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Introduction

“We know intergenerational interaction is positive, but proof achieved through
research is needed to support what we witness daily.”

- Ginny Cullen, director of adult services at Mount Olivet Day Services

Intergenerational shared sites—programs that
bring together younger and older generations in
the same physical location—are doing incredible
and innovative work, and a few have measured
the impacts of their programs. Sites consistently
report that access to data about the impact of
intergenerational programs and shared sites
would be extremely helpful in terms of program
design, implementation of intergenerational
programming and fundraising.

In an effort to collect more data on
intergenerational shared sites and facilitate
program evaluation, Generations United, with
support from The Eisner Foundation, partnered
with Dr. Shannon Jarrott of The Ohio State
University to develop this toolkit.

The Intergenerational Evaluation Toolkit
represents over 15 years of collaborative research
by Dr. Jarrott and is a companion piece to two
reports from Generations United and The Eisner
Foundation on intergenerational shared sites.

The Intergenerational
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In 2018, we released All in Together: Creating
Places Where Young and Old Thrive which
included the results of a public opinion poll and
national survey of intergenerational programs. In
2019, we took a deeper look at the factors
inhibiting the development of shared sites in the
report, The Best of Both Worlds: A Closer Look
at Creating Spaces the Connect Young and
Old. Both reports are available for free at
www.gu.org.

Repeatedly we hear that intergenerational
program practitioners need tools and support to
measure the impact of their work. In 2018, 278
respondents completed the national survey of
people providing and interested in
intergenerational programs. Respondents
represented diverse services and interests,
engaging tens of thousands of youth and older
adults in 2017. Non-profit, for-profit, and public
entities served people with diverse ages and
abilities, and coming from diverse circumstances.
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When asked about the needs that programming and understanding the practices
intergenerational programming addressed, by which outcomes are achieved. Their use can
respondents described programming designed help advocates improve, expand, and sustain
to: foster positive intergenerational relationships intergenerational opportunities in every

(93%) and health promotion (81%), utilize community.

community talent (80%) and build capacity to

meet community needs (63%), and achieve The toolkit includes:

greater financial stability (47%) and improve e The new Intergenerational Practice
workplace climate (42%). This toolkit focuses on Evaluation Tool designed to be easily,

the most frequently cited challenge to operating quickly, and reliably completed by program
an intergenerational program—that is staff to assess intergenerational activities and
demonstrating impact of intergenerational support evidence-based practices,

programming. ) .
e An 8-step guide on Planning an

Demonstrating program impact is critical. Intergenerational Evaluation designed to
Providers use evidence to encourage families and help practitioners get started in planning and
individuals to select their intergenerational conducting program evaluation, and

services and programming opportunities.
Funders search for demonstrated program
impact when making funding decisions, which is

e Tools for Outcome Measurement, a curated
list of reliable, valid measures that have been
used to demonstrate the impact of

relevant as nearly half of respondents rely on . . ) .
intergenerational programs with detailed

grant funding - 13% rely exclusively on grants
and donations (See Jarrott, 2019 for a detailed
report of survey findings). We hope you will use the Intergenerational
Evaluation Toolkit to start or expand your efforts

information on five effective tools.

At the same time, program staff may not have a
background in evaluation, or they may be unable
to dedicate time to assess impact and meet their

to improve and grow your work and assess your
impact. As you do, we want your feedback.

primary obligations. This toolkit offers three Please let us know what you think and how you

resources designed to meet the needs of
program providers and researchers committed to
demonstrating the impact of intergenerational

are using these resources; we would also love to
learn about your evaluation results. You can
contact Sheri Steinig at ssteinig@gu.org or Dr.
Shannon Jarrott at jarrott.1@osu.edu.

DEFINITIONS

Shared Site Programs involve one or more organizations
delivering services generally to unrelated younger people, usually
24 and under, and older adults, typically over 50, at the same
location, such as a building, campus or neighboring buildings.
Some shared sites may also serve adults and families.

Intergenerational Programs provide opportunities for unrelated
younger and older people to interact with each other typically at a
location serving either youth or older adults.
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The Intergenerational Practice Evaluation Tool

The Intergenerational Practice Evaluation Tool is
designed for practitioners and researchers to
assess intergenerational activities involving

unrelated young people (usually under the age of

24) and older adults (usually over the age of 50)
brought together to share an activity.

This tool was created by Dr. Shannon Jarrott of

The Ohio State University and represents 15 years

of collaborative intergenerational practice and
evaluation research (Jarrott, Stremmel, & Naar,
2019). For more information on the development
and assessment of the tool, please see the
section of this toolkit Background on the
Intergenerational Practice Evaluation Tool.

Why use the Tool?

The Intergenerational Practice Evaluation Tool,
found on pages 13-15 in this toolkit, is divided
into two parts.

Part 1 is designed to be easily, quickly, and
reliably completed by program staff or
researchers. The 15 items in Part 1 help
facilitators track programming and note use of
evidence-based practices. ltems 1-10 reflect
steps facilitating staff or volunteers can take to
increase an activity's success. In items 11-12,
facilitators reflect on how well the activity went.
ltems 13-14 capture participants’ social behaviors
and affect as intergenerational programming is
usually offered to support positive interaction
among young and old persons. ltem 15 captures
open-ended reflection or notes that can inform
future programing. Combined, these items can
help users connect activity features to youth and
older adults’ social responses to an activity.

Part 2 - an optional section - allows users to
identify and evaluate progress towards goals
besides participant social interaction. These goals

Download a print-ready
version of the

Intergenerational Practice
Evaluation Tool
at www.gu.org

are chosen by programs and will reflect why
facilitators bring the groups together. Those
completing the form can then associate activity
characteristics, facilitation practices, and
participant responses in Part 1 with the Part 2
evaluation.

Part 1 of the Intergenerational Practice Evaluation
Tool should be simple and quick to complete,
offering immediate feedback on how
intergenerational practice impacts participant
response.

Who can use the Tool?

Facilitating staff or volunteers, administrators, or
trained evaluators/researchers can use the
instrument.

Where to use the Tool?

The tool can be used with any intergenerational
activity where programming is facilitated; these
are usually planned activities. For example,
weekly gardening activities at a senior residence
with middle school volunteers would be a good
activity to evaluate with the Intergenerational
Practice Evaluation Tool. Informal interactions, for
example in a reception area at a shared site care
program, would not align well with this tool.

The Intergenerational Evaluation Toolkit



When to use the Tool?

The Intergenerational Practice Evaluation Tool
can be used routinely or periodically. Here are a
few ideas of when the tool could be useful.

e Pairing a new program facilitator (staff or
volunteer) with a seasoned facilitator to
complete the form together and reinforce the
use of evidence-based practices as the new
facilitator builds their expertise.

e Documenting whether the evidence-informed
practices are consistently used by facilitators.
Inconsistent use of a practice might suggest a
need for additional training or that the
practice is less relevant to the activity context.

e Facilitators may use completed forms to
reflect on what practices they felt were most
important to young and old participants’
quality of experience; this information can
inform subsequent activity plans and
implementation.

e Studying forms completed at the start,
middle, and end of an intergenerational
program (e.g., a 12-week student volunteer
program) can indicate whether participants’
social behavior changed over time.

If used in conjunction with Part 2 or another
program outcome evaluation, evaluators can
connect activity features (implementation
strategies) to these other outcomes.

How to use the Tool?

Facilitating staff or volunteers should read this
section before using the Tool. Once facilitators
are confident that they understand the items and
how to code the answers, they may benefit from
facilitating or observing an intergenerational
activity with a colleague. They can complete Part
1 of the Tool on their own and compare answers;
referring to the guide when discussing

discrepancies may help clarify the item being
measured. Once facilitators or evaluators who will
complete the form achieve a high level of
agreement with their colleague (e.g., 80% or
higher), they can complete the Tool
independently.

It is best to complete the Tool immediately after
the intergenerational activity, or as soon as
possible. Facilitating partners may complete it
jointly, or one facilitator might fill it out. Some
practices may have been used for part but not all
of the activity or with some but not all
participants. Choose the single answer that best
describes the entire activity for the whole group.
Space is provided to record notes providing
additional observations. Candid responses will
yield the greatest understanding of how practices
affect program outcomes.

Guidelines and examples for each item

The following section provides detailed
guidelines and examples for completing each
item in the Tool. Staff should also review the
sample of the completed Tool on pages 16-18 of
this toolkit for more information.

1. Time was set aside for adult and youth program
facilitators to plan the activity.

Whether facilitators are staff members or
volunteers who implement the intergenerational
activity with youth and older adult participants,
activity plans can be improved by combining
their unique expertise working with the groups.

Collaboration can lead to recognition of
important developmental characteristics of
participants (e.g., instability some frail older
adults experience walking or standing) and
potential challenges (e.g., choking hazards of
some food activities involving pre-school age
children) that should inform activity plans.

The Intergenerational Evaluation Toolkit



Even if activities are facilitated by one person,
they will benefit from discussing plans with staff
who work with the youth and/or older adults. In
some instances the facilitator is what makes for an
intergenerational activity (e.g., a university Service
-Learning student facilitating reminiscence with
individual assisted living residents). They will also
benefit from checking their activity plans with a
staff member who works with the older adults.

Example: J & D meet quarterly during one of their
planning period to sketch out their intergenerational
activity plans. Because of staffing ratio requirements,
they take turns facilitating the intergenerational
activities. They text each other with updates if things
come up with scheduling or plans.

2. Activity plans were informed by participants and/or
facilitator knowledge of participant culture,
experiences, interests and language(s).

Intergenerational activities offer great
opportunities for youth and older adults to build
and exercise decision making skills. Contributing
to activity plans offers the added bonus of
increasing the likelihood of participation in and
enjoyment of the activity. Even very young
children and adults with early- to mid-stage
dementia can often indicate preferences when
given a choice.

If a participant group is unable or unavailable to
engage in decision making about the activity ,
facilitators can draw on their knowledge of
participants’ experiences, interests, and cultural
backgrounds to develop plans reflecting the
participants themselves.

Example: T & L discussed upcoming intergenerational
activity plans. T shared what her 8" graders had
recommended for music at the dance. L knew that a few
of the assisted living residents had played in jazz bands,
and residents really enjoyed a recent jazz concert. With
these ideas, they put together a play list of jazz and
contemporary tunes that everyone enjoyed dancing to.

3. Materials and space reflected participants' diversity
(cognitive, cultural, developmental, sensory, and/or
socioeconomic).

Just as activities should reflect the abilities and
interests of participants, so should the materials
used and the space where the activity is
facilitated. Youth and older adult participants
have many similarities but also differences in
cognitive abilities, racial and ethnic background,
and physical abilities.

Selecting materials that can be fully used as
intended will increase engagement in and
enjoyment of activities. Sometimes facilitators
have limited choice of space and materials for
activities, but some small changes can make a big
difference

Example: A class of preschoolers had a very hard time
attending to a nutrition activity held in the common
room at a large senior center. They were seated at tables
with older adult participants, and other seniors sat in
chairs around the room and were also coming and going
through the nearby entrance. For the next visit, children
and elders met in a smaller room towards the back of the
center; all the participants could see and hear better and
engage more fully in the activity.
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4. The activity was appropriate for older adult
participants.

Older adults and youth share many interests,
which can result in older adults being treated like
children. In a shared activities, older adults can
take on an age appropriate role with youth
participants. Even adults with dementia can help
a youth practice a skill and model appropriate
behavior for the youth.

Example: P was planning an intergenerational activity,
building on a spring theme in their 2"? grade classroom.
While the children typically worked with Crayola crayons
and watercolors, P chose oil pastels for this activity with
the nursing home residents; the older adults were asked
to help the students, such as selecting colors and paper.

5. Materials were paired or used centrally (e.g.,
intergenerational participants shared materials
rather than having their own). (Select N/A if no
materials were used).

With interaction between youth and older adult
participants an objective of most
intergenerational activities, giving
intergenerational participants materials to share
should increase interaction.

If no materials were needed for the activity, such
as for a simple shared conversation or walk, n/a -
or "not applicable” - would be the appropriate
answer for this item.

Example: A youth and older adult are invited to choose
one trowel, one watering can, and one packet of seeds
for a shared gardening activity. They may take turns with
the materials or one may water after one has turned the
soil.

6. Activity incorporated intergenerational pairs or
small intergenerational groups (e.g., no more than
3 youth per older adult or 3 older adults per youth).

Interaction among intergenerational participants
is more likely when group size is small.

o K
Photo courtesy of Easterseals of South Florida

Participants can see and hear each other better
and may feel less self-conscious than in a big

group.

Sometimes, activities will start out in a large
group, perhaps with a video to watch or
instruction from a facilitator, before participants
divide up into smaller groups. Although large
groups may allow more youth or older adult
participants to join in, their ability to interact may
be low.

Example: A class of 30 3" graders and 15 older
independent living residents listened to an African band
perform. After the 10-minute show, facilitators matched
two students and one older adult to model an
instrument after one they had heard the band play.

7. Facilitators used directions that encouraged
intergenerational interaction.

Youth and older adult participants who are
somewhat new to each other benefit from
guidance that fosters interaction. Focusing on an
activity can increase comfort.

The Intergenerational Evaluation Toolkit



Participants may be used to asking the facilitator
for materials or assistance; a skillful facilitator can
use directions for one participant to assist their
intergenerational partner.

Example: A senior center director facilitating a canned
food drive with older adult participants and high
schoolers distributed packing lists to the older adults
and bags to the students. They directed the
intergenerational pairs to fill the student’s bag with the
items on the older adult’s list.

8. Facilitators shared or invited participants to share
social history (i.e., preferences and experiences) to
encourage intergenerational interaction.

Youth and older adults have diverse experiences
and cultural backgrounds. For relationships to
form, it helps to share information about these
experiences, traditions, and preferences.

When youth or older adult participants are
unable to share this information, such as if a child
is very young, a youth speaks a different
language, or the older adult cannot verbalize,
facilitators often can share this information,
allowing intergenerational partners to better
know and appreciate each other.

Example: A child care provider leading an activity
exploring transportation might share a story from M's
social history because M cannot remember the story. “M
used to ride to school on a donkey when she was a little
girl. What do you think that was like? How do you think
you will get to school when you start kindergarten?”

9. Facilitators stood back periodically to encourage
intergenerational interaction.

Sometimes intergenerational participants rely
heavily on facilitators for security and direction.
However, close engagement with participants
during activities can discourage intergenerational
interaction. Stepping back from the activity can
increase the chance of youth and older adults
working interdependently.

The facilitator might note which intergenerational
pairings are working well and if another group
would benefit from encouragement (e.g., item 7).

N/A - If the facilitator is what makes the activity
intergenerational (e.g., an older adult tutoring
high school students), the appropriate answer to
this item is likely n/a - "not applicable” - as they
may be unable to step back from the activity.

Example of stepping back: After seeing youth and older
adults into small groups and inviting them to decide
which country they would research, the facilitator
stepped back to watch things develop. Most groups were
talking about countries they had visited or want to visit
as potential choices. They saw one group having
technical problems with their computer and another
group where the older adult had taken control of the
computer and was pulling up information without
talking to their young partner. The facilitator moved to
address the technical problem and help the other group
refocus as partners.

10. Youth and older adult participants were or will be
invited to provide feedback about this activity.

Similar to item 2, programming benefits from
input from participants both young and old.
Beyond indicating if they enjoyed the activity,
they may offer ideas for modifications to the
activity or activities they might do together in the
future.

Contributing to decision making at this point also
increases interest in participating in future
activities, and facilitators can remind participants
how their feedback informed programming.

Example: S had a routine of staying in the
intergenerational studio with the adult day services
participants after an activity had ended and the children
returned to their class. They'd found it was the best time
to ask for input on the activity - the adults, some of
whom had dementia, were more likely to remember
what they'd just done, and they had environmental cues
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from the activity. S made a few notes at the end of her
evaluation form, which she referred to when planning
intergenerational activities with A.

11. This activity should be facilitated again, without
modifications.

It's very common to finish an intergenerational
activity with ideas of how it could be improved -
even when it achieved objectives and participants
expressed enjoyment. Use this space to note
future modifications that would make the activity
even more successful.

Example: J facilitated a reminiscence group between
university Service-Learning students and seniors at a
congregate meal site. Students had been trained on how
to facilitate the conversation, and J set a theme to guide
the conversation. After the first two sessions,
conversation was still very formal, and students
expressed frustration. J advised the students to prepare
5 open-ended questions on the theme in advance of the
meeting and share them to an electronic discussion
board where she and the other students could offer
feedback. After this modification, students
demonstrated greater confidence, and conversation
flowed more easily between the intergenerational
partners.

12. What effect did the intergenerational component

have on the activity?

Most intergenerational programming is
associated with benefits for one or more groups
of participants, but sometimes it proves
ineffective. Consider whether combining the
generations improved the experience for
participants or if the activity would have been as
good or better with just one generation of
participants. Some activities may be better suited
to single generation programming, or an activity
may require modification to be successful with
multiple generations of participants. Notes in
item 11 and 14 can offer ideas.

10

Example: The senior housing services coordinator
invited a church youth group to a weekly Bible study
that residents highly anticipated. Although residents
and youth were polite and respectful of each other,
taking turns reading passages and discussing their
meaning, the coordinator found the discussion much
more limited than usual. Residents commented that
they enjoyed seeing the youth but felt their presence
intruded on the close ties among study group members
and limited what they could talk about. The coordinator
and youth group leader planned a new activity with
input from residents and youth - a recycling project -
that was a huge success.

13. The success of an intergenerational activity
depends, in part, on youth and older adult
participants’ observable social behaviors. Indicate
the behavior that was most common among the
majority of participants during the activity. Answer
separately for youth and older adults.

Intergenerational interaction and relationship-
building are the goals of most intergenerational
programs, or it supports achievement of other
objectives. It's hard to measure relationships, but
there are behavioral indicators of relationship
formation. The three behavioral categories are
described below. In coding the most common
behavior for youth and older adults, trust your
instinct; one answer won't describe every
individual's experience through the whole
activity, but this summary response will indicate
the trend in participant behavior.

Solitary: Participants are engaged in an activity,
without observing, responding to or interacting
with others. They might be engaged in the
presented activity but working independently, or
they might be engaged in something else.

Example: a facilitator might put out all the activity
materials for a pumpkin painting project on one table.
Instead of pairing up with an intergenerational partner,
each participant takes their own pumpkin and decorates

The Intergenerational Evaluation Toolkit



11

the pumpkin on their own, without engaging with their
partners.

Watching: Observing, without engaging in the
activity or interacting with others. An activity
might be structured in a way that observing is the
appropriate response, such as a performance to
the group, or watching might occur when
participants are interested but unsure,
uncomfortable, or unable to join the activity.
Setting up the space and materials with
consideration of participants’ diversities can
increase engagement.

Example: A facilitator invites older adult volunteers to a
reading activity in a classroom. The elders bring a book
of their choice to share with the youth. Some of the
children do not speak the language used by the
facilitator and older adult participants and cannot join
the activity.

Intergenerational Interactive: Responding to,
communicating with, or interacting with 1 or more
intergenerational participants. Interaction
between youth and older adult participants can
be verbal or non-verbal. It can be brief or
extended. In the most common intergenerational
program settings, typically involving young
children and older adults in care settings,
activities are facilitated by program staff, who may
also be a source of intergenerational interaction.
Given the focus on programming for the clients of
these programs (the young children or older
adult care recipients), this code should reflect
interaction between these participants.

Example: Adult day services participants and children
from a neighboring preschool join for a fruit salad
activity. intergenerational partners decide together
which fruit they'd like to prepare for the salad. With one
cutting board and one safe knife, the child cuts the
banana while the adult holds the cutting board and then
holds the bowl while the child adds the banana to the
bowl; they swap roles and the adult prepares the

strawberries. Everyone enjoys their own bowl of the tasty
salad.

14. Social behavior of youth and older adult participants
often suggests interest and enjoyment in their
activity, but sometimes additional indicators are
helpful. Indicate the apparent mood that was most
common among the majority of participants during
the activity. Answer separately for youth and older

adults.

Positive intergenerational interaction is another
common goal of intergenerational programs.
However, sometimes young and old participants
feel compelled to engage in an activity even
when their mood suggests they are not enjoying
it. Thus, noting predominant behavior and mood
can help facilitators interpret participants’
response to programming.

The five categories run on one dimension from
"awful” to “fantastic.” It is common for participants
engrossed in what they are doing (a sign that they
are enjoying the activity) to display a relatively
neutral “Okay” facial expression, so evaluators
should not expect scores of 5 for every activity. As
well, given the changes in skin tone and muscle
experienced with normative aging, older adults
may be less likely than young participants to
display what looks like “fantastic” mood, even
when they are enjoying programming as much as
anything else they could do.

In coding the most common behavior for youth
and older adults, trust your instinct; one answer
won't describe every individual’'s experience
through the whole activity, but this summary
response will indicate the trend in participant
mood.

15. Facilitator Notes

Reflect on other aspects of the activity not
captured in the items above. If you are familiar
with the activities, reflect on changes in the flow
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of the activity, such as indication of relationships How to use Part 2 of the Tool?
developing among youth and older adult

- : . Before starting an intergenerational program or
participants. Reflections may spark ideas for g d preg

series of activities, identify its main goal(s) (see table
for common goals). One or two per participant
group is good. Be as specific as possible with clear
How to use the completed Intergenerational indicators of goal achievement (e.g., 80% of youth
Practice Evaluation Tool? participants will demonstrate grade-level reading
after 12-weeks of participating in the
intergenerational tutoring project).

improvements, future activities, or ways to
demonstrate short- and long-term outcomes.

Facilitators can review completed forms informally
after an activity or during periodic planning
meetings with colleagues; they can reflect on which  If new to program evaluation, it is appropriate to
practices they used or did not use and what effect  start with broad goals (e.g., participants will express
this had on the outcome. enjoyment of intergenerational activities) that may
be assessed with descriptive notes and stories.
Specify intervals to fill out this form (perhaps
reflecting the mid- and end-points of a period of
programming or after a period you feel will be long
enough for participants and facilitators to have a
routine), noting progress toward goals.

Evaluators might choose to complete the instrument
with a simple spreadsheet or online survey tool like
Qualtrics and generate reports to see if outcomes,
including participant social behavior, are different
when certain practices are used or as a result of a
change in programming. For example, a supervisor

might expect a new staff member facilitating For practitioners and researchers interested in using
intergenerational activities to exhibit a greater quantitative measures tested with other

number of the practices after a month of training intergenerational programs for Part 2 (e.g., life
compared to when they first started. satisfaction or self-esteem), the Tools for Outcome

Measurement in this toolkit describes a number of
potential outcome measures and provides materials
and procedures for measuring the outcome.

Facilitators might expect to see intergenerational
interactive behavior increase after 6 weeks of
programming compared to when the participants
were new to intergenerational programming and
their intergenerational partners.

Common Goals for Intergenerational Activities

Youth participants Older adult participants
o Cognitive: expressing feelings, expressing o Cognitive: creativity, attention to detail,
preferences, problem solving, attention problem solving, decision making,
to detail, creativity, reflection reminiscence
Social/emotional: cooperation, initiative, Social/emotional: nurturing, cooperation,

engagement, positive mood, initiative, independence, positive mood,
communication, empathy, self- communication, self-confidence
confidence Physical: fine motor, gross motor, hand/
Physical: fine motor, gross motor, hand/ eye coordination, range of motion,

eye coordination, sensory development alertness, sensory stimulation

The Intergenerational Evaluation Toolkit
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Intergenerational Practice Evaluation Tool - Part 1

Intergenerational facilitating partners complete after each intergenerational activity

Activity name/description Activity date

Location Activity duration (approx.)
Youth participants (#) Older participants (#)
Youth group (e.g., class) Older group (e.g. ADS)
Facilitating staff member(s) Form completed by

How will you know this activity was successful for youth and older adult participants?

For each item, choose the single answer that best describes the activity.

Before the Intergenerational Activity

1. Time was set aside for adult and youth program facilitators to plan the activity. Yes No
a. Clarification: (clarify)

2. Activity plans were informed by participants and/or facilitator knowledge of Yes No
participant culture, experiences, interests and language(s).

3. Materials and space reflected participants' diversity (cognitive, cultural, Yes No
developmental, sensory, and/or socioeconomic). (clarify)
a. Clarification:

During the Intergenerational Activity

4. The activity was appropriate for older adult participants. Yes No
a. Clarification: (clarify)

5. Materials were paired or used centrally (e.g., intergenerational participants shared Yes No N/A
materials rather than having their own). (Select N/A if no materials were used)

6. Activity incorporated intergenerational pairs or small intergenerational groups Yes No
(e.g., no more than 3 youth per older adult or 3 older adults per youth).

7. Facilitators used directions that encouraged intergenerational interaction. Yes No
a. Clarification: (clarify)

8. Facilitators shared or invited participants to share social history (e.g., preferences Yes No
and experiences) to encourage intergenerational interaction.

9. Facilitators stood back periodically to encourage intergenerational interaction. Yes No N/A
a. Clarification: (clarify)

After the Intergenerational Activity

10. Youth and older adult participants were or will be invited to provide feedback Yes No
about this activity. (clarify)
a. Clarification:

11. This activity should be facilitated again, without modifications. Yes No
a. Clarification: What modifications are needed before repeating? (e.g., getting (clarify)

materials in other languages.)
12. What effect did the intergenerational component have on the activity? None  Negative Positive

a. Clarification: How did intergenerational negatively or positively affect the
activity?

Source: Jarrott, S.E. (2019). The intergenerational evaluation toolkit. Washington, DC: Generations United.
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13. The success of an intergenerational activity depends, in part, on youth and older adult participants’
observable social behaviors. Which behavior was most common among the majority of participants
during the activity? Answer separately for youth and older adults.

Youth participants (circle one behavior)

Solitary: engaged in an Watching: observing, Intergenerational Interactive:

activity without observing, without engaging in the responding to, communicating

responding to or interacting activity or interacting with with, or interacting with 1 or

with others. others. more intergenerational
partners.

Older adult participants (circle one behavior)

o -
Solitary: engaged in an Watching: observing, Intergenerational Interactive:
activity without observing, without engaging in the responding to, communicating
responding to or interacting activity or interacting with with, or interacting with 1 or
with others. others. more intergenerational

partners.
14. Which face describes the predominant mood of:
a. Youth participants:
b. Older adult participants: Awful  Notverygood  Okay Really good  Fantastic
1 2 3 4 5

Facilitator notes. Reflect on aspects of the activity not captured above. If you're familiar with the
intergenerational activities, reflect on changes you observed, such as indication of developing
intergenerational relationships. Reflections may spark ideas for improvements, activities, or ways to
demonstrate impact.

The Intergenerational Evaluation Toolkit
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Intergenerational Practice Evaluation Tool - Part 2

Setting and noting progress towards goals

Before starting an intergenerational program or series of activities, identify its main goal(s) in the table
below, common goals are included at the bottom of this form. One or two per participant group is good.
For standardized outcome measures (e.g., life satisfaction or self-esteem), see Tools for Outcome
Measurement, which provides materials and procedures for measuring the outcome.

Date: Completed by:
Goal Progress notes
Youth
Participants
Older Adult
Participants

Common goals for intergenerational activities:

Youth participants
e Cognitive: expressing feelings, expressing preferences, problem solving, attention to detail, creativity,
reflection
e Social/emotional: cooperation, initiative, engagement, positive mood, communication, empathy, self-
confidence

e  Physical: fine motor, gross motor, hand/eye coordination, sensory development
Older adult participants
e Cognitive: creativity, attention to detail, problem solving, decision making, reminiscence
e Social/emotional: nurturing, cooperation, initiative, independence, positive mood, communication, self-
confidence
e  Physical: fine motor, gross motor, hand/eye coordination, range of motion, alertness, sensory stimulation

The Intergenerational Evaluation Toolkit
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Intergenerational Practice Evaluation Tool - Part 1

Intergenerational facilitating partners complete after each intergenerational activity

Activity name/description Plant seeds-pumpkiv Activity date 5514
Location Corvier Garden Activity duration (approx.) 20-40 wiv.
Youth participants (#) @ Older participants (#) 4

Youth group (e.g., class) 4-5 .o, Waveriders Older group (e.g. ADS) ADS Oravge Group
Facilitating staff member(s) ST&@GT Form completed by SJ

How will you know this activity was successful for youth and older adult participants?
Tutergenerational partvers will work interdependently to gather materials, prepare soil, plant and water seeds, label; Adults
B& C will each work with +wo childrew (B, Z&X work well together as do €, Y&w)

For each item, choose the single answer that best describes the activity.

Before the Intergenerational Activity P

1. Time was set aside for adult and youth program facilitators to plan the activity. Yes No
a. Clarification:

Not part of the monthly plan. Kids asked about pumpkins. G got seeds, andsugaested we grow thewm,
2. Activity plans were informed by participants and/or facilitator knowledge of No
participant culture, experiences, interests and language(s).
3. Materials and space reflected participants' diversity (cognitive, cultural, No
developmental, sensory, and/or socioeconomic). (clarify)
a. Clarification: Pumpkin seeds are bigy enough for small and arthritic hands.
During the Intergenerational Activity
4. The activity was appropriate for older adult participants. Yes No
a. Clarification: Adults carried heavier items, supervised soil prep. (clarify)
5. Materials were paired or used centrally (e.g., intergenerational participants shared No N/A
materials rather than having their own). (Select N/A if no materials were used)
6. Activity incorporated intergenerational pairs or small intergenerational groups No
(e.g., no more than 3 youth per older adult or 3 older adults per youth).
7. Facilitators used directions that encouraged intergenerational interaction. No
a. Clarification: Encouraged turv +aking with tools in soil preparation. (clarify)
8. Facilitators shared or invited participants to share social history (e.g., preferences No
and experiences) to encourage intergenerational interaction.
9. Facilitators stood back periodically to encourage intergenerational interaction. Yes ¢ N/A
a. Clarification: Giving kids and adults +he hose required lots of supervisiow. claLy
After the Intergenerational Activity P
10. Youth and older adult participants were or will be invited to provide feedback Yes No
about this activity. (clarify)
a. Clarification: Adults provided feedvack after childrew left patio; kids discussed at luich.
11. This activity should be facilitated again, without modifications. No
a. Clarification: What modifications are needed before repeating? (e.g., getting (clarify)

materials in other languages.) Bring pumpkin pics at different stages. Bring weeding tools too.

12. What effect did the intergenerational component have on the activity? None  Negative

a. Clarification: How did intergenerational negatively or positively affect the
activity? Adults kept kids focused on this singular task; adults ewjoved sharing with kids.

The Intergenerational Evaluation Toolkit
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13. The success of an intergenerational activity depends, in part, on youth and older adult participants’
observable social behaviors. Which behavior was most common among the majority of participants
during the activity? Answer separately for youth and older adults.

Youth participants (circle one behavior)

Solitary: engaged in an Watching: observing, Intergenerational Interactive:

activity without observing, without engaging in the responding to, communicating

responding to or interacting activity or interacting with with, or interacting with 1 or

with others. others. more intergenerational
partners.

Older adult participants (circle one behavior)

Solitary: engaged in an Watching: observing, Intergenerational Interactive:
activity without observing, without engaging in the responding to, communicating
responding to or interacting activity or interacting with with, or interacting with 1 or
with others. others. more intergenerational
partners.
14. Which face describes the predominant mood of:
a. Youth participants: 4
b. Older adult participants: E Awful  Notverygood  Okay Reallygood  Fantastic
1 2 3 4 5

Facilitator notes. Reflect on aspects of the activity not captured above. If you're familiar with the
intergenerational activities, reflect on changes you observed, such as indication of developing
intergenerational relationships. Reflections may spark ideas for improvements, activities, or ways to
demonstrate impact.

Different pairings thav expected—X joived C and W joived B. Lasted only about 15 mivutes given that
there were just the mixing of soil with water and nutrients, and plavting. Could extend by having other
gardening work to do. Don't forget aprons for the adults! S will make and put on clipboard in classroom a
chart for childrew +o track their cbservations of the seeds’ growth—share w/ adults.

The Intergenerational Evaluation Toolkit
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Intergenerational Practice Evaluation Tool - Part 2

Setting and noting progress towards goals

Before starting an intergenerational program or series of activities, identify its main goal(s) in the table
below, common goals are included at the bottom of this form. One or two per participant group is good.
For standardized outcome measures (e.g., life satisfaction or self-esteem), see Tools for Outcome
Measurement, which provides materials and procedures for measuring the outcome.

Date: 4/25M1a Completed by: SJ & IN
Goal Progress notes
Youth Practice fine motor Waking labels for plants has improved lettering
Participants Sorting seeds is hardl Some use tweezers, which is still
fine motor
Practice nurturing Children foraot about plans after first putting them in

gromnd but with a reminder, vow ask +to check daily.
With plants growing vow, they veed help not “over-
narturing”

Practice oservation The like using measuring tools—maguifying glasses,
tape measure, rulers, scale, raiv gange, and all sewses.

Older Adult | txercise motor <kills Paired with kids, gross motor used for carrying water
Participants com, using trowel, pulling weeds. Some fine motor—
usually left to kids!

Persistence Not wanting to let kids down, most will work through all
the plants/tasks requiring attention, even though kids
com be slow

Cooperation Directions help remivd both young and old to +ake turus

w/ tools and help each other hold/steady/lift things

Common goals for intergenerational activities:

Youth participants
e Cognitive: expressing feelings, expressing preferences, problem solving, attention to detail, creativity,
reflection
e Social/emotional: cooperation, initiative, engagement, positive mood, communication, empathy, self-
confidence

e Physical: fine motor, gross motor, hand/eye coordination, sensory development
Older adult participants
e Cognitive: creativity, attention to detail, problem solving, decision making, reminiscence
e Social/emotional: nurturing, cooperation, initiative, independence, positive mood, communication, self-
confidence
e  Physical: fine motor, gross motor, hand/eye coordination, range of motion, alertness, sensory stimulation

The Intergenerational Evaluation Toolkit



19

Planning an Evaluation

This section provides a guide to get practitioners started in planning and conducting program evaluation.
The 8 steps below outline the key questions to ask before getting started. You can use the attached
Intergenerational Evaluation Plan worksheet to respond to these questions. Included is a sample of a

completed version of the plan to help you get started.

STEP 1: Who should be evaluated?

Because intergenerational programming, by
definition, should benefit all participants, all
participants should be involved in evaluation.
It can empower frequently marginalized
groups, including staff members.

Observations and proxy reports from
caregivers can represent the experiences of
participants unable to convey their
experiences with traditional methods, such as
very young children or persons with
significant cognitive impairment.

Sometimes funders focus on a single group of
stakeholders and discourage evaluation of
another group, particularly if it incurs
additional costs. Evaluators often balance
these demands with a value for including all
voices.

STEP 2: Why is an evaluation being
conducted?

For programs exploring or planning an
intergenerational program, needs
assessments identify the number and
characteristics of potential clients whose
needs are not being served through existing
resources.

Process evaluations can be useful to
programs launching and in the process of
implementing their program; program
monitoring data, focus groups with
stakeholders, and even informal notes
gathered at routine staff meetings can help
practitioners work out programming kinks
and identify factors that will influence impact.

Impact evaluations estimate the effects of

programming on identified goals. Data may
be gathered at beginning, middle, and end
points to track change over time, which is
more powerful than a post-test only
assessment conducted after exposure to
programming.

Pairing process and impact evaluation data
can contribute to an assessment of program
sustainability, which will depend on how
acceptable programming is to stakeholders,
availability of resources needed to continue
programming, and assessment of its value
relative to required input.

STEP 3: What should be evaluated?

If a program is already operating, an
evaluation should reflect the mission, values,
and priorities of the organization.

Evaluation of programming tailore