or adjacent to, the major 
 neighbourhood centres to (a) enable access to services and facilities required for 
 daily living, and (b) allow for individuals and families that require supports to be 
 integrated into the social fabric of the community.” (City of Kamloops, 2018) 

Planning Professional recommendation #3: Amend zoning bylaws and adopt policies 

within Official Community Plans to allow for higher density allowances, mixed-uses and 

supportive housing in major neighbourhood centres and core amenity areas to ensure 

intergenerational housing will be located within close proximity to essential services.  

Reduce Parking Requirements 

Policies that reduce parking requirements aid in the development of affordable 

housing by allowing for more space to be used for other purposes and saving extra costs 

of building parking stalls. For intergenerational housing, standard required parking 

regulations are likely unnecessary due to low rates of vehicle ownership among youth 

and seniors, as indicated in the interviews. Therefore, planners should accommodate for 

relaxed parking regulations for all intergenerational housing developments.  The City of 

Nanaimo’s Draft City Plan (2022) exemplifies a few policies to accommodate this:  

Section C3.1.6: “Use incentives to encourage the development of affordable and 
 accessible rental and owned housing units. Consider providing additional density, 
 parking relaxations, development cost charge reductions, payment of legal fees,  
 or other types of financial measures.” (City of Nanaimo, 2022) 

Section C31.24: “Recognize that required onsite parking increases affordable 
 housing costs and ensure that parking requirements consider the intended 
 resident group of new affordable housing developments and accommodate 
 parking variances where appropriate.” (City of Nanaimo, 2022) 
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Planning Professional recommendation #4: Planners should recommend parking 

variances to reduce standard parking requirements on all new intergenerational housing 

developments to lower building costs, being mindful that residents of developments of 

this type will not require typical parking space. 

Mandate Adaptable Units 

Housing seniors and encouraging aging in place requires attentiveness toward 

living spaces that are physically accessible. Physically accessible living spaces involve 

having widened doorways, level entrances, easy-to-use light switches and door handles, 

among various other aspects (Government of British Columbia, 2020). The Government 

of British Columbia requires Adaptable Housing Standards within the BC Building Code; 

however, these standards are only required for single-storey units in multi-unit residential 

buildings (Government of British Columbia, 2020). Yet, local governments are able to 

require these standards through their own bylaws. Requiring most units in 

intergenerational housing developments to have adaptable design creates opportunities 

for residents with diverse abilities, health impairments, or aging bodies to live safely and 

securely. If all, or most, units within an intergenerational facility are adaptable, there 

would be few limitations as to who can reside in the building and can be adapted further 

as people may require more support. The City of Nanaimo’s Draft City Plan includes an 

example of an adaptable design policy that goes beyond the BC Building Code 

requirements:  

Section 3.2.10: “Consider higher adaptable unit requirements for seniors-
 oriented developments.” (City of Nanaimo, 2022) 
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Planning Professional recommendation #5: Adopt an Adaptable Unit Policy for all 

intergenerational housing developments to require at least 60% of the units to be 

considered adaptable as per the Adaptable Housing Standards within the BC Building 

Code. This allows for seniors to age in place healthily for longer periods of time, and for 

younger adults of all abilities to reside in intergenerational housing opportunities.  

Foster Partnerships 

The planning professional indicated the importance of community partnerships to 

assist in securing funding from BC Housing. As a result, it is recommended that 

intergenerational housing providers should seek partnership opportunities within their 

operating community. Local government planners are able to foster partnerships through 

policies outlined in their OCP and work as a liaison between various sectors. Planners 

should liaise between non-profit organizations, service clubs, charitable foundations, 

cultural groups, faith-based groups, post-secondary institutions, government sectors, 

health authorities, and private developers to encourage conversations toward housing 

partnerships. Possible liaising could include:  

• Cultural groups with post-secondary institutions. A planner liaison between 

these two groups can encourage discussion of intergenerational housing 

opportunities for international students and seniors of particular cultural groups. 

For instance, the literature review found that intergenerational living is most 

common in Africa, Asia, Latin America, and the Caribbean. Planners can foster 

relationships between cultural clubs, such as the African Heritage Society or the 

Chinese Cultural Society in Nanaimo, and post-secondary institutions, such as 

Vancouver Island University in Nanaimo, to work together to develop seniors and 
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students’ housing. This would provide culturally-appropriate housing for both 

younger and older adults of particular cultural groups, and may provide a sense 

of familiarity to international students to connect with seniors from their culture. 

Fostering a partnership between a cultural organization and a post-secondary 

institution would allow for multiple funding opportunities through, but not limited 

to, BC Housing, cultural charities, and the post-secondary institution.  

• Health authorities and post-secondary institutions. Planners can assist in 

coordinating the development of assisted living facilities with health authorities 

that could also house students in health care programs, such as nursing, 

recreational therapy, physical therapy, nutrition, and others. In such a facility, 

students may gain credits toward their education to volunteer their skills within 

their intergenerational building. Planners can assist in the applicable municipal 

processes and locating multiple funding streams in this case as well, from the 

health authority, educational institution, and various government departments 

such as the Ministry of Advanced Education and Skills Training and the Ministry 

of Health. 

• Service clubs and non-profit housing providers. Planners can communicate 

with local service clubs. such as the Rotary Club or Lions Club, to gain insight 

into their future plans or goals in contributing to the community. If such plans 

involve serving seniors or youth, planners can coordinate a connection between 

the service club and a potential non-profit housing provider to gauge a need or 

interest in collaborating to develop an affordable intergenerational housing 

opportunity. Again, planners can coordinate the municipal affairs and various 
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streams of funding through the service club and its fundraising activities, BC 

Housing, and others.   

The above opportunities are a few examples of what a planning-coordinated 

partnership for intergenerational housing could look like, however, there is an 

abundance of potential opportunities that could be fostered through planning 

relationships.  This is exemplified in policies such as:  

Section D-5 Housing: Housing Affordability 2-1: “Encouraging partnerships 
 between not‑for‑profit organizations and the  development community.” (City of 
 Kamloops, 2018).  

Section C3.1.26: “Work with the Province, Federal Government, First Nations 
 and other public/private/non-profit community partners to maintain and increase 
 non-market housing options to serve a diversity of health and housing needs.” 
 (City of Nanaimo, 2022) 

Planning Professional recommendation #6: Adopt a partnership policy within OCPs 

to act as a liaison and encourage partnerships between various sectors and 

organizations to aid in the implementation of innovative, creative, and affordable 

intergenerational housing opportunities. These sectors and organizations to collaborate 

with include, but are not limited to, the provincial government, federal government, 

health authorities, post-secondary institutions, charitable foundations, service clubs, non-

profit organizations, cultural groups, faith-based groups, and private developers. 

Existing and emerging policies in Official Community Plans emulate the potential 

for planners to regulate opportunities for affordable intergenerational housing. It is 

recommended that planners encourage the adoption of inclusive, intergenerational 
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housing policy within their respective Official Community Plan, using variations of the 

policy and partnership examples listed above.  

6.1.2. Inventory of Appropriate Land 

If an Official Community Plan update or amendment does not seem feasible 

within the near future to adopt policies that are supportive of intergenerational housing, 

planners can contribute to the cause by maintaining an inventory of appropriate land 

including municipal lands. That is, considering the accessibility needs, zoning 

requirements, and potential residents of affordable intergenerational housing, local 

government planners should create an inventory list of parcels that are optimum for 

developing this housing model. The zoning for the optimum land identified should also 

permit mixed-uses, to allow for business opportunities that are further outlined in 

Housing Provider recommendation #2. Then, if a housing provider is interested in 

pursuing this type of development, the local government can assist with identifying which 

sites are the most suitable to reduce approvals’ time and risk. This will alleviate extra 

time, effort, and holing costs from the housing provider, as it was indicated by one 

housing manager that working through municipal processes can be time-consuming.  

Planning Professional recommendation #7: Maintain an inventory of appropriate land 

that is suitable for affordable intergenerational housing developments, considering the 

proximity to amenities, density allowances, mixed-use zoning, and accessibility needs, to 

reduce approvals time and alleviate holding costs.  

Recommendations for Planning Professionals are summarized in Table 1 below.  



 

87 

 

Table 1. Recommendations for Planning Professionals 

Planning Professionals 

1 
Intergenerational Living as a 
Goal 

Integrate intergenerational living as a goal or objective into 
Official Community Plans. This should particularly be initiated by 
the local governments that indicated a need for some form of 
intergenerational housing in their housing needs reports. By 
adopting intergenerational living as an OCP goal or objective, 
subsequent land-use policies must be supportive of this. 

2 Waive Municipal Fees 

Adopt a municipal fee waiver policy for new, affordable 
intergenerational housing developments to be exempt from 
paying applicable Development Cost Charges, development 
permit fees, or rezoning application fees. If the municipality has 
the means to donate or lease land for intergenerational housing 
developments, register a housing agreement on the land title to 
mandate housing affordability for a 50-year minimum. 

3 Encourage Density 

Amend zoning bylaws and adopt policies within Official 
Community Plans to allow for higher density allowances, mixed-
uses and supportive housing in major neighbourhood centres and 
core amenity areas to ensure intergenerational housing will be 
located within close proximity to essential services 

4 Reduce Parking Requirements 

Planners should recommend parking variances to reduce 
standard parking requirements on all new intergenerational 
housing developments to lower building costs, being mindful that 
residents of developments of this type will not require typical 
parking space. 

5 Mandate Adaptable Units 

Adopt an Adaptable Unit Policy for all intergenerational housing 
developments to require at least 60% of the units to be 
considered adaptable as per the Adaptable Housing Standards 
within the BC Building Code. This allows for seniors to age in 
place healthily for longer periods of time, and for younger adults 
of all abilities to reside in intergenerational housing opportunities. 
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6 Foster Partnerships 

Adopt a partnership policy within OCPs to act as a liaison and 
encourage partnerships between various sectors and 
organizations to aid in the implementation of innovative, creative, 
and affordable intergenerational housing opportunities. These 
sectors and organizations to collaborate with include, but are not 
limited to, the provincial government, federal government, health 
authorities, post-secondary institutions, charitable foundations, 
service clubs, non-profit organizations, cultural groups, faith-
based groups, and private developers. 

7 Inventory of Appropriate Land 

Maintain an inventory of appropriate land that is suitable for 
affordable intergenerational housing developments, considering 
the proximity to amenities, density allowances, mixed-use zoning, 
and accessibility needs, to reduce approvals time and alleviate 
holding costs.  

 

6.2. Recommendations for Government Officials 

6.2.1. Federal 

Include Intergenerational Housing in Federal Banking Regulators 

Three out of the four current intergenerational housing projects examined 

received funding from the federal government, through the CMHC, as part of National 

Housing Strategy initiatives. However, one interviewee commented on the federal 

government beyond the CMHC, and instead in terms of federal bank regulators. It was 

noted that federal banking regulations can play a role in encouraging housing diversity, 

by needing to have a certain amount, of a certain kind, of housing types financed within 

specific timeframes. In the United States, the Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) 
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requires banks to invest annually back into the community, largely in the form of 

affordable housing projects (Mattson-Teig, 2020).  

 In Canada, the Financial Consumer Agency of Canada is the federal bank 

regulator, which “ensures federally regulated financial entities comply with consumer 

protection measures, promotes financial education and raises consumers’ awareness of 

their rights and responsibilities” (Government of Canada, 2021). As such, it is 

recommended that the Financial Consumer Agency of Canada evaluates the policy 

potential to incentivize banking institutions to finance affordable housing projects, with 

particular consideration to affordable intergenerational housing initiatives. 

Federal Government recommendation #1: Adopt an Affordable Intergenerational 

Housing policy as a bank regulator within the Financial Consumer Agency of Canada to 

incentivize financing approvals of intergenerational housing developments.  

CMHC’s Affordable Housing Innovation Fund 

As noted, most current affordable intergenerational housing projects for younger 

and older adults received funding from the CMHC’s National Housing Strategy funding 

streams, including Seed Funding and the National Housing Co-Investment Fund. 

Another stream under this current funding model is the Affordable Housing Innovation 

Fund, which is a $200 million fund with the goal to encourage new funding models and 

innovative building techniques in the sector of affordable housing. This fund aims to 

support the development of innovative approaches to affordable housing, create 

inclusive and accessible communities, and contribute to the fight against homelessness 

(CMHC, 2018). This funding stream is currently closed to new applicants due to 
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overwhelming interest. As such, it is recommended that the CMHC re-allocates its 

budget to contribute another $200 million to the Affordable Housing Innovation Fund for 

another round of applicant submissions. Upon this round of applications, innovative 

intergenerational housing models should be encouraged and prioritized to address the 

need for affordable housing designated for younger and older adults.  

Federal Government recommendation #2: Allocate another $200 million to the CMHC 

Affordable Housing Innovation Fund for intergenerational housing models specifically. As 

the previous round of applications is still under assessment, prioritize intergenerational 

housing projects within the current Affordable Housing Innovation Fund submission pool.  

6.2.2. Provincial  

Adapt Funding Program Frameworks to Include Youth 

As BC Housing is the primary administrator and funder for affordable housing 

projects in British Columbia, affordable intergenerational housing initiatives must work 

within their program frameworks to be eligible for funding. It was identified that 

intergenerational models currently do not directly fit within the BC Housing funding 

framework, as the appropriate program, the Community Housing Fund, is designed for 

low-income seniors and families, not youth. However, accommodating youth within the 

Community Housing Fund would address youth-related issues across provincial 

ministries: Ministry of Children and Family Development, Ministry of Social Development 

and Poverty Reduction, Ministry of Advanced Education and Skills Training, among 

others. Integrating youth into the program framework will allow for easier funding access 

for intergenerational housing developments that will accommodate seniors and youth in 
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varying circumstances that is of concern to provincial ministries: students, youth at risk, 

youth transitioning out of care, etc.  

Provincial Government recommendation #1: Broaden the mandate of BC Housing’s 

Community Housing Fund to include youth, in addition to the existing mandate of serving 

seniors and families. 

Initiate Requirements for Youth Units 

Upon broadening the mandate of the Community Housing Fund to include youth, 

BC Housing can require that all new seniors housing developments under this funding 

program must allocate 10% of units to youth. This can also be extended to any new 

housing development being funded under the Seniors Supportive Housing Program. By 

doing so, BC Housing will contribute to affordable intergenerational housing initiatives by 

requiring intergenerational living in all new developments intended for seniors.  

Provincial Government recommendation #2: Require all new seniors developments 

supported by BC Housing’s Community Housing Fund and Seniors Supportive Housing 

Program to allocate at least 10% of units to youth to contribute to intergenerational 

housing opportunities in BC.  

Allow Funding for Students and Seniors Housing   

BC Housing offers a new BC Student Housing Loan Program, which is a $450 

million investment in student housing that will allow public post-secondary institutions to 

loan from the Province to help finance new on-campus student housing units (BC 

Housing, 2022a). This program has the opportunity to be adapted to also allow for 
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financing of off-campus student housing under the condition that the housing will provide 

accessible units for seniors. This funding program could require a community 

partnership with a local health authority, cultural organization or seniors-serving 

organization in order to be eligible for a loan. With this opportunity, various funding and 

funding streams through BC Housing would be available to implement the facility. 

Provincial Government recommendation #3: Adapt BC Housing’s BC Student 

Housing Loan Program to allow loans for the development of off-campus student and 

seniors housing in partnership with applicable community organizations.   

Mandate the Allowance of Accessory Dwelling Units/Secondary Suites on 
All Residential Lots  

 As shown by the literature review, Accessory Dwelling Units and/or secondary 

suites encourage multigenerational living. However, some municipalities have strict 

regulations that do not allow for secondary units to be constructed or retrofitted on a 

residential property without the need for a rezoning application. This can be a lengthy 

and costly process that deters households from pursuing this type of living. Thus, it is 

recommended that the provincial government develops a mandate that permits all 

residential lots within BC municipalities to allow for at least one secondary unit without 

the need for a rezoning application.   

Provincial Government recommendation #4: Develop a mandate that permits 

Accessory Dwelling Units and/or secondary suites on all residential lots in all BC 

municipalities. 

Recommendations for government officials are summarized in Table 2 below.  
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Table 2. Recommendations for Government Officials 

Government Officials 

Federal Government 

1 
Include Intergenerational 
Housing in Federal Banking 
Regulators 

Adopt an Affordable Intergenerational Housing policy as a bank regulator within the 
Financial Consumer Agency of Canada to incentivize financing approvals of 
intergenerational housing developments.  

2 

Prioritize Intergenerational 
Housing within CMHC's 
Affordable Housing Innovation 
Fund 

Allocate another $200 million to the CMHC Affordable Housing Innovation Fund for 
intergenerational housing models specifically. As the previous round of applications 
is still under assessment, prioritize intergenerational housing projects within the 
current Affordable Housing Innovation Fund submission pool.  

Provincial Government 

1 
Adapt Funding Program 
Frameworks to Include Youth  

Broaden the mandate of BC Housing’s Community Housing Fund to include youth, 
in addition to the existing mandate of serving seniors and families. 

2 
Initiate Requirements for Youth 
Units 

Require all new seniors’ developments supported by BC Housing’s Community 
Housing Fund and Seniors Supportive Housing Program to allocate at least 10% of 
units to youth to contribute to intergenerational housing opportunities in BC.  

3 
Allow Funding for Students and 
Seniors Housing 

Adapt BC Housing’s BC Student Housing Loan Program to allow loans for the 
development of off-campus student and seniors housing in partnership with 
applicable community organizations.   

4 
Mandate the Allowance of 
Accessory Dwelling 
Units/Secondary Suites 

Develop a mandate that permits Accessory Dwelling Units and/or secondary suites 
on all residential lots in all BC municipalities. 
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6.3. Recommendations for Housing Providers 

6.3.1. Innovative Funding Opportunities 

Private Funding 

The interviewees illuminated the struggles in operating effective intergenerational 

housing with minimal operational funding. Due to rigid government funding structures, it 

is recommended that housing providers explore private sources of funding. For example, 

looking toward charitable foundations, such as the United Way, or fundraising from 

private donors, such as the Lions Club, Rotary, Kinsmen and other service clubs.The 

Stollery Foundation donated $150,000 to the Kikekyelc project, showing that there are 

opportunities for foundation and private funding for other projects in the future.  

Housing Provider recommendation #1: Seek charitable foundations and private 

fundraising opportunities for development and operational funding.   

Social Enterprises 

 An increasing amount of non-profit housing providers are turning toward social 

enterprises as an income opportunity (Streich, Normand & Tulloch, 2016). Social 

enterprises are organizations that sell a good or service that is needed by the 

community, but have a positive social impact and involve profit being reinvested back 

into the organization (Streich et al, 2016). The Social Planning Council of Kingston, 

Ontario reports: “for non-profit housing providers, running social enterprises generates 

additional income that can help sustain and expand affordable housing and 

programming” (Streich et al, 2016). 
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Youth Opportunities Unlimited in London, Ontario is a youth-centred non-profit 

that offers affordable youth housing and operates four different social enterprises 

(Streich et al, 2016). These social enterprises include a cafe, a recycling and wood shop, 

market quality preserves and gift baskets (Streich et al, 2016). The youth who are 

housed at Youth Opportunities Unlimited work for the social enterprises, and in turn gain 

job readiness skills and employment opportunities (Streich et al, 2016). The profits 

generated from the four different social enterprises, after paying the youth employees, 

are then reinvested back into Youth Opportunities Unlimited to continue operating their 

youth housing and other programming (Streich et al, 2016). This model can be adapted 

for intergenerational housing developments to house and employ both youth and 

seniors. Involving senior housing residents within the social enterprise would provide 

them with the opportunity to earn an additional income while remaining engaged in their 

community, while acting as role models for the youth. Social enterprise opportunities can 

be expanded to include second-hand stores for clothing, furniture and books using 

donations from the community, bakeries, art galleries, gardening and basic landscaping, 

among others. The profits generated from these intergenerational social enterprise 

opportunities would then be reinvested back into operating the intergenerational housing 

facility.  

Thus, as illustrated through the example of Youth Opportunities Unlimited, social 

enterprises are a strategic way to integrate residents together and provide them with 

employment, all the while bringing in a new funding stream for the housing organization. 

It is recommended that existing or future intergenerational housing programs consider 

incorporating social enterprises within their portfolios to provide additional funding 
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sources to the housing program, while simultaneously engaging both younger and older 

residents to contribute to their communities.  

Housing Provider recommendation #2: Implement social enterprise models within 

intergenerational housing developments to engage youth and senior residents in 

employment opportunities, build job readiness skills, involve the housing development in 

the greater community, and generate a new funding stream to operate the housing 

facility.  

6.3.2. Develop Partnerships & Rental Units 

As it was indicated that community partnerships are a key component to funding 

consideration from BC Housing, intergenerational housing providers should work toward 

fostering partnerships with other community organizations and levels of government to 

secure funding and resources. As mentioned as a recommendation for planners, 

potential partnership ideas for organizations interested in implementing intergenerational 

housing for youth and seniors include, but are not limited to: local post-secondary 

institutions to explore student housing opportunities, health authorities for assisted living 

or aging-in-place opportunities, and organizations that are youth-focused, senior-

focused, serve Indigenous communities, serve other cultural sectors, or are faith-based.  

Housing providers can also look toward partnering with local arts, dance and 

social clubs to implement activities and programming at the intergenerational facility. For 

instance, partnering with local dance clubs to teach weekly dance lessons to the 
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residents, art clubs to offer paint nights or pottery classes, or service clubs such as the 

Rotary or Lions clubs to offer monthly barbeques or meals for the residents.  

Partnerships with other organizations will allow for shared resources, services, 

programming, and experience, which are all in the best interests of the residents. 

However, as identified in one interview, it is critical to set defined boundaries regarding 

the nature of the partnership, how decision-making occurs, and how much involvement 

each party has in the housing initiative, to create operational efficiencies and minimize 

conflict.  

Housing Provider recommendation #3: Develop partnerships with other sectors and 

organizations to share resources, services, programming, and experience. These 

partnerships can involve post-secondary institutions, health authorities, youth-serving 

organizations, senior-serving organizations, cultural groups, service clubs and 

community programming groups. Ensure detailed agreements are in place to outline the 

parameters and the nature of the partnership.  

Housing Provider recommendation #4: Offer communal areas and recreational 

spaces in intergenerational housing facilities to be available rental space for community 

programming to provide another operational funding opportunity. Ensure regulations and 

agreements are in place to be mindful of the housing residents and offer programming 

opportunities to the housing residents.  
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6.3.3. Staffing 

Results of the interviews and examination of current initiatives highlighted the 

importance of support staff within intergenerational housing programs. These staff 

members act as unofficial teachers, mediators, counsellors, cleaners, emergency 

responders, and resource navigators, to name a few roles. It is recommended that 

housing providers secure  funding for full-time or 24/7 support staff in order to operate a 

facility that feels safe and welcoming. Seeing as the two groups that would occupy the 

building, youth and seniors, may require extra guidance or support, having staff readily 

available to help is ideal. It was indicated that some current intergenerational programs 

are not equipped or have the capacity to operate as an assisted living facility; however, 

securing funding for full-time or 24/7 support staff may provide the organization with a 

future opportunity to pursue such a form of supportive housing.  

Housing Provider recommendation #5: Ensure funding is allocated to hire full-time 

staff for the intergenerational facility. There should be enough staff to be present in the 

building during regular business hours, but preference is to have enough staff to have 

24/7 support within the facility.  

6.3.4. Rent-Geared-to-Income 

One interview participant stressed that maintaining housing affordability requires 

more rentals that are rent-geared-to-income. That is, based on the benchmark provided 

by BC Housing, rents are calculated individually based on 30% of the resident’s gross 

income. This allows tenants to pay what they can afford for housing, especially for 

seniors who receive a fixed income. For youth, this eases them into the market-rate 
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rental housing environment as they gradually earn more money throughout their 

employment journeys. Therefore, it is recommended that intergenerational housing 

models for youth and seniors adopt a rent-geared-to-income model using the definition 

of no more than 30% of the gross household income used by BC Housing and CMHC.  

Housing Provider recommendation #6: Operate intergenerational housing facilities 

that are rent-geared-to-income, meaning that the units are no more than 30% of the 

gross household income of the occupant.  

6.3.5. Accountability Measures 

Although the goal is to create this type of housing to be as affordable as possible, 

one housing manager advised that covering full utility and laundry costs prevents a 

sense of accountability from the residents in being mindful of the resources they are 

using. Thus, it is recommended that housing providers implement a threshold that 

residents can spend on individual laundry and heating costs per month. For laundry, a 

reloadable card system can be implemented, in which the housing manager reloads 

residents’ laundry cards to a certain amount per month to be used on the laundry 

facilities. Once the residents surpass the card amount, they are required to pay for the 

laundry services themselves. Additionally, in terms of heating costs, units should be 

monitored individually. Once the unit surpasses a certain threshold of heating costs in a 

month, the occupant should be charged for the extra costs. These accountability 

measures will ensure residents are mindful of the resources being used that impact 

operating costs and environmental considerations.   
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Housing Provider recommendation #7: Implement resource accountability measures, 

such as laundry cards and heating cost thresholds, to ensure intergenerational housing 

residents are being mindful of resource usage in terms of operating costs and 

environmental considerations.  

6.3.6. Building for Natural Connection & Housing Agreements 

As established, there are various reasons for implementing intergenerational 

housing initiatives, but one essential purpose is to foster intergenerational connection 

between younger and older adults. This can be facilitated through intentional 

programming; however, it’s been identified through the research that natural 

opportunities for connection tend to be more meaningful. Therefore, housing providers 

should consider how their building design can provide the potential for organic 

interchange between the residents. This should involve large indoor foyers; outdoor 

seating and recreation areas; units that are only accessible through common spaces; 

common spaces that are inviting to spend time in; elevators and mailboxes located in 

common areas; open-concept laundry facilities; communal amenities; among others.  

These passive, shared areas can therefore be used for informal group meals and 

barbeques, music jam sessions, and board and card game nights among the residents. 

Amidst the creation of shared spaces, regulations must be in place within tenant 

agreements that outline expected behaviour and respectful use of these spaces and 

outdoor public areas that will not cause disruption within the greater community. As 

gaining community support is critical for the approval of affordable housing 

developments, ensuring that the intergenerational housing residents are engaged with 
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and show respect toward the community at large is an important aspect in creating 

shared spaces and housing agreements.  As such, housing providers should implement 

detailed housing agreements that outline regulations around respectfully using indoor 

and outdoor shared spaces. In addition, housing providers should work collaboratively 

with developers, architects, and planners to design a site that fosters meaningful 

opportunities for natural connections.  

Housing Provider recommendation #8: Work collaboratively with developers, 

architects and planners to design a site and facility that encourages meaningful 

opportunities for natural connections. This can be done through designing large foyers, 

outdoor seating and recreation areas, units that are only accessible through common 

areas, elevators and mailboxes located in common areas, open-concept laundry 

facilities, communal amenities, and ensuring that all spaces are inviting to spend time in.  

Housing provider recommendation #9: Implement housing agreements for all 

intergenerational housing residents that outline behavioural expectations and regulations 

for shared space use to ensure residents are respectful of shared spaces, each other, 

and the greater community.  

Recommendations for housing providers are summarized in the table below.  
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Table 3. Recommendations for Housing Providers 

Housing Providers 

1 Private Funding 
Seek charitable foundations and private fundraising opportunities for 
development and operational funding.   

2 Social Enterprises 

Implement social enterprise models within intergenerational housing 
developments to engage youth and senior residents in employment 
opportunities, build job readiness skills, involve the housing development in the 
greater community, and generate a new funding stream to operate the housing 
facility.  

3 Develop Partnerships 

Develop partnerships with other sectors and organizations to share resources, 
services, programming, and experience. These partnerships can involve post-
secondary institutions, health authorities, youth-serving organizations, senior-
serving organizations, cultural groups, service clubs and community 
programming groups. Ensure detailed agreements are in place to outline the 
parameters and the nature of the partnership.  

4 Rental Space 

Offer communal areas and recreational spaces in intergenerational housing 
facilities to be available rental space for community programming to provide 
another operational funding opportunity. Ensure regulations and agreements are 
in place to be mindful of the housing residents and offer programming 
opportunities to the housing residents.  

5 Staffing 

Ensure funding is allocated to hire full-time staff for the intergenerational facility. 
There should be enough staff to be present in the building during regular 
business hours, but preference is to have enough staff to have 24/7 support 
within the facility.  

6 Rent-Geared-to-Income 
Operate intergenerational housing facilities that are rent-geared-to-income, 
meaning that the units are no more than 30% of the gross household income of 
the occupant.  
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7 Accountability Measures 
Implement resource accountability measures, such as laundry cards and heating 
cost thresholds, to ensure intergenerational housing residents are being mindful 
of resource usage in terms of operating costs and environmental considerations.  

8 Build for Natural Connection 

Work collaboratively with developers, architects and planners to design a site 
and facility that encourages meaningful opportunities for natural connections. 
This can be done through designing large foyers, outdoor seating and recreation 
areas, units that are only accessible through common areas, elevators and 
mailboxes located in common areas, open-concept laundry facilities, communal 
amenities, and ensuring that all spaces are inviting to spend time in.  

9 Housing Agreements 

Implement housing agreements for all intergenerational housing residents that 
outline behavioural expectations and regulations for shared space use to ensure 
residents are respectful of shared spaces, each other, and the greater 
community.  

 

6.4. Opportunities for Future Research 

Intergenerational housing can take on a multitude of forms. The literature review 

revealed many of these; within-family multigenerational living, which is more prevalent 

among certain cultures and involves multiple generations of one family living together. 

The usage of Accessory Dwelling Units and secondary suites to house family members 

on the same property while allowing for space and privacy. Students living affordably in 

established long-term care facilities, in exchange for volunteer hours with the residents. 

Home-sharing initiatives for older homeowners to rent a room to a younger individual or 

student for a mutually supportive living environment. Co-housing and cooperative 

models. It is evident that a variety of innovative housing forms exist to accommodate 

intergenerational living, but it seems that there remains more to be done to translate the 
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data into literature, incentivize and provide reasoning for this type of living. The benefits 

have been proven in the literature and by professionals; it is time that policy and housing 

forms must follow suit. 

Although the benefits have been expressed by academics and professionals, a 

gap existed within this research in collecting information from the residents themselves. 

Conducting interviews with intergenerational housing residents was the one of the goals 

for the principal investigator, however, no interviews were able to be secured within the 

project timeline. Thus, there lies an opportunity to conduct further research on the 

thoughts, experiences, and opinions of intergenerational housing residents themselves 

to evaluate its effectiveness.  

Further, research within Indigenous communities on the current context and 

future potential for intergenerational housing models remains to be explored. This 

research was able to examine models within urban Indigenous communities, but on-

reserve housing was outside of the scope of this project. The cultural considerations 

identified in the literature review allude to a great potential for further research to be 

carried out within Indigenous communities themselves to determine the feasibility of 

intergenerational housing. 

Moreover, research opportunities regarding intentional intergenerational housing 

initiatives for other cultural groups beyond Indigenous communities exist as well. As 

depicted in the literature review, multigenerational households are the most common 

type of living in Africa, Asia, Latin America and the Caribbean. Further research on the 
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planning implications of multigenerational living in these parts of the world, and how it 

can translate into North America, is another area for exploration.  

To address within-family multigenerational living, there are various avenues of 

research that may be of interest to the planning field. Inclusive policies and incentives for 

secondary suites are one; retrofitting homes, and its applicable policy, are another. 

International planning models that accommodate for families that traditionally live 

together throughout the life span, and how this impacts housing affordability within the 

government structure. Within the context of agricultural land use, there is research 

potential in the preservation of farmland and what multigenerational farming and living 

could look like.  

Thus, there lies great potential in further developing intergenerational housing 

models in British Columbia, building off of the innovative work completed by current 

initiatives. As one interview participant expressed: “imitation is the sincerest form of 

flattery.” 

 

 

 



 

106 

References 

Aboriginal Housing Management Association. (2016, October 21). AHMA National 
Housing Strategy Recommendations. Retrieved from 
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/573e02ab62cd943531b23633/t/58504ff6e
3df284c5bb2817f/1481658359322/2016-10-
21_AHMA+National+Housing+Strategy+Recommendation.pdf 

Abramsson, M. & Andersson, E. (2015). Changing Preferences with Ageing: Housing 
Choices and Housing Plans of Older People. Housing, Theory and Society, 
33(2), 217-241. doi:10.1080/14036096.2015.110438 

Agrawal, S. (2021). Human rights and the city: A view from Canada. Journal of the 
American Planning Association, 87(1), 3-10. DOI: 
10.1080/01944363.2020.1775680 

Arentshorst, M. E., Kloet, R. R., & Peine, A. (2019). Intergenerational housing: The case 
of Humanitas Netherlands. Journal of Housing for the Elderly, 33(3), 244-256. 
doi:10.1080/02763893.2018.1561592 

Arpent. (2018, September). Accessory dwelling units: Principles and best practices. 
Retrieved from  https://www.larpent.ca/wp-
content/uploads/2019/04/AccessoryDwellingUnitsPrinciplesAndBestPractices.pdf 

BC Housing. (2019). Federal Agreements. Retrieved from 
https://www.bchousing.org/about/federal-agreements 

BC Housing. (2022a). Homes for British Columbia. Retrieved from 
https://www.bchousing.org/projects-partners/Building-BC/homes-for-BC 

BC Housing. (2022b). Indigenous Housing Fund - Program and Proposal Process. 
Retrieved from https://www.bchousing.org/projects-partners/Building-BC/IHF 

BC Housing. (2022c). Provincial Rental Housing Corporation (PRHC) Group Home 
Operator. Retrieved from https://www.bchousing.org/projects-partners/housing-
provider-info/prhc-group-homes 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01944363.2020.1775680
https://www.bchousing.org/projects-partners/Building-BC/IHF


 

107 

B.C. Non-Profit Housing Association. (2020). Canadian rental housing index: Age profile. 
Retrieved from http://rentalhousingindex.ca/en/#age_prov 

Battams, N. (2017). Sharing a roof: Multi-generational homes in Canada (2016 census 
update). The Vanier Institute of the Family. Retrieved from 
https://vanierinstitute.ca/sharing-a-roof-multi-generational-homes-in-canada-
2016-census-update 

Beck, A.F. (2018, July 04). What is co-housing? Developing a conceptual framework 
from the studies of Danish intergenerational co-housing. Housing, Theory & 
Society, 37(1), 40-64. DOI: 10.1080/14036096.2019.1633398 

Bell, N. (n.d.). Elders – Invitation Protocol. University of Toronto Ontario Institute for 
Studies in Education. Retrieved from 
https://www.oise.utoronto.ca/deepeningknowledge/Teacher_Resources/Curriculu
m_Resources_(by_subjects)/Social_Sciences_and_Humanities/Elders.html 

Bohnert, N., Chagnon, J., & Dion, P. (2017). "Population Projections for Canada (2013 to 
2063), Provinces and Territories (2013 to 2038)." Statistics Canada. Retrieved 
from https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/pub/91-520-x/91-520- x2014001-eng.htm 

Bruemmer, R. (2018, August 22). Living in a multi-generational home is often a question 
of culture. Retrieved from https://montrealgazette.com/news/local-news/living-in-
a-multi-generational-home-is-often-a-question-of-culture 

Burgess, G. & Muir, K. (2018). The increase in multigenerational households in the UK: 
The motivations for and experiences of multigenerational living. Housing, Theory 
and Society, 37(1), 1-17. DOI:10.1080/14036096.2019.1653360 

Burton, G. (2017). Innovative Social Infrastructure: The Village Living Wellness and 
Learning Centre at Canadore College, North Bay, Ontario. Canadore College. 
Retrieved from 
https://www.ourcommons.ca/Content/Committee/421/FINA/Brief/BR8398196/br-
external/CanadoreCollege-e.pdf  

Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation. (2018, May 02). Affordable Housing 
Innovation Fund. Retrieved from https://www.cmhc-
schl.gc.ca/en/professionals/project-funding-and-mortgage-financing/funding-
programs/all-funding-programs/affordable-housing-innovation-fund 

http://rentalhousingindex.ca/en/#age_prov
https://doi.org/10.1080/14036096.2019.1633398
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14036096.2019.1653360


 

108 

Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation. (2020, November 16). New housing for 
Indigenous youth and elders opens in Kamloops. Retrieved from 
https://www.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/en/media-newsroom/news-releases/2020/new-
housing-indigenous-youth-elders 

Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation. (2021). National Housing Co-Investment 
Fund. Retrieved from https://www.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/en/professionals/project-
funding-and-mortgage-financing/funding-programs/all-funding-programs/co-
investment-fund 

Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation. (2022, February 16). 66 new housing units 
for seniors and youth in Chilliwack. Retrieved from 
https://www.newswire.ca/news-releases/66-new-housing-units-for-seniors-and-
youth-in-chilliwack-800405267.html 

Canero, W. & Tarnawsky, K. (2021, April). Fostering affordable intergenerational 
community. Case study report. Retrieved from http://micasa-
inc.org/app/uploads/2021/06/Final_v2_Fostering-Affordable-Intergenerational-
Community.pdf 

Chilliwack Community Services. (2022). About us. Retrieved from 
https://www.comserv.bc.ca/about-us/  

Chu, C.H., Donato-Woodger, S. & Dainton, C.J. (2020, July 09). Competing crises: 
COVID-19 countermeasures and social isolation among older adults in long-term 
care. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 76(10), 2456-2459. https://doi-
org.ezproxy.viu.ca/10.1111/jan.14467 

City of Kamloops. (2017). Public Hearing Correspondence: March 27, 2017. Retrieved 
from https://kamloops.civicweb.net/document/78892  

City of Kamloops. (2018). KAMPLAN - City of Kamloops Official Community Plan. 
Retrieved from 
https://kamloops.civicweb.net/filepro/documents/10752?preview=82296 

City of Kamloops. (2021). Zoning Bylaw No. 55. Retrieved from 
https://kamloops.civicweb.net/filepro/documents/138848 

City of Nanaimo. (2008). planNanaimo - Official Community Plan. Retrieved from 
https://www.nanaimo.ca/docs/property-development/community-planning-and-
zoning/officialcommunityplan.pdf  



 

109 

City of Nanaimo. (2011). Amended Agenda for the Regular Meeting of the Council of the 
City of Nanaimo: August 8, 2011. Retrieved from https://pub-
nanaimo.escribemeetings.com/FileStream.ashx?DocumentId=12451 

City of Nanaimo. (2021). Zoning Bylaw No. 4500. Retrieved from 
https://www.nanaimo.ca/bylaws/ViewBylaw/4500.pdf 

City of Nanaimo. (2022). Draft City Plan - Nanaimo Reimagined. Retrieved from 
https://www.nanaimo.ca/docs/property-development/reimagine-nanaimo/draft-
city-plan.pdf 

Cowkur, I. (2020). Accessory dwelling units: Analyzing City of Nanaimo design 
guidelines. (DOI: 10.25316/IR-17004). [Master’s thesis, Vancouver Island 
University]. VIURRSpace. 

CPA Development Consultants. (2022). Paramount. Retrieved from 
https://cpadevelopment.ca/portfolio-item/paramount/ 

Easthope, H., Liu, E., Judd, B. & Burnley, I. (2015). Feeling at Home in a 
Multigenerational Household: The Importance of Control. Housing, Theory and 
Society, 32(2), 151-170. DOI: 10.1080/14036096.2015.1031275 

Ecotrust Canada (2021). Re-imagining Indigenous housing as integrated cultural, 
ecological and economic ecosystems. Retrieved from 
https://ecotrust.ca/priorities/home-lands/about- homelands/ 

Employment and Social Development Canada. (2020). Social isolation of seniors—
Supplement to the social isolation and social innovation toolkit: A Focus on 
Indigenous Seniors in Canada. Government of Canada. Retrieved from 
https://www.canada.ca/en/employment-social-
development/corporate/seniors/forum/social-isolation-indigenous.html 

Feinberg, J. (2022, February 17). Affordable housing project in Chilliwack for seniors and 
youth coming with the Paramount project. The Progress. Retrieved from 
https://www.theprogress.com/news/affordable-housing-in-chilliwack-for-seniors-
and-youth-coming-with-the-paramount-project/ 

Forsyth, A. (2016). Queerying Planning Practice: Understanding Non-Conformist 
Populations. In P. L. Doan (Ed.), Queerying Planning: Challenging 
herteronormative assumptions and reframing planning practice (pp. 21-52). 
Ashgate.   

https://www.nanaimo.ca/bylaws/ViewBylaw/4500.pdf


 

110 

Ghonaim, H. (2017, October 05). Meet the Ontario university students living with more 
than 100 seniors in a care home. Retrieved from 
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/london/western-university-students-live-in-
retirement-home-1.4329736  

Goodbrand, P., Humphrey, T. & Gondek, J. (2017, August 31). Relatives or rentals? 
Secondary suites through a multigenerational family lens. The Canadian 
Geographer, 61(4), 525-539. https://doi-org.ezproxy.viu.ca/10.1111/cag.12399 

Gonzales, E., Matz-Costa, C. & Morrow-Howell, N. (2015, April). Increasing 
opportunities for the productive engagement of older adults: A response to 
population aging. The Gerontologist, 55(2), 252-261. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/geront/gnu176 

Government of British Columbia. (2011, June 10). Supports and housing for Youth and 
Elders in Nanaimo. Retrieved from 
https://news.gov.bc.ca/releases/2011ENER0042-000697 

Government of British Columbia. (2020). Building Accessibility Handbook 2020. Office of 
Housing and Construction Standards. Retrieved from 
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/farming-natural-resources-and-
industry/construction-industry/building-codes-and-
standards/guides/2020_building_accessibility_handbook.pdf 

Government of Canada. (2019, July 11). Report on housing needs of seniors. Retrieved 
from https://www.canada.ca/en/employment-social-
development/corporate/seniors/forum/report-seniors-housing-needs.html 

Government of Canada. (2021). Financial Consumer Agency of Canada. Retrieved from 
https://www.canada.ca/en/financial-consumer-agency.html 

Happipad. (2020, September 17). Intergenerational living - The new, but old, housing 
trend. Retrieved from https://www.happipad.com/blog/intergenerational-living-
canada/#:~:text=According%20to% 

Hartt, M. D., & Biglieri, S. (2017). Prepared for the silver tsunami? An examination of 
municipal old-age dependency and age-friendly policy in Ontario, Canada. 
Journal of Urban Affairs, 40(5), 625-638. doi:10.1080/07352166.2017.1360744 

Hastings, P. (2017, August 08). Vancouver City Council updates accessory dwelling 
units rules. The Columbian. Retrieved from 
https://www.columbian.com/news/2017/aug/08/vancouver-city-council-updates-
accessory-dwelling-units-rules/ 

https://doi-org.ezproxy.viu.ca/10.1111/cag.12399


 

111 

Hemingway, A., Daub, S. & Lee, M. (2020). BC’s housing crisis during the pandemic: 
A snapshot. Policy Note. Retrieved from https://www.policynote.ca/housing-
crisis-pandemic/ 

Hennig, C. (2019, May 12). 'Completely changed the way I look at aging': University 
students move into senior care home. CBC news. Retrieved from 
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/british-columbia/uncb-university-students-
senior-care-home-1.5129325 

HomeShare Alliance. (2020). Homeshare services for seniors: HomeShare Alliance. 
Retrieved from https://www.homesharealliance.com/ 

HomeShare Canada. (n.d.). Retrieved from https://www.homesharecanada.org/ 

Howe, N. (2019, May 03). Millennials and the loneliness epidemic. Retrieved from 
https://www.forbes.com/sites/neilhowe/2019/05/03/millennials-and-the-
loneliness-epidemic/?sh=398c18d7676a 

Ip, F., & Lavoie, S. (2020). PEOPLE 2020: BC sub-provincial population projections. BC 
Stats: Government of British Columbia. Retrieved from 
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/data/statistics/people-population-
community/population/people_population_projections_highlights.pdf. 

Kamloops This Week. (2020, November 16). Kikekyelc: A Place for Belonging officially 
opens in Kamloops. Kamloops This Week. Retrieved from 
https://www.kamloopsthisweek.com/local-news/kikekyelc-a-place-of-belonging-
officially-opens-in-kamloops-4446517 

Keene, J. & Batson, C. (2010, August 03). Under one roof: A review of research on 
intergenerational coresidence and multigenerational households in the United 
States. Sociology Compass, 4(8), 642-657.https://doi-
org.ezproxy.viu.ca/10.1111/j.1751-9020.2010.00306.x 

Kelly, L. (2017, February 16). Innovation in health care: North Bay facility will offer senior 
care, educate future health-care workers. Northern Ontario Business. Retrieved 
from https://www.northernontariobusiness.com/regional-news/north-
bay/innovation-in-health-care-538019  

Labit, A. & Dubost, N. (2016). Housing and ageing in France and Germany: The 
intergenerational solution. Housing, Care and Support, 19(2), 45-54. 
DOI:10.1108/HCS-08-2016-0007  

https://doi-org.ezproxy.viu.ca/10.1111/j.1751-9020.2010.00306.x
https://doi-org.ezproxy.viu.ca/10.1111/j.1751-9020.2010.00306.x


 

112 

Lee, M. (2022). Upzoning Metro Vancouver’s low-density neighbourhoods for housing 
affordability. Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives BC Office. Retrieved from 
https://policyalternatives.ca/sites/default/files/uploads/publications/BC%20Office/
2022/02/ccpa-bc_Upzoning_web.pdf  

Liebig, P.S., Koenig, T. & Poynoos, J. (2008, October 11). Zoning, accessory dwelling 
units, and family caregiving: Issues, trends and recommendations. Journal of 
Aging & Social Policy, 18(3-4), 155-172. DOI: 10.1300/J031v18n03_11 

Lii Michif Otipemisiwak Family and Community Services. (2022). Kikekyelc: A Place of 
Belonging. Retrieved from https://lmofcs.ca/kik%C3%A9kyelc-a-place-of-
belonging/ 

Luther Court Society. (2022). Intergenerational Housing Update. Retrieved from 
https://luthercourt.org/intergenerational-housing-update/  

MacPhail, J., Atkey, J., Finlayson, J., McCauley, B., Paish, S. & Pastrick, H. (2021). 
Opening doors: unlocking housing supply for affordability. Final report of the 
Canada-British Columbia Expert Panel on the Future of Housing Supply and 
Affordability. Retrieved from 
https://engage.gov.bc.ca/app/uploads/sites/121/2021/06/Opening-Doors_BC-
Expert-Panel_Final-Report_Jun16.pdf 

M’akola Development Services. (2021a). Kikekyelc. Retrieved from 
https://makoladevelopment.com/kikekyelc/ 

M’akola Development Services. (2021b). Luther Court - ‘Intergenerational Affordable 
Housing Project’ at 1525 Cedar Hill Cross Road. Retrieved from 
https://makoladevelopment.com/intergenerational-affordable-housing-project/ 

Marcus, N. (2021, March 22). Tackling the housing crisis and bridging generational 
divides through home-sharing. Stanford Social Innovation Review. Retrieved 
from 
https://ssir.org/articles/entry/tackling_the_housing_crisis_and_bridging_generatio
nal_divides_through_home_sharing  

Mattson-Tieg, B. (2020, January). Banks Focus CRA Dollars on Affordable Housing. 
Wealth Management. Retrieved from 
https://www.wealthmanagement.com/finance-lending/banks-focus-cra-dollars-
affordable-housing 

https://doi-org.ezproxy.viu.ca/10.1300/J031v18n03_11


 

113 

McGarrigle, J. (2011, June 13). Social housing facility for youths, First Nations opens. 
Nanaimo News Bulletin. Retrieved from 
https://www.nanaimobulletin.com/news/social-housing-facility-for-youths-first-
nations-opens/ 

McLaughlin, K. (2020). College students and senior citizens living together? It's more 
common than you'd think. Insider. Retrieved from 
www.insider.com/intergenerational-living-senior-citizens-college-students-2020-1. 

Meissner, D. (2019, November 10). Airbnb a 'contributing factor' to B.C. housing 
affordability crisis. Retrieved from 
https://www.nationalobserver.com/2019/11/10/news/airbnb-contributing-factor-
bc-housing-affordability-crisis 

National Seniors Council. (2017). Who’s at risk and what can be done about it? A review 
of the  literature on the social isolation of different groups of seniors. 
Government of Canada. Retrieved from https://seniorsocialisolation.ca/wp-
content/uploads/2019/04/nsc1.eng_.pdf 

Northern Development. (2022). Resources for community projects. Retrieved from 
https://www.northerndevelopment.bc.ca/resources-for-community-projects/  

Palmer, A. (2019, July 30). InterAGE – A unique project brings students and seniors 
together at Gateway Lodge Assisted Living. Retrieved from 
https://stories.northernhealth.ca/stories/interage-unique-project-brings-students-
and-seniors-together-gateway-lodge-assisted-living 

Rech, N. (2019, April 29). Homelessness in Canada. Retrieved from The Canadian 
Encyclopedia: https://thecanadianencyclopedia.ca/en/article/homelessness-in-
canada 

Ross Chapin Architects. (n.d.). Pocket Neighborhoods: What is a Pocket Neighborhood? 
Retrieved from https://www.pocket-neighborhoods.net/ 

Salvador, A. (2020). Detached accessory dwelling units - who benefits and who pays? 
(http://hdl.handle.net/10012/16502). [Master’s thesis, University of Waterloo]. 
UWSpace.  

Shillington, R. (2016). An analysis of the economic circumstances of Canadian seniors. 
The Broadbent Institute. Retrieved from 
https://www.broadbentinstitute.ca/an_analysis_of_the_economic_circumstances_
of_canadian_seniors 

https://thecanadianencyclopedia.ca/en/article/homelessness-in-canada
https://thecanadianencyclopedia.ca/en/article/homelessness-in-canada
http://hdl.handle.net/10012/16502


 

114 

Sibley, J., Thompson, H., & Edwardh, J. (2016). Seniors: Loneliness and social isolation. 
Community Development Halton. Retrieved from https://cdhalton.ca/wp-
content/uploads/2016/03/Seniors-Loneliness-and-Social-Isolation.pdf. 

Skelton, I. (2012, September). Keeping them at bay: Practices of municipal exclusion. 
Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives Manitoba. Retrieved from  
https://policyalternatives.ca/sites/default/files/uploads/publications/Manitoba%20
Office/2012/10/%20Full%20Report%20-
%20Keeping%20them%20at%20bay%20FINAL.pdf 

Statistics Canada. (2016). Families, households and marital status: Key results from the 
2016 Census. Retrieved from https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/daily-
quotidien/170802/dq170802a-eng.htm 

Statistics Canada. (2017). Core housing need. Retrieved from 
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/ref/dict/households-
menage037-eng.cfm 

Statistics Canada. (2019). A portrait of Canadian youth: March 2019 updates. Retrieved 
from https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/pub/11-631-x/11-631-x2019003-eng.htm 

Statistics Canada. (2020).  Population projections for Canada (2018 to 2068), provinces 
and territories (2018 to 2043). Retrieved from www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/pub/91-
520-x/91- 520-x2019001-eng.htm 

Statistics Canada. (2021). Impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on Canadian seniors. 
Retrieved from https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/pub/75-006-
x/2021001/article/00008-eng.htm 

Straka, S., Hart, M., Callahan, A., Robinson, D. & Robson, G. (2020). Prioritizing 
Indigenous Elders’ knowledge for intergenerational well-being. Canadian Journal 
on Aging, 39 (2), 156-168. DOI:10.1017/S0714980819000631 

Streich, P., Normand, S. & Tulloch, A. (2016, October). Social Enterprise and Affordable 
Non-Profit Housing. Social Planning Council of Kingston, Ontario. Retrieved from 
https://www.nphcr.ca/files/Social-Enterprise-Affordable-Non-Profit-Housing.pdf  

Suleman, R. & Bhatia, F. (2021). Intergenerational housing as a model for improving 
older-adult health. BC Medical Journal, 63(4), 171-173. Retrieved from 
https://bcmj.org/articles/intergenerational-housing-model-improving-older-adult-
health#a1 

https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/ref/dict/households-menage037-eng.cfm
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/ref/dict/households-menage037-eng.cfm


 

115 

Sung, S. (2015). Reconnect generations: Intergenerational housing. (10000258). 
[Master’s thesis, University of Washington]. ProQuest Dissertations Publishing.  

Thang, L. & Engel, R. (2020). Intergenerational connections: Exploring new ways to 
connect. Journal of Intergenerational Relationships, 18(4), 377-378. DOI: 
10.1080/15350770.2020.1828725 

Tillicum Lelum Aboriginal Friendship Centre. (n.d.). Salish Lelum affordable housing 
project. Retrieved from https://www.tillicumlelum.ca/projects/salish-lelum-
affordable-housing 

Torjman, S. (2018). Intergenerational policies and programs. Prepared for Maytree. 
Retrieved from https://maytree.com/wp-content/uploads/Intergenerational-
Policies.pdf 

United Nations. (2019, April). Population facts: Living arrangements of older persons 
around the world. Department of Economic and Social Affairs, Population 
Division. Retrieved from 
https://www.un.org/en/development/desa/population/publications/pdf/popfacts/Po
pFacts_2019-2.pdf 

Vanderven, K. (2008, October 05). Intergenerational theory in society: Building on the 
past, questions for the future. Journal of Intergenerational Relationships, 2(3-4), 
75-94.  DOI: 10.1300/J194v02n03_07 

Van Vliet, W. (2011). Intergenerational cities: A framework for policies and programs. 
Journal of Intergenerational Relationships, 9(4), 348-365. DOI: 
10.1080/15350770.2011.619920 

Vieira, S. & Sousa, L. (2016). Intergenerational practice: Contributing to a conceptual 
framework. International Journal of Lifelong Education, 35(4), 396-412. DOI: 
10.1080/02601370.2016.1196248 

Villar, F. (2008). Intergenerational or multigenerational? A question of nuance. Journal of 
Intergenerational Relationships, 5(1), 115-117. DOI: 10.1300/J194v05n01_11  

Walsh, C. (2021, February 17). Young adults hardest hit by loneliness during pandemic. 
The Harvard Gazette. Retrieved from 
https://news.harvard.edu/gazette/story/2021/02/young-adults-teens-loneliness-
mental-health-coronavirus-covid-pandemic/ 

https://doi-org.ezproxy.viu.ca/10.1080/15350770.2020.1828725
https://maytree.com/wp-content/uploads/Intergenerational-Policies.pdf
https://maytree.com/wp-content/uploads/Intergenerational-Policies.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1300/J194v02n03_07
https://doi-org.ezproxy.viu.ca/10.1080/15350770.2011.619920
https://doi-org.ezproxy.viu.ca/10.1080/02601370.2016.1196248
https://doi-org.ezproxy.viu.ca/10.1300/J194v05n01_11


 

116 

Wister, A., O'Dea, E., Fyffe, I. & Wagner, K. (2019). Fact book on aging in B.C. and 
Canada. (7th ed). Gerontology Research Centre at Simon Fraser University. 
Retrieved from https://cnpea.ca/images/september-15-factbook.pdf 

Wowa. (2021). Cost of Living Across Canada. https://wowa.ca/cost-of-living-canada 

Yang, T., & Warburton, D. E. R. (2018). Indigenous Elders’ role in fostering 
intergenerational relationships with youth. The Health & Fitness Journal of 
Canada, 11(4), 88–93. https://doi.org/10.14288/hfjc.v11i4.265 

 

https://cnpea.ca/images/september-15-factbook.pdf


 

117 

Appendix A  
 
Semi-structured Interview Questions 

Housing Managers 

1. Please describe the nature of your role. 

a. Probes: What are your day-to-day responsibilities?  

2. Were you involved in the process of developing and organizing this housing 
 facility? 

a. If so, what did the process entail?  

3. Do you find that there are benefits to intergenerational housing? 

a. If so, what are they? 

4. Do you find that there are some struggles with intergenerational housing? 

a. If so, what are they? 

5. What would you recommend to developers, operators and/or managers of future 
 intergenerational housing facilities in order to efficiently and effectively operate 
the  facilities?  

6. What kind of factors should be considered when implementing future 
 intergenerational housing programs? 

a. Location? Accessibility? More common spaces? Less common spaces? Social 
 disruption?  

7. Is there anything else you would like to add?  
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Planners & Professionals  

1. Please describe how your work is involved with affordable housing, aging or healthy     

 communities.  

2. What are your thoughts on intergenerational housing? 
 

a. How do you think intergenerational housing contributes to the  environment 
of affordable housing in British Columbia, if at all? 
b. How do you think intergenerational housing contributes to the environment of 
healthy aging and healthy communities in British Columbia, if at all?  
 

3. Do you think there is potential for more intergenerational housing opportunities to 
 be developed in British Columbia?  

a. If so, what do you think is required in order for these initiatives to expand? 

b. If not, what do you think is preventing these initiatives from having the potential 
 to expand further?  

4. What is the process for implementing non-profit or non-market housing initiatives 
 such as this?  

5. What factors must be considered when implementing affordable housing?  

a. What factors must be considered when implementing intergenerational 
housing,  or any kind of co-housing ?  

b. Are there specific locational criteria for this type of housing? If so, what are 
they? 

c. Are there any zoning issues with intergenerational housing, compared to 
 separate seniors or student housing developments?  

6. For planners: what do you think the role of a planner is in implementing effective 
 intergenerational housing initiatives?  

7. Is there anything else you would like to add? 
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Appendix B  
 
Complete List of Housing Needs Reports Reviewed 

1. Alberni-Clayoquot Regional District 
2. Bamfield  
3. Alberni-Clayoquot Regional District Electoral Areas B, D, E & F 
4. Alberni-Clayoquot Regional District Electoral Area C 
5. Port Alberni  
6. Ucluelet 
7. District of Saanich  
8. Saanich Housing Strategy 
9. City of Victoria 
10. Victoria Housing Strategy 
11. City of Colwood 
12. Town of Sidney 
13. District of Oak Bay 
14. District of North Saanich 
15. City of Langford 
16. District of Sooke 
17. District of Highlands  
18. District of Central Saanich 
19. Township of Esquimalt Affordable Housing Policy Brief 
20. District of Metchosin 
21. Regional District of Bulkley-Nechako Electoral Area A 
22. Regional District of Bulkley-Nechako Electoral Area B 
23. Regional District of Bulkley-Nechako Electoral Area C 
24. Regional District of Bulkley-Nechako Electoral Area D 
25. Regional District of Bulkley-Nechako Electoral Area E 
26. Regional District of Bulkley-Nechako Electoral Area F 
27. Regional District of Bulkley-Nechako Electoral Area G 
28. Town of Smithers 
29. Cariboo Regional District – Central Cariboo  
30. Williams Lake  
31. City of Quesnel 
32. Regional District of Central Kootenay 
33. Regional District of Central Kootenay – Greater Creston & East Shore Kootenay 

Lake 
34. Regional District of Central Kootenay – North Kootenay Lake 
35. Regional District of Central Kootenay – Greater Nelson & West Arm Kootenay 

Lake 
36. Regional District of Central Kootenay – Salmo River Valley  
37. Regional District of Central Kootenay – Slocan Valley  
38. Regional District of Central Kootenay – Greater Castlegar & Kootenay Columbia 

Rivers  
39. Regional District of Central Kootenay – Arrow Lakes  
40. Central Coast Regional District 
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41. Regional District of Central Okanagan 
42. City of Kelowna Healthy Housing Strategy 
43. Columbia Shuswap Regional District Electoral Areas C & E 
44. City of Salmon Arm Community Housing Strategy 
45. City of Salmon Arm  
46. Town of Golden 
47. District of Sicamous 
48. City of Revelstoke  
49. Comox Valley Regional District  
50. Comox Valley Regional District Electoral Area A 
51. Comox Valley Regional District Electoral Area B 
52. Comox Valley Regional District Electoral Area C 
53. Village of Cumberland 
54. Town of Comox 
55. City of Courtenay 
56. Town of Ladysmith  
57. Town of Lake Cowichan  
58. Municipality of North Cowichan 
59. City of Duncan 
60. Cowichan Valley Regional District 
61. Cowichan Valley Regional District Electoral Area A 
62. Cowichan Valley Regional District Electoral Area B 
63. Cowichan Valley Regional District Electoral Area C 
64. Cowichan Valley Regional District Electoral Area D 
65. Cowichan Valley Regional District Electoral Area E 
66. Cowichan Valley Regional District Electoral Area F 
67. Cowichan Valley Regional District Electoral Area H 
68. City of Cranbrook 
69. Regional District of East Kootenay 
70. Regional District of East Kootenay – Elk Valley  
71. Regional District of East Kootenay – Central Rural  
72. City of Kimberley 
73. District of Invermere 
74. Fernie Affordable Housing Strategy 
75. Districts of Elkford & Sparwood 
76. Village of Canal Flats 
77. Fraser Valley Regional District Electoral Areas 
78. City of Chilliwack 
79. City of Abbotsford 
80. District of Mission 
81. Regional District of Fraser-Fort George 
82. District of Mackenzie 
83. Village of McBride 
84. City of Prince George 
85. Village of Valemount 
86. Islands Trust – Northern Region 
87. Islands Trust – Southern Gulf Islands 
88. Salt Spring Island  
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89. Regional District of Kitimat-Stikine – Greater Terrace 
90. Regional District of Kitimat-Stikine – Upper Skeena  
91. District of Kitimat 
92. Village of Hazelton 
93. Regional District of Kootenay Boundary 
94. Metro Vancouver Regional Affordable Housing Strategy 
95. City of Burnaby 
96. City of Surrey  
97. District of West Vancouver 
98. City of Vancouver Housing Strategy 
99. City of Richmond Affordable Housing Strategy 
100. City of North Vancouver 
101. City of New Westminster 
102.  City of Pitt Meadows 
103.  Township of Langley Housing Action Plan 
104.  City of Delta 
105.  City of Coquitlam  
106.  Bowen Island Municipality  
107.  Village of Anmore 
108.  City of Maple Ridge 
109.  Village of Belcarra 
110.  City of Port Moody 
111.  City of White Rock 
112.  City of Port Coquitlam  
113.  Mount Waddington Regional District 
114.  Regional District of Nanaimo 
115.  City of Nanaimo Affordable Housing Strategy 
116.  North Coast Regional District Electoral Area A 
117.  North Coast Regional District Electoral Area C 
118.  North Coast Regional District Electoral Area D 
119.  North Coast Regional District Electoral Area E 
120.  North Coast Regional District Electoral Areas and Municipal Regions 
121.  Village of Masset 
122.  City of Prince Rupert 
123.  Village of Port Clements Gamadiis Llnagaay 
124.  District of Port Edward 
125.  Village of Queen Charlotte 
126.  Vernon Housing and Homelessness Strategies 
127.  Regional District of North Okanagan 
128.  Regional District of Okanagan-Similkameen 
129.  Town of Oliver 
130.  Town of Princeton 
131.  Town of Osoyoos 
132.  City of Penticton 
133.  City of Dawson Creek 
134.  City of Fort St. John 
135.  District of Tumbler Ridge 
136.  District of Chetwynd 
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137.  District of Hudson’s Hope  
138.  Peace River Regional District 
139.  qathet Regional District 
140.  Squamish-Lillooet Regional District 
141.  District of Squamish  
142.  Village of Pemberton Age-Friendly Affordable Housing Action Plan 
143.  District of Lillooet 
144.  City of Campbell River 
145.  Strathcona Regional District 
146.  Sunshine Coast Regional District 
147.  Thompson-Nicola Regional District  
148.  City of Kamloops 
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Appendix C  
 
Housing Needs Reports in British Columbia that Include 
Intergenerational Housing 

Municipality Document Context 

Bamfield 
Housing Needs 
Report 

Recommendation to have intergenerational housing opportunities  

Ucluelet 
Housing Needs 
Reprot 

Recommendation for housing to have at least 3 bedrooms to 
accommodate multigenerational living 

Regional District of 
Bulkley Nechako: 
Smithers Rural 

Housing Needs 
Report 

Recommendation to retrofit homes so seniors and young people can live 
together  

Smithers 
Housing Needs 
Report 

Recommendation for intergenerational housing to accommodate 
Indigenous families and youth 

Oak Bay 
Housing Needs 
Report 

Recommendation to explore intergenerational housing models, such as 
students and seniors living together 

Victoria  Housing Strategy 
Recommendation to consider new housing ideas such as 
intergenerational housing 

Central Cariboo & 
Williams Lake  

Housing Needs 
Report  

Identified need for housing to meet the needs of multigenerational 
households  

Central Coast 
Regional District 

Housing Needs 
Report 

Identified need for Elders and seniors housing that has intergenerational 
support; uses Nuxalk Nation future intergenerational housing initiative as 
a housing example  

Salmon Arm 
Housing Needs 
Report 

Recommendation to have intergenerational housing opportunities  

Cowichan Valley 
Regional District  

Housing Needs 
Report 

Identified need for housing that mitigates overcrowding and provides 
opportunities for families to live together throughout the life course  

Fraser Valley 
Regional District 

Housing Needs 
Report 

Recommendation for ADU policies to support multigenerational housing; 
Identified need for culturally safe housing and intergenerational housing 
models  

Abbotsford 
Housing Needs 
Report 

Recommendation for municipal support for accessible multigenerational 
housing to promote intergenerational connections and mixed-income 
neighbourhoods to reduce stigma and marginalization that low-income 
families may face 

Kitimat Stikine 
Regional District 

Housing Needs 
Report: Greater 
Terrace Area 

Recommendation for intergenerational housing models 

Kitimat Stikine 
Regional District 

Housing Needs 
Report: Upper 
Skeena Area 

Recommendation for intergenerational housing models  

Burnaby 
Housing Needs 
Report 

Identified need for housing options for families that live 
intergenerationally 

Surrey 
Housing Needs 
Report 

Recommendation for multigenerational housing opportunities to make a 
meaningful impact on Indigenous child and youth poverty 
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West Vancouver 
Housing Needs 
Report 

Recommendation for intergenerational co-housing models, such as 
students living with seniors, to address isolation and housing affordability 

Vancouver Housing Strategy 

Recommendation for intergenerational living models to address the 
specific needs of Indigenous youth and elders; recommendation to 
update the City's Family Housing Design Guidelines to include 
innovative design opportunities for intergenerational units that recognize 
fluid family structures and community aspects of Indigenous life  

Richmond Housing Strategy 
Identified need for housing that accommodates multigenerational 
families 

Pitt Meadows 
Housing Needs 
Reprort 

Recommendation to consider more intergenerational living 
arrangements similar to a current initiative being implemented by BC 
Housing and the Katzie First Nation Housing Society 

Langley 
Housing Action 
Plan 

Identified need for multigenerational housing that meets the demand of 
demographic trends and affordability issues; recommendation to develop 
poliy and regulatory changes that would allow ADUs to support 
multigenerational housing  

Delta 
Housing Needs 
Report 

Recommendation to explore innovative approaches to housing, such as 
intergenerational housing 

Bowen Island 
Housing Needs 
Report 

Recommendation to develop Pocket Neighbourhoods that provide great 
potential for creating multigenerational opportunities  

Maple Ridge 
Housing Needs 
Report 

Recommendation to consider innovative multigenerational co-housing 
models to share household costs and provide social interaction 

Regional District of 
Nanaimo 

Housing Needs 
Report 

Recommendation to consider intergenerational housing types that can 
support larger families  

Nanaimo Housing Strategy 
Recommendation to explore partnership housing opportunities for 
students and seniors to support rental housing for university students 

Port Clements 
Gamadiis Llnagaay 

Housing Needs 
Report 

Recommendation to use intergenerational case studies from Finland for 
seniors housing examples 

Queen Charlotte 
Housing Needs 
Report 

Identified need for housing that accommodates mutligenerational 
families to mitigate overcrowding and assist with affordability  

Fort St. John 
Housing Needs 
Report 

Identified need for culturally appropriate housing for Indigenous youth 
and elders 

Squamish-Lillooet 
Housing Needs 
Report 

Recommedation to explore potential opportnities for multigenerational 
living on agricultural property with the Agricultural Land Commission as 
construction of multiple buildings to support multigenerational family 
farming is currently not allowed  

Lillooet 
Housing Needs 
Report 

Identified need for intergenerational housing to accommodate two or 
three generations living under one roof for Indigenous families and those 
caring for senior family members  

Campbell River 
Housing Needs 
Report 

Identified need for Indigenous housing that is intergenerational and 
culturally informed  

Kamloops 
Housing Needs 
Report 

Identified need for supports for seniors, peoples with low income and 
first-time home buyers such as multigenerational co-housing projects 
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Appendix D  
 
City of Nanaimo Draft City Plan – Intergenerational 
Living as an Objective 
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(City of Nanaimo Draft City Plan, 2022, p. 97-98). 

 

 


