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Executive Summary 
 
Adults aged 65 years and older are the fastest-growing age group in Ontario – projected to 
grow 25% by 2041 (Government of Ontario, 2017). As Ontario’s aging population increases, 
so do reports of loneliness and social isolation amongst seniors.  As early as 2004, the British 
Columbia Ministry of Health identified living alone and reduced social networks as two risk 
factors for social isolation among seniors, as elderly persons who live alone and/or 
experience little social contact are more likely to be lonely (British Columbia Ministry of 
Heath, 2004). While the Government of Ontario is developing ongoing strategies to address 
challenges associated with aging, local-level strategies that work upstream to curb 
loneliness amongst Ontario’s seniors have the potential to improve the health and well-being 
of seniors – and incidentally, the well-being of students.  
 
Intergenerational living models, such as student-senior homesharing, can be used to 
purposefully draw students and seniors into a mutually beneficial living arrangement, where 
seniors gain social interaction while students secure affordable rental housing (Labit & 
Dubost, 2016). European approaches to intergenerational housing have only recently been 
embraced in Canada, with student-senior homesharing programs being implemented in 
Hamilton and Toronto. Other Ontario cities, such as Kingston, could benefit from a similar 
homesharing program that leverages their student and senior populations. However, 
understanding the mechanisms and conditions required to implement a successful student-
senior homesharing project in Kingston is necessary.  
 
By drawing lessons from intergenerational homesharing programs that have been adopted 
in Hamilton and Toronto, this report examines the potential viability of student-senior 
homesharing in Kingston. The research is guided by the following questions: 

1. What are the current housing conditions for post-secondary students in Kingston, 
and how do these students feel about the possibility of homesharing with seniors? 

2. What conditions supported the establishment of student-senior homesharing in 
Toronto and Hamilton, and are these programs achieving their aims? 

3. What are the potential benefits, opportunities, costs, and challenges of adopting a 
student-senior homesharing program in Kingston? 
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Using Kingston as a study case, the research was employed using a mixed-methods 
approach that drew from two primary data sources: an online survey and key informant 
interviews. The online survey captured the perspectives of Queen’s University graduate 
students on the city’s student housing market and gauged their attitudes towards 
intergenerational living. Interviews with the Kingston-based key informants captured 
attitudes towards, and need for, student-senior homesharing in Kingston. Interviews with 
key informants in Hamilton and Toronto captured the conditions of success for student-
senior homesharing in Ontario. A literature review was also employed to set the context for 
intergenerational living models, and to inform recommendations for a similar model in 
Kingston. 
 
The research findings demonstrate that loneliness and a difficult rental market serve as 
conditions for student-senior homesharing project. Kingston faces similar issues such as 
loneliness amongst seniors and a competitive rental market. Despite having conditions for 
student-senior homesharing in place, the online survey revealed that the majority of 
graduate students from Queen’s University are satisfied with their current rental housing 
arrangements and are not interested in living with a senior. Students that are interested in 
living with a senior were more likely to have volunteered with seniors, rent a room in 
privately-owned house, and/or pay less than $500 per month for rent. Overall, the research 
indicates that interest in living with a senior is highly variable and personal. 
 
Interviews with key informants reinforced the notion that despite the small scale of student-
senior homesharing projects, the human connection generated within the community makes 
the projects incredibly valuable. Benefits and opportunities for students include lower rent, 
new perspectives, better living conditions, help transitioning to a new environment (for 
international students), and professional development. Benefits and opportunities for 
seniors include greater socialization, assistance with household tasks, added income from 
rent, and immersion into the larger community. Challenges include lack of interest and 
misconceptions about student-senior homesharing among students, as well as a lack of trust 
and openness among seniors.  
 
The report concludes with seven recommendations for further assessing for the viability of, 
and potentially implementing, student-senior homesharing in Kingston: 
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1 
GATHER ADDITIONAL DATA TO ESTABLISH THE INTEREST LEVEL AND 
LOCATIONS OF POTENTIAL HOMESHARERS  

 

While demand for student-senior homesharing was measured among graduate students, 
further data must be collected to measure the demand for student-senior homesharing 
among seniors. This further research must establish how many seniors are willing to 
homeshare, but it should also gather information about the homes that are available to 
students. If this research reveals that there are not enough interested seniors, or that all 
willing homesharers live in areas of Kingston that students are not willing to live, then there 
would be little impetus to pursue the development of a student-senior homesharing project 
in Kingston. 
 

2 
DEVELOP PARTNERSHIPS TO SUPPORT A POTENTIAL HOMESHARING 
PROGRAM 

 

Developing community partnerships with local organizations that work with seniors, or 
engage in research on aging, may increase the legitimacy and viability of a student-senior 
homesharing project in Kingston. Facilitating a partnership between a homesharing 
program and interested post-secondary intuitions in Kingston, such as Queen’s University 
and St. Lawrence College, would increase its viability. These schools could use student-
senior homesharing to support their students in finding accommodation, while offering an 
institutional presence that would help get seniors involved. 
 

3 
GAIN SUPPORT FROM CITY OF KINGSTON AND AGE-FRIENDLY ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE 

 

The Kingston Age-Friendly Advisory Committee provides expertise and input on age-
friendly initiatives in alignment with Age-Friendly Kingston. As both the City and members 
of Kingston’s Age-Friendly Advisory Committee have been actively exploring homesharing, 
conditions appear to be in place for municipal support for a homesharing program. 
Involvement from the City of Kingston and the Age-Friendly Advisory Committee would 
ensure that homesharing between students and seniors aligns with and helps achieve the 
aims of Age-Friendly Kingston, such as reducing isolation amongst seniors and increasing 
intergenerational connectedness.  
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4 
INCLUDE UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS AS POTENTIAL CANDIDATES FOR 
HOMESHARING 

 

The survey component of this study focused on graduate students, as it was assumed that 
undergraduates are neither mature enough nor have a lifestyle that would be compatible 
with homesharing with a senior. Multiple interviewees, however, did not view all 
undergraduate students through the same lens, suggesting that undergraduates may also 
be viable homesharing candidates.  Involving undergraduate students would provide a larger 
pool for potential applicants for homesharing to be drawn from and could in turn facilitate 
more matches.  
 

5 
USE HOMESHARING AS A CHALLENGE FOR THE CITY OF KINGSTON MAYOR’S 
INNOVATION CHALLENGE 

 

The Mayor’s Innovation Challenge is an annual competition hosted by the City of Kingston 
that could be leveraged to provide additional ideas and resources to help develop, or further 
explore the viability of student-senior homesharing in Kingston. The competition calls upon 
current and recently-graduated students from Kingston’s major post-secondary institutions 
to develop proposals to address challenges of the City of Kingston’s choosing. Involving a 
potential homesharing program for Kingston as a challenge in the Mayor’s Innovation 
Challenge could student insight on development of a potential project and provide potential 
funding to build the project.  
 

6 
TEST HOMESHARING IN KINGSTON THROUGH A ONE-YEAR PILOT PROJECT 

 

Both the Symbiosis project and the Toronto HomeShare Pilot Project arose out of one-year 
pilots that tested the viability and suitability of the program within their respective 
environments. Therefore, it is recommended that a potential homesharing program for 
Kingston take a similar, one-year pilot approach to further explore its viability. A one-year 
pilot would test the success of the program, and if necessary, enable the evaluation of 
different approaches to the homesharing process. It will also create an opportunity to 
confirm or disprove the anticipated challenges, costs, benefits and opportunities associated 
with homesharing. The short nature of the pilot will allow smaller changes to the program 
to occur if needed. 
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7 
PROMOTE PROGRAM AND GARNER PUBLIC AWARENESS OF HOMESHARING 
BY HOSTING COMMUNITY EVENTS 

 

As revealed in both the survey responses and key informant interviews, many community 
members hold fears and misconceptions about homesharing. Ongoing events could provide 
opportunities to market the program, raise awareness about its availability, and soothe 
potential fears or debunk misconceptions about homesharing by clarifying the 
matchmaking process. Social events would also be a positive setting to highlight the benefits 
and opportunities of homesharing, and create an opportunity for seniors and students to 
engage with each other, which may also ease worries about compatibility.   
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Introduction 
 

GENERAL PROBLEM 
 

Adults aged 65 years and older are the fastest-growing age group in Ontario – projected to 
grow by 25% by 2041 (Government of Ontario, 2017). As Ontario’s aging population 
increases, so do reports of loneliness and social isolation amongst seniors. Identified as a 
loneliness epidemic, intense loneliness has the potential to be detrimental to health 
(National Seniors Council, 2014). The link between loneliness and housing is strong, as social 
isolation among seniors can be exacerbated by living conditions. As early as 2004, the 
British Columbia Ministry of Health identified living alone and reduced social networks as 
two risk factors for social isolation among seniors, as elderly persons who live alone and/or 
experience little social contact are more likely to be lonely (British Columbia Ministry of 
Heath, 2004). A 2012 study commissioned by Employment and Social Development Canada 
found that the number one issue facing Canadian seniors is the challenge of keeping socially 
connected and active (International Federation on Ageing, 2012). Thus, while the 
Government of Ontario is developing ongoing strategies to address challenges associated 
with aging, local-level strategies that work upstream to curb loneliness amongst Ontario’s 
seniors have the potential to improve the health and well-being of seniors. Incidentally, some 
of these strategies also have the potential to also improve the well-being of another 
demographic group – post-secondary students.  
 
Intergenerational living models, such as student-senior homesharing, can be used to 
purposefully bring younger and older adults under the same roof. Originating in Europe, 
student-senior homesharing draws students and seniors into a mutually beneficial living 
arrangement, where seniors gain social interaction while students secure affordable rental 
housing (Labit & Dubost, 2016). European approaches to intergenerational housing have 
only recently been embraced in Canada, as student-senior homesharing programs, created 
in partnership with universities, have been implemented in both Hamilton and Toronto. 
Other Ontario cities, such as Kingston, could benefit from a similar homesharing program 
that leverages its significant population of students and seniors. However, it is necessary to 
first understand the conditions required to implement a successful homesharing program 
in Ontario, and the barriers and opportunities for doing do so in Kingston.   
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
 

By drawing insight from intergenerational homesharing programs that have been adopted 
in Hamilton and Toronto, this report examines the potential viability of homesharing 
between students and seniors in Kingston. This research will be guided by the following 
questions: 
 

4. What are the current housing conditions for post-secondary students in Kingston, 
and how do these students feel about the possibility of homesharing with seniors? 

5. What conditions supported the establishment of student-senior homesharing in 
Toronto and Hamilton, and are these programs achieving their aims? 

6. What are the potential benefits, opportunities, costs, and challenges of adopting a 
student-senior homesharing program in Kingston? 

 

RESEARCH SCOPE 
 

This research draws from two primary data sources: an online survey and key informant 
interviews. As potential candidates for homesharing, Queen’s University graduate students 
were surveyed to gain an understanding of the level of interest in and need for student-
senior homesharing in Kingston. Key informants from Kingston were recruited based on 
their knowledge of issues surrounding seniors and housing, while key informants from 
Toronto and Hamilton were recruited based on their involvement in the development of 
comparative student-senior homesharing projects in their respective cities. Conducting 
focus groups with seniors was considered to gain the perspective of seniors on homesharing 
with a student. While it would have been beneficial to have directly involved seniors living 
in Kingston in this research, this was unfortunately outside of the scope of the project. 
Primary data collected through the online survey was used to address research questions 
one and three, while the key informant interviews generated data to address research 
questions two and three. An analysis of academic literature supported the primary data 
collection by providing context and additional insight into the effectiveness of 
intergenerational housing models, and specifically on student-senior homesharing models. 
While the study uses Kingston, Ontario as a case study, the findings from this research could 
be used by cities in Ontario looking to explore student-senior homesharing in their own 
jurisdictions. 
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RESEARCH RELEVANCE 
 

This research contributes to an overarching discussion on intergenerational living by 
providing additional insight into the specific phenomenon of homesharing between 
students and seniors. This report also provides relevant stakeholders with ideas and 
recommendations that can be applied in the event that a homesharing program between 
students and seniors is implemented in Kingston. The City of Kingston may particularly 
benefit from this research by learning more about intergenerational homesharing, gaining 
outside perspectives and advice from individuals directly involved in the implementation of 
student-senior homesharing projects in Ontario, and receiving data on the interest of 
Queen’s University graduate students in homesharing – all of which can be applied to 
further investigation on the potential for student-senior homesharing in Kingston.  
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Literature Review 
 
A review of relevant literature was conducted to offer insight into the conditions that have 
led toward intergenerational living, as well as the principles that underpin each model. 
Conditions leading to the development of intergenerational living models can be categorized 
as opportunities and challenges to aging in place, as well as loneliness and social isolation 
among seniors. The literature review also explores the range of intergenerational living 
models that have been implemented in Europe and North America, such as intergenerational 
co-housing, university-based retirement communities (UBRCs), and student-senior 
homesharing. Student-senior homesharing is discussed in detail, with focus given to its the 
origins and structure, documented responses to student-senior homesharing arrangements, 
and its development in Ontario.    
 

OPPORTUNITIES AND CHALLENGES TO AGING IN PLACE 
 

Seniors – adults aged 65 years and older – are the fastest growing age group in Ontario 
(Government of Ontario, 2017). In 2016, 16.4% of Ontario’s population was 65 years or 
older, and this percentage is projected to grow to 25% by 2041 (Government of Ontario, 
2017). In Ontario, the aging population has the potential to strain a number of systems, 
including health care. This demographic shift has also caused housing and community needs 
for seniors to emerge (Biggs, 2001). This is because in order to remain independent, many 
seniors will require support from government programs and services, or through family and 
friends (Government of Ontario, 2017).  
 

Having seniors remain in their homes and communities for as long as possible reduces costs 
for institutional care (World Health Organization, 2007). This concept is referred to as “aging 
in place” and is defined by Davey et al. (2004) as “living in the community, with some level 
of independence, rather than in residential care.” Aging in place enables seniors to maintain 
independence, autonomy, and their connection to social support provided by family and 
friends (Lawler, 2001). As a result, aging in place is preferred by many seniors, but also by 
policy makers (World Health Organization, 2007).  
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Over 90% of Ontario’s seniors live in private households (Government of Ontario, 2017). Of 
those in private households, 63.7% live with a partner or spouse, 23.4% live alone, 11% live 
with other relatives, and 1.9% live with non-relatives (Government of Ontario, 2017). Many 
seniors live alone because they have outlived a spouse or family members, and choose to 
stay in the home they are familiar with (Kasper, 1988). For some, the decision to remain in 
the home is often reliant on the availability of family members who live nearby to provide 
assistance (Stafford, 2016). Attachment to the family home, and the memories and 
associations it contains, are other factors that weigh into the decision to age in place 
(Stafford, 2016). 
 

A critique of aging in place is that while it provides for physiological and safety needs, it 
often fails to provide basic emotional needs such as belonging, self-esteem, and self-
actualization (Blanchard, 2014; Johnson, Johnson, and Sarafan, 2011; Blanchard, 2009). A 
deficiency of these needs is influenced by the extent to which a senior who is aging in place 
is immersed within the larger community: 
 

While living at home is preferable to life in an institution, it can still feel like a 
hollow victory when it happens in a home that poses physical, financial, or 
emotional challenges and makes meaningful connection with others difficult. 
Without social interaction, meaning, and purpose, advanced aging in one's home, 
often alone, can result in dwindling choices and mounting levels of loneliness, 
helplessness, and boredom – the same three plagues of nursing homes 
(Blanchard, 2013). 
 

LONELINESS AND SOCIAL EXCLUSION AMONG SENIORS 
 

Loneliness has become an “epidemic” amongst seniors in Canada, with 1.4 million Canadian 
seniors reporting feeling lonely 80% of the time (National Seniors Council, 2014; Statistics 
Canada, 2016). Intense loneliness has the potential to be detrimental to both the mental 
and physical health of seniors (National Seniors Council, 2014). Loneliness has adverse 
effects on mental health, such as cognitive decline and depression, and extends to 
physiological effects, such as high blood pressure, stroke, cardiovascular disease, and 
altered immunity (Gerst-Emerson, 2015; Ye Luo, 2012, Patterson & Veenstra, 2010). 
Increasingly, research has shown that feelings of loneliness predicts mortality, as 
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decrements in mental and physical health act caused by loneliness leads to increased risk 
of death (Luo et al., 2012). Loneliness is particular to older adults, as decreases in economic 
resources, increases in impairments, and deaths of contemporaries heightens risk of social 
isolation (Gerst-Emerson, 2015). However, the negative health effects of loneliness have 
been shown to diminish when social relations such as marital status and close relationships 
are introduced (Patterson & Veenstra, 2010). 
 

While reduced social networks is one risk factor for social isolation, another risk factor is 
living conditions (British Columbia Ministry of Health, 2004). Social isolation amongst 
seniors can be exacerbated by living conditions, as elderly persons who live alone or 
experience little or no social contact are more likely to be lonely (British Columbia Ministry 
of Health, 2004). Additionally, those in advanced old age often spend the majority of time 
in their home (Oswald & Wahl, 2005). While contact with a spouse and/or family member(s) 
may help ease feelings of social isolation, it has been found that familial relations alone 
cannot diminish loneliness, as loneliness is related to a person’s pursuit of an adequate 
amount of meaningful social relations (Blanchard, 2014). 
 

Therefore, one of the biggest challenges facing seniors is keeping socially connected and 
active (International Federation on Ageing, 2012). The built environment, including houses, 
immediate neighbourhoods, and the surrounding community are important factors in the 
isolation of seniors (Mahmood & Keating, 2012). Higher levels of social and cultural 
participation have been recorded amongst seniors with access to amenities such as corner 
shops, pubs, cafes, libraries and parks (Richard et al., 2009). In sprawling suburban areas, 
amenities such as grocery stores, medical facilities, or community centres cannot be reached 
on foot, meaning that seniors who no longer drive are at greater risk of becoming isolated 
(Miller, 2017). As a result, both social networks and community design can increase feelings 
of loneliness amongst seniors. 
 
Exacerbating loneliness, seniors are also often prone to social exclusion. Social exclusion is 
a multidimensional issue defined by Levitas et al. (2007) as the “…inability to participate in 
normal relationships and activities available to the majority of people in a society.” While 
seniors can be excluded from social relations with family, friends, and neighbours, they can 
also be excluded from material resources, civic activities, basic services, and neighbourhoods 
(Scharf et al., 2012). In a study of English seniors, Scharf et al. (2005) found that not only 
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were many participants socially isolated and/or severely lonely, many had a strong sense of 
feeling excluded from organizations and institutions, formal social relationships, and civic 
activities within their communities. 
  
According to Scharf & Keating (2012), structural, individual, and environmental drivers 
contribute to the social exclusion of seniors. Structural drivers can include ageism, age 
stereotypes, and age discrimination, while individual drivers can include low socio-economic 
status, disruptions to personal social networks, and chronic-ill health and disability (Scharf 
& Keating, 2012). Environmental drivers involve the living environments of seniors, which 
have been shaped by changes in the structure of urban and rural communities that 
contribute to both aging in unfamiliar places, but also a trend towards “age-segregated 
living” that inhibits interaction between the young and the old (Scharf & Keating, 2012).  
 
As people live longer than ever before, unprecedented forms of exclusion have become 
intertwined with age, which has fostered different attitudes towards old age amongst both 
older and younger persons (Scharf & Keating, 2012). Modern society tends to exclude the 
elderly, as they are often dismissed as incompetent and denied responsibilities by younger 
age groups (Hernandez & Gonzalez, 2008). Intergenerational programming provides an 
opportunity to build respect and understanding across age groups (City of Toronto, 2013). 
Through intergenerational interaction, it is believed that people may notice they have 
common interests in the community, which can be used to cultivate social capital (Katagiri, 
2015).  
 

INTERGENERATIONAL LIVING MODELS (ILMs) 
 

Intergenerational living is defined as living with people of other ages—including seniors, 
adults, teens and children. While intergenerational living models (ILMs) happens naturally 
in households with children, ILMs can also be used to purposefully bring unrelated people 
of different generations together under the same roof (Vanderbeck, 2007). 
Intergenerational living has been used to promote aging in place and fight the social 
isolation of seniors by strengthening social links with young people (Labit & Dubost, 2016). 
Three of the most common approaches to intergenerational living include intergenerational 
communities, university-based retirement communities, and intergenerational 
homesharing. 
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Intergenerational communities are a European housing trend that is emerging in North 
America (Smith, 2014). In Germany, multigenerational houses (Mehrgenerationenhaus) and 
intergenerational collaborative housing, are used to encourage intergenerational solidarity 
(Labit & Dubost, 2016). Multi-generational houses are places where people of different ages 
can come together. They often feature communal areas and green spaces, and offer services 
and activities such as daycare, homework help for children, family therapy, social centres 
for seniors, and cultural and sports activities (Labit & Dubost, 2016). German 
intergenerational collaborative housing (co-housing) communities are developments of 
subsidized apartments that give inhabitants the benefit of communal activities, mutual 
support, and a stable neighbourhood (Labit & Dubost, 2016). Co-housing has been found to 
be a good housing option for seniors as it improves quality of life by combining a sense of 
personal autonomy with communal solidarity (Labit & Dubost, 2016). Some co-housing 
communities have been designed specifically for older adults (Wardrip, 2010). Durrett and 
McCamant (2011) have outlined this type of development in North America, which features 
independent living spaces and common areas such as kitchen and social rooms. While senior 
co-housing communities are quite popular in Canada, it is unclear how many 
intergenerational co-housing communities exist. 
 
University towns are increasingly of interest to seniors, particularly those who have an 
affiliation with the university located in the town (Smith, 2014). University environments 
encourage the development of “alternative, progressive models of living” that can be applied 
to seniors (Smith, 2014). Founded by Andrew Carle from George Mason University in the 
United States, University-Based Retirement Communities (UBRCs) are retirement 
communities occurring in relative proximity to a college or university (Smith, 2014). Carle 
(2006) developed five elements that are common to UBRCs, which include:  

§ A location within accessible distance to a main university campus (including campus 
facilities such as theaters, sports complexes, and classrooms) 

§ Formalized programming that ensures integration between community residents and 
university students, faculty and staff 

§ Access to senior housing services (including continuing care) 
§ A financial connection between the university and senior housing provider 
§ A minimum level of residential connection to the university  
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Spitze and Sherman (2005) studied receptivity to a potential retirement community located 
on a university campus in the United States. Feedback generated from survey responses 
indicated that women, as well as younger seniors, are more receptive to living in an 
intergenerational setting (Ward, Spitze & Sherman, 2005). Additionally, those with ties to 
the university, such as alumni, were more likely to express interest in living on campus when 
they retired (Ward, Spitze & Sherman, 2005). The study ultimately found that the successful 
implementation of this intergenerational living model involved a change in culture. The 
study recommended that education is needed for “this novel housing concept,” and 
“planning needs to encourage intergenerational involvement” (Ward, Spitze & Sherman, 
2005).  
 
Intergenerational homesharing represents another model of intergenerational living, 
whereby an older homeowner offers free or low-cost accommodation to a younger 
homesharer (Ward, 2004). Often, the homesharer provides an agreed upon number of 
weekly hours of help and support with tasks such as cooking, gardening, shopping, and 
providing companionship and security (Ward, 2004). Homeowners in homesharing 
arrangements are typically older people who have developed some need for support or have 
become isolated and anxious about living alone (Fox, 2010). To facilitate homesharing 
matches, assessments and interviews are conducted by coordinators who make judgements 
about the potential match (Fox, 2010). Intergenerational homesharing has been found to 
positively impact the lives of older homeowners in terms of well-being, finances, health, and 
daily activities, with male homeowners benefitting the most (Altus & Mathews, 2000). 
Homesharing can also benefit communities by providing low-level and low-cost support for 
seniors, making better use of housing stock, and increasing community cohesion (Fox, 
2010).  
 
Post-secondary students are a popular target demographic for homesharing programs with 
seniors, given the many barriers students face in their search for adequate and affordable 
housing (McEwan & Teixera, 2012). Due to their constrained budgets, postsecondary 
students often reside in poorly maintained housing characterized by poor-quality 
appliances, malfunctioning heating and cooling systems, water damage, exposed wiring, and 
pest infestations (Johnson, Cole, and Merrill 2009; Black 2002; Delgadillo & Erickson 2006). 
In university towns, finding housing can be especially difficult because of high demand and 
low supply (Bekurs 2007). Student-senior homesharing draws students and seniors into a 
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mutually beneficial living arrangement where seniors gain social interaction and students 
secure affordable rental housing (Labit & Dubost, 2016).  
 
Intergenerational homesharing between students and seniors, referred to as “student-
senior homesharing,” originated in Spain in 1996, when the Barcelona City Council, Obra 
Social De Caixa Catalunya, and the Universities of Barcelona, Pomeu Fabra, and Ramon Llull 
came together to test housing students in the homes of seniors (Pinto, 2008). The project 
began with approximately 20 people but has since grown to a consolidated program across 
Spain that operates in 27 cities (Pinto, 2008). In France, programs such as ESDES Inter-
Générations connect seniors with a spare room with young persons in need of 
accommodation, to help seniors aging in place and address the problem of youth housing 
(ESDES Inter-Générations, 2018). Oftentimes, when entering into a student-senior 
homesharing agreement, a charter is signed that outlines general principles and 
expectations for both parties, including rights and obligations, use of spaces, room 
maintenance, and respect for others (ESDES Inter-Générations, 2018; Labit & Dubost, 2016). 
For example, students who enter a homesharing situation with ESDES Inter-Générations sign 
a contract stipulating specific requirements, whether it be games of Scrabble, or no guests 
at the house (Laurenson, 2016). The careful matchmaking of ESDES Inter-Générations has 
resulted in a 2 percent failure rate for homesharing pairs (Laurenson, 2016).  
 
Labit and Dubost (2016) studied student-senior homesharing in France by interviewing 
student-senior pairs involved in an intergenerational homesharing program. The study 
found that warm relationships were able to develop between senior and student housemates 
(Labit & Dubost, 2016). In particular, seniors valued living with students for social and safety 
purposes, as well as practical reasons, such as caring for a pet (Labit & Dubost, 2016). On 
the other hand, students remarked that intergenerational homesharing is not for everyone 
and their peers tend to not to understand the appeal of intergenerational homesharing 
(Labit & Dubost, 2016). At the management level, the study highlighted that the student-
senior pairs benefitted from charters outlining responsibilities and expectations of both 
parties, but that the economic model itself is weak, as many seniors are reluctant to share 
their home with a young person (Labit & Dubost, 2016).   
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Intergenerational living models, such as student-senior homesharing, are now being 
introduced into some Ontario communities. In 2017, for instance, the Symbiosis at 
McMaster University in Hamilton, a volunteer-based, non-profit program, was implemented 
with the help of Student Proposals for Intellectual Community & Engaged Scholarship 
(SPICES) to pair graduate students with seniors for a mutually-beneficial off-campus 
affordable housing arrangement. As of April 2018, the program matched ten students in 
need of low-cost housing with seven seniors with a spare room in their home (McMaster 
University, 2018). Similarly, in May 2018, the City of Toronto partnered with the National 
Initiative for the Care of the Elderly (NICE), as well as three post-secondary institutions, 
University of Toronto, Ryerson University, and York University, to deliver the Toronto 
HomeShare Pilot Project, public not-for-profit program that connected 20 “over-housed 
seniors with under-housed university graduate students” (City of Toronto, 2018). The 
program received a $44,880 grant in funding from the Minister of Seniors Affairs under the 
Seniors Community Grant Program to deliver the homesharing initiative (City of Toronto, 
2018). In general, intergenerational homesharing programs are often funded by public-
sector support, with governments or social services partly covering expenses, or by charging 
an annual or joining fee to participants in the homesharing program (Laurenson, 2016; Fox, 
2010). While existing intergenerational homesharing programs can serve as models, Allen 
(2007) recommends that new for intergenerational homesharing programs must be tailored 
to the unique culture of the university and the seniors’ community.  
 

SITE CONTEXT AND STUDY OBJECTIVES 
 

Kingston is a city in south-eastern Ontario with a total population of approximately 123,340 
(City of Kingston, 2019a). While categorized as a mid-sized city, much of Kingston’s land 
base of 45,322 hectares is rural. Rural area covers 36,001 hectares and contains 
approximately 20,605 residents, while the urban area spreads 9,321 hectares with 
approximately 102,735 residents (City of Kingston, 2019a). Of the urban residents, 22,680 
are 65 years of age and older, accounting for almost 20% of the city’s total population (City 
of Kingston, 2019). Adults aged 65 and over increased by 20% in Kingston from 2011 to 
2016 (Statistics Canada, 2017), and is forecasted to grow by 25% by 2046 (City of Kingston, 
2019b). Additionally, the 75 and over age group is projected to nearly double over the next 
30 years (City of Kingston, 2019b). As Kingston’s population ages, these individuals will 
require support to remain in their homes (City of Kingston, 2014). 
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Approximately 20% of seniors in Kingston live alone in private households across with city 
with no other family members (See Figure 1), and 28% of these households are located in 
neighbourhoods surrounding two of Kingston’s post-secondary institutions: Queen’s 
University and St. Lawrence College (Kingston Campus). As host to multiple post-secondary 
institutions, Kingston’s private rental market faces tremendous pressure from a hidden 
population of approximately 28,500 post-secondary students who are not captured on the 
Census (City of Kingston, 2019b). While approximately 4,900 students live at home with 
parents and 6,900 students live on-campus in residence, the remaining 16,700 students live 
off-campus in private rental housing (City of Kingston, 2019b). These students occupy an 
estimated 16% of rental dwelling units in Kingston (City of Kingston (City of Kingston, 2019).  
 
In 2018, Kingston had the lowest vacancy rate in Ontario at 0.6%, dropping from 0.7% in 
2017 (CMHC, 2018; CMHC, 2017). The City of Kingston attributes this low vacancy rate to a 
variety of factors, including enrollment growth at Kingston’s post-secondary institutions 
(City of Kingston, 2018). Between 2011 and 2016, Kingston’s post-secondary student 
population grew at a significantly faster rate than the City’s permanent population (City of 
Kingston, 2019b). The annual average growth rate of students was approximately 2.9%, 
while the annual average growth rate of permanent residents was approximately 0.1% (City 
of Kingston, 2019b). And while student enrollment at Queen’s University increased by just 
486 students from 2016 to 2017 (City of Kingston, 2018), full-time enrollment at Kingston’s 
post-secondary institutions is forecast to increase from 28,500 in 2016 to 40,000 by 2041 
– an increase of 40% (City of Kingston, 2019b).  
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Figure 1: Households in Kingston, Ontario where the owner is over the age of 65 and no other family 
members are present 
 
 
The dual trends in Kingston of a growing senior population as well as a difficult rental 
housing market complicated by post-secondary student enrollment make it a potentially 
ideal candidate for homesharing between seniors and students. While it appears that 
conditions are in place for student-senior homesharing in Kingston, a program of this kind 
has yet to be formally introduced in the city. As such, this research examines the viability 
of student-senior homesharing in Kingston by understanding how similar programs have 
been implemented in Ontario, identifying associated costs, benefits, opportunities and 
challenges to homesharing, and assessing the demand among Queen’s University students 
in living with a senior.  
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Methodology 
 
The research methodology follows the format of a nested case-study design (Yin, 2013). 
Case studies are highly applicable to community-based research, as they focus on defining 
local issues or challenges faced by communities, and the creation of policy - or programs - 
to address these issues (Silverman & Patterson, 2015). The case study employed a mixed-
methods approach to data collection, which included a literature review, an online survey, 
and key informant interviews. Ethics approval for the online survey and key informant 
interviews was sought in November 2018 and granted in January 2019 by the Queen’s 
General Research Ethics Board (GREB). See Appendix A and B for recruitment notices, letter 
of information, consent form, and data collection instruments for the online survey and key 
informant interviews. The data collection methods are described in detail below. 
 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

A literature review was employed to set the context for ILMs and to inform recommendations 
for a similar model in Kingston.  Research began with a review of relevant academic and grey 
literature, in order to understand the frameworks and mechanisms that have been used in 
the design and implementation of ILMs, particularly those involving students and seniors. 
The review was conducted using academic search tools such as Scholar’s Portal and Google 
Scholar, as well as basic web searches for grey literature. Search terms to find relevant 
literature included ‘intergenerational living,’ ‘intergenerational homesharing,’ and ‘students 
and seniors.’ While the review included European examples, the review focused on the North 
American context. Models that have been implemented in mid-sized cities, and in 
partnership with a university, were examined closely based on their relevancy and 
applicability to the Kingston case study. The literature review also located documentation 
that describes the ILMs that are being implemented in Toronto and Hamilton specifically. 
Accordingly, basic searches of the web and scholarly databases drew from the ILM names 
(e.g., ‘Symbiosis Project Hamilton’, ‘Toronto HomeShare Pilot Project’). Only literature 
written in English was reviewed, and only literature published within the last 20 years has 
been be included. Overall, the literature review establishes an understanding of the 
underlying principles of ILMs, the range of models that have been implemented, and the 
determinants of ILM success.  
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ONLINE SURVEY  
 

An online survey was administered to postsecondary students in Kingston to capture their 
perspectives on the city’s student housing market and to gauge their attitudes towards 
intergenerational living. The survey also offered insights regarding potential benefits, 
opportunities, costs, and challenges associated with implementing an ILM in Kingston.  
 
Survey Target Population and Sample 
 

The target population for the survey was Queen’s University graduate students (n=3,819). 
Queen’s students were targeted because the researcher’s own status as a current Queen’s 
graduate student facilitated her ease of access to the population’s email addresses, and 
graduate students were targeted because it was believed that their lifestyle and maturity 
levels would be better suited to living with a senior. From this population, graduate students 
currently residing within close proximity to Queen’s University Main Campus and West 
Campus were recruited to participate, as it was assumed that students living in close 
proximity to the school would be most interested in a potential ILM. Additionally, the survey 
only targeted single graduate students and not couples, as student-senior homesharing 
arrangements are typically between two single individuals. To facilitate this geographical 
focus, only graduate students living in the following forward sortation areas1 were included: 
K7L, K7K, K7M, K7N and K7P. Forward sortation areas were identified from the postal code 
listed in their mailing address registered with Queen’s University.  
 
Survey Des ign 
 

The survey sought to capture students’ perspectives on student housing opportunities and 
conditions in Kingston, as well as their views about the potential benefits and challenges of 
ILMs. To that end, the survey solicited information on students’ current housing 
arrangements, general housing concerns, interactions with roommates, views about 
homesharing with a senior, and demographic information. Demographic information was 
captured at the end of the survey, to enable analyses of responses by age, gender, marital 
status, postal code, university department, degree type, and international student status. 
To minimize respondent burden, the survey consisted primarily of close-ended questions, 
including multiple choice, Likert scales, and matrix tables. Respondents who owned their 

                                                
1 Forward sortation area are geographical units based on the first three characters in a Canadian postal code. 
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dwelling, lived with a spouse, or lived with relatives were automatically screened out at the 
beginning of the survey. Survey techniques such as a branching were also used to direct 
survey respondents that lived alone past questions applicable to only respondents with 
roommates. The survey consisted of 38 questions total and took approximately 12 minutes 
to complete.  

 
Survey Administration  
 

The survey was administered using Qualtrics, an enterprise survey software for which 
Queen’s University has a site licence. The survey was administered over email on March 12, 
2019 and hosted online through the survey platform Qualtrics until March 26, 2019. 
Reminder emails were sent on March 19, 2019 - a week after invitations were sent, and in 
the morning of March 26, 2019 – the day the survey closed. A total of 3,824 Queen’s 
graduate students were invited by email to participate in the survey. Students who wished 
to participate followed the link provided in the email invitation, which directed them to a 
detailed letter of information about the study. Participants consented to participate in the 
survey by clicking the ‘NEXT’ button, from which the survey appeared. A total of 921 surveys 
were initiated online (24% initiation rate), with 801 surveys completed (21% response rate). 
Of the completed surveys, 90 were ineligible because the respondent owned their dwelling, 
151 were ineligible because the respondent lived with a spouse, and 46 were ineligible 
because the respondent lived with relatives. After removing ineligible cases from the 
dataset, the final sample size was n=464.  
 
Survey Data Analys is  
 

Once the survey was closed, the complete survey dataset was downloaded from the 
Qualtrics website and imported into SPSS. Prior to data analysis, variables revealing survey 
respondents’ names were stripped from the data file to ensure the anonymity of 
respondents. The respondents were numbered on SPSS using an ID variable. The data was 
analyzed using descriptive statistics and cross tabulations. Tests of association were also 
employed, including chi-square statistic and binary logistic regression. Analysis of data from 
the online survey took place in April 2019. 
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KEY INFORMANT INTERVIEWS 
 

Approximately six semi-structured interviews were conducted between March and April 
2019 with key informants from relevant agencies and community groups in Kingston (n=3), 
as well as the two comparator sites of Hamilton and Toronto (n=3). Interviews with the 
Kingston-based key informants enabled the capture of attitudes towards, and need for, an 
ILM in Kingston. Interviews with key informants in Hamilton and Toronto helped to capture 
the conditions of success for ILMs in Ontario. An informant from Queen’s University was not 
interviewed due to time constraints.  
 
Table 1: Sample of interview informants from Kingston, Toronto and Hamilton  

Informant Organization Location 
Informant 1 (1) Toronto HomeShare Pilot Project Toronto 
Informant 2 (2) Symbiosis project  Hamilton 
Informant 3 (3) Symbiosis project (student participant)  Hamilton 
Informant 4 (4) City of Kingston, Social Policy & Strategic Community 

Development 
Kingston 

Informant 5 (5) Frontenac-Kingston Council on Aging Kingston 
Informant 6 (6) Seniors Association Kingston Region Kingston 

 
Interview Sample and Recruitment Procedure 
 

Key informants from Hamilton and Toronto were individuals who are intimately familiar with 
the Symbiosis Project and HomeShare Pilot Project, respectively. Symbiosis at McMaster 
University used to pair graduate students with seniors in the Hamilton area. The Toronto 
HomeShare Pilot Project is a City of Toronto Initiative arising from the Toronto Seniors 
Strategy, with funding from the Ontario Ministry of Seniors and Accessibility. It is being 
implemented by the National Initiative for the Care of the Elderly (NICE) alongside the City 
of Toronto and the Toronto Seniors Strategy Accountability Table. The involvement of key 
informants in these programs, as well as their contact information was indicated on the 
project webpages. Three other interview informants were selected for their involvement in 
social planning and seniors’ affairs in Kingston. These informants bear responsibility for 
advocating for housing issues in Kingston, or are representatives from groups that advocate 
for seniors in Kingston.  
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The names of the interview informants were identified by visiting the directories or websites 
of the groups or agencies. Prospective interviewees were invited via email using addresses 
that were publicly available on their organization’s websites. The individuals who responded 
positively to the invitation were sent the letter of information and consent form (Appendix 
B). If a potential interviewee had not responded within one week, a follow-up email was sent. 
Arrangements for the interview were made over email, and commenced at a mutually agreed 
upon date and time. Consent forms were signed in person, or over email, before the interview 
commenced.    
 

Interview Admin istration and Analysis   
 

Interviews were conducted in-person or video-chat at a mutually convenient time between 
March and April 2019. The interviews were approximately 30 to 60 minutes in length and 
were semi-structured, allowing for an in-depth understanding of the topic to be cultivated 
through open-ended questions (Silverman & Paterson, 2015). Since the roles of each 
interviewee varied across the sample, unique interview guides were prepared for each 
interview that provided a framework of general topics from which to discuss. These topics 
included student housing, loneliness among seniors, perceived benefits of and concerns 
about student-senior homesharing, as well as specific probes about the structure of 
homesharing projects. Based on analysis of interview notes and audio-recordings, as well as 
prevalence in the literature review, a variety of key themes were identified. These themes 
include: current conditions in Kingston as a basis for homesharing, homesharing programs 
in Ontario, benefits of homesharing, challenges of homesharing, candidates for 
homesharing, the matchmaking process, managing matches, and collaboration, 
partnerships and improvements. Ideas related to each key theme were compared in order 
to generate a discussion of interview findings found in Chapter 5.  
 

LIMITATIONS AND BIAS 
 

Since the response rate was only 21%, non-response bias may be present with the sample. 
That is, individuals who chose not to respond to the survey may differ in systematic ways 
from those who did respond. Indeed, the survey was presented as focusing on graduate 
student housing at Queen’s University, and not on an intergenerational living model, which 
means individuals who are concerned or upset about housing in Kingston may have been 
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more inclined to respond to the survey. Thus, the survey sample may be overrepresented 
by individuals who are upset with their current housing arrangements. 
 
Selection bias is also an important consideration with the study sample. For instance, the 
survey focused on only graduate students who live close to campus, which may have 
systematically excluded students who are more open to homesharing but live farther away 
from campus. In retrospect, graduate students who live further away from campus may be 
more inclined to live with a senior. Undergraduate students and seniors living alone in 
private households in Kingston were also not included in the survey, so it is unclear how 
these groups feel about homesharing. Capturing the views of these latter two groups is 
especially critical to understanding the true scope of demand for a senior-student 
homesharing program in Kingston. 
 
Finally, the survey may be prone to response bias. For example, respondents may have 
believed that the researcher wanted respondents to indicate interest in living with a senior. 
This bias was minimized by ensuring that the survey was anonymous, and not linked to 
participants’ identity. Response bias may also have affected the interviews, as the 
interviewer may have introduced bias by making leading comments. To minimize response 
bias, the interviewer used a semi-structured interview format that included pre-determined 
follow-up questions and probes, and monitored word choice through the interview to ensure 
that the informant was not lead towards a certain answer.  
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Online Survey Results 
  
The goal of the online survey was to capture the perspectives of graduate students on 
Kingston’s student housing market and gauge their attitudes towards homesharing. As 
such, the survey findings offer insight into the benefits, opportunities, costs and challenges 
associated with student-senior homesharing. This chapter begins with a descriptive analysis 
of the socio-demographics of survey respondents, as well as the current state of rental 
housing in Kingston. It concludes with inferential analyses of interest in living with a senior 
to understand which factors may predict interest in homesharing. Overall, the survey 
analyses indicate that interest in living with a senior is highly variable and personal. The 
specific findings from each section of the survey are summarized below.  
 

SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHICS OF SURVEY RESPONDENTS 
 

A total of 464 graduate students completed the survey (Table 3). Of these, the majority of 
respondents identified as female (63%), single (90%), and a domestic student (83%), and 
half were between 20 and 24 years old (50%). Degree type was fairly evenly spread between 
researched-based master’s degrees (36%), professional master’s degrees (31%) and doctoral 
degrees (34%). There was wide representation across faculties at Queen’s University, but 
the majority of respondents were from the Faculty of Arts and Science (44%) and the Faculty 
of Health Sciences (27%).  
 
Comparisons were made between the survey sample and the full graduate student 
population at Queen’s to assess the level of bias in the sample. While chi-squared tests 
revealed that the sample was significantly younger than the graduate student population 
at Queen’s, there were no significant differences in terms of gender, degree type, student 
type, or faculty of study. 
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Table 3: Socio-demographics characteristics of survey respondents (%) 

 
 
 
 
 

Variable 
Survey 
Sample  
(n=464) 

Graduate Student 
Population at Queen’s 

(n=3819) 
p-values 

Gender     
He/Him 35 42 

0.233 She/Her 63 58 
Undisclosed 2 0 
Age    
20-24 50 34 

<0.001 
25-29 37 30 
30-34 8 17 
35+ 5 19 
Marital Status     
Single 93 

Not 
available 

Not 
available 

Married/Common-law 6 
Divorced/Separated/Widowed 1 
Degree Type    
Research Master’s  36 30  

 

Professional Master’s 31 36 0.372 
Doctor of Philosophy 34 34  
Student Type    
Domestic Student 83 83 

1 
International Student 18 18 
Faculty     
Arts and Science 44 42 

0.05 

Education 2 13 

Engineering and Applied Science 20 14 

Health Sciences  27 24 

Law 1 1 

School of Policy Studies 5 4 

Smith School of Business  2 2 
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CURRENT STATE OF RENTAL HOUSING IN KINGSTON 
 

The survey posed a variety of questions aimed at capturing the current state of rental 
housing in Kingston. These questions probed students’ current housing arrangements, as 
well as problems with these arrangements. The survey then inquired about considerations 
in a respondent’s ideal housing arrangement, and whether or not the respondent believed 
Kingston has an adequate supply of their ideal arrangement.  
 

Current Rental Housing Arrangements 
 

Most respondents to the survey lived alone (36%) and in a privately-owned multi-unit 
apartment building (45%) or a privately-owned house (37%) (Table 4). The number of 
bedrooms in a respondent’s dwelling generally corresponded with the number of persons 
that lived in the dwelling. For example, the majority of respondents with no roommates lived 
in a one-bedroom unit (68%), while the majority of respondents with five or more roommates 
lived in a unit with five or more bedrooms (96%). This suggests that the majority of graduate 
students have their own bedroom within their unit and do not share their bedroom with a 
roommate.  
 

Overall, the majority of respondents were either somewhat satisfied (46%) or very satisfied 
(29%) with their current rental housing arrangements. Less than 16% of respondents were 
dissatisfied with their rental housing arrangements.  
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Table 4: Current Rental Housing Arrangements of survey respondents (%)  
Variable Percent 

Dwelling Type 
Privately owned house 37.3 
Privately owned multi-unit apartment building 44.6 
Kingston Student Housing Cooperative property 6.5 

Queen’s University Residence 5.4 
Other 6.3 
Number of Bedrooms 
None (Bachelor-style dwelling)  6.1 
One 25.3 
Two 27.5 
Three 17.1 
Four 8.7 
Five or more  15.4 
Number of Roommates 
None (live alone) 35.6 
One 21.4 
Two 14.7 
Three 12.5 
Four 5.6 
Five or more 10.2 
Satisfaction with Current Rental Housing Arrangements 
Very satisfied  29.3 
Somewhat satisfied 46.3 
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied  8.6 
Somewhat dissatisfied  11.6 
Very dissatisfied  4.1 

 
Issues with Current Rental Housing Arrangements 
 

Respondents were asked to indicate their level of concern with the numerous issues with 
their current dwelling (Figure 2). By combining rankings of minor and major problem, it was 
found that students are most concerned about repairs needed to their unit (56%), heating 
and cooling (49%), and noise inside building (46%). Issues most commonly ranked as not a 
problem included security (79%), mold in unit (78%), and problems with utilities (77%). 
Respondents were also asked to indicate how responsive their landlord or property manager 
is to issues with their current dwelling (Figure 3). On average, respondents indicated that 
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their landlord or property manager is mostly responsive to issues 48% of the time. By 
ranking, it was found that landlords and property managers are most responsive to 
problems with utilities (59%), repairs needed to unit (51%) and pests in unit (50%). Landlords 
were ranked as not very responsive to noise outside building (38%), and noise inside 
building (30%).  

 
Figure 2: Problems with Current Housing Arrangement 

 

 
Figure 3: Responsiveness of Landlord to Problems with Current Housing Arrangement 
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Financial Pressures 
 

The majority of respondents pay between $500 and $749 (46%) or $750 and $999 (29%) a 
month for rent, while only 11% of respondents pay less than $500 a month for rent (Figure 
4). For 58% of respondents, the cost of utilities is included in monthly rental payments. 
Utilities included in rent were electricity (40%), internet (36%), heat (30%), and water (23%). 
When asked how often monthly housing costs put pressure on their finances, 27% of 
respondents reported every month, 30% of respondents reported most months, while 26% 
of respondents reported that monthly housing costs never put pressure on their finances.  
 

 
Figure 4: Cost of Rent Per Month 

 

 
 

Figure 5: Pressure of Cost of Rent Per Month on Finances 
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Ideal Rental Housing Arrangements 
 

Respondents were asked to rank several considerations in an ideal housing arrangement 
(Figure 6). By combining rankings of extremely and very important, it was found that 
affordability of rental unit (94%) a well-maintained rental unit (92%) and privacy within the 
rental unit (91%) are the most important considerations in an ideal housing arrangement.  
 

 
Figure 6: Importance of Considerations in an Ideal Housing Arrangement 

 
Respondents were also asked to what extent they feel that Kingston has an adequate supply 
of the ideal housing arrangement that they seek. While just over one-third (34%) felt that 
Kingston’s supply of their ideal housing arrangement was somewhat adequate, nearly half 
felt that Kingston had either a somewhat inadequate (28%) or very inadequate (20%) supply 
of their ideal housing arrangement.  
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Roommate Dynamics  
 

The majority of respondents were either very satisfied (43%) or somewhat satisfied (34%) 
with the relationship dynamics between themselves and their current roommate(s), while 
only 4% of respondents were very dissatisfied. When it came to sharing chores, the majority 
of respondents felt that chores were shared either somewhat (35%) or very evenly (26%) 
between themselves and their roommate(s).  
 
Socializing with roommates was common among respondents. The majority spent less than 
one hour per day (53%) or between one and three hours per day (36%) socializing with their 
roommate(s). This socialization mainly occurred one-on-one (53%) or in small groups of less 
than 10 people (15%); socialization in groups of more than 10 people was rare (1%). The 
level of satisfaction a respondent had with their roommate(s) often corresponded with the 
frequency at which they socialized with their roommate(s). Specifically, respondents that 
were very satisfied with their roommate(s) always (48%) or usually (33%) socialized with 
their roommates, while respondents that were very dissatisfied with their roommate(s) 
rarely (58%) or never (17%) socialized with their roommates.  

 

CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES OF HOMESHARING 
 

Challenges of Living with a Senior 
 

Respondents were asked to rank the extent to which they would be concerned about several 
issues associated with living with a senior (Figure 7). By combining rankings of moderately 
and deeply concerned, it was found that guests not being welcome (89%), feeling awkward 
(79%) and lack of privacy (75%) were most concerning about living with a senior. 
Respondents also identified a variety of other issues they felt would concern them living 
with a senior. These challenges were coded from open-ended responses and included the 
following concerns and assumptions:  

§ Having to take care of senior’s health 
issues (1.6%) 

§ Sudden death of senior (0.6%) 
§ Making senior sick (0.2%) 
§ Unexpected responsibilities (0.4%) 

§ Trouble bonding or making 
conversation (0.6%)  

§ Conflicting schedules or lifestyles 
(1%) 

§ Disturbing senior or needing to be 
quiet (0.8%) 
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§ Less protection under the Landlord and 
Tenant Act (0.2%) 

§ Different values (0.6%) 
§ Prejudice based on sexual orientation or 

race (0.8%) 

§ Being on best behaviour (0.2%)  
§ Lack of autonomy (0.2%) 
§ Not being able to have pets (0.4%) 
§ Uneven power dynamic (0.2%) 
§ Feeling judged (0.4%) 

 

 
Figure 7: Challenges of Living with a Senior  

 
 
Benefits of Living with a Senior 
 

Respondents were also asked to rank the extent to which they would benefit from the living 
with a senior in various ways (Figure 8). By combining rankings of a great deal and some 
benefit, respondents felt that lower rent (95%), new perspectives (90%) and better living 
conditions (77%) would be the greatest benefits of living with a senior. Despite these 
benefits, the majority of respondents felt that they would not benefit at all from more 
privacy (59%) or increased safety (52%). Respondents also identified a variety of other 
benefits they felt they would gain from living with a senior. These benefits were coded from 
open-ended responses and included:  
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§ Passing on and gaining knowledge 
(0.4%)  

§ Enjoyment from building a 
relationship with an older adult and 
not just other students (0.2%)  

§ Networking opportunity (0.2%)  

§ Helping foreign students feel less 
lonely upon arrival (0.2%)  

§ More mature arrangement for 
graduate and adult students (0.2%)  

§ More space (0.2%)   
§ Cookies (0.2%) 

 

 
Figure 8: Benefits of Living with a Senior 

 
 
Challenges of Living with a Student 
 

Respondents were also asked to rank the extent to which a senior would be concerned about 
various issues associated with living with a student (Figure 9). By combining rankings of 
moderately and deeply concerned, respondents felt that too much noise (95%), unwelcome 
guests (95%) and lack of privacy (82%) would most concern a senior about living with a 
student. Respondents also identified a variety of other issues they felt would concern a 
senior about living with a student. These challenges were coded from open-ended responses 
and included the following concerns and assumptions:  
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§ Conflicting schedules (with 
particular emphasis on student 
schedules being erratic and 
disruptive) (1.2%) 

§ Student living to senior’s standards 
and rules (0.2%)  

§ Depending on student to do chores 
(0.2%) 

§ Being an imposition (0.2%) 
§ Theft (0.2%)  
§ Loud music (0.2%)  

 

 
 

Figure 9: Challenges of Living with a Student  
 

 
Benefits of Living with a Student 
 

Respondents were also asked to rank the extent to which they think a senior benefit from 
the living with a student in various ways (Figure 10). By combining rankings of a great deal 
and some benefit, it was found that help around the house (98%), added income from rent 
(97%) and greater socialization (96%) would be the greatest benefits of living with a student. 
This was closely followed by new/younger perspectives (92%) and increased safety (85%). 
While 32% of respondents felt that a senior would benefit from living with a student in other 
ways, it was not specified what these ways might be.  
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Figure 10: Benefits of Living with a Student  

 

INTEREST IN LIVING WITH A SENIOR 
 

While 41% of respondents had considered living with someone who is not a post-secondary 
student while pursuing graduate studies at Queen’s University, only 15% of respondents 
had ever considered living with a senior. When asked about their level of interest in living 
with a senior, 30% of respondents reported no interest at all, 32% were moderately 
interested, and only 13% of respondents were either extremely or very interested in living 
with a senior. Of those moderately to extremely interested in living with a senior, 56% had 
work experience with seniors, and 60% had volunteer experience with seniors. Students 
were also asked whether or not they felt that Queen’s University should support this kind 
of housing model, to which 53% of respondents answered yes, and 32% were unsure. 
 
Chi-squared tests were conducted to more deeply understand the characteristics of Queen’s 
University graduate students who are interested in living with a senior (see Tables 5-7). 
Three groups were created: very interested (which combined the very and extremely 
interested groups), moderately interested, and not interested (which combined slightly and 
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not interested at all). Interest in living with a senior was significantly associated with degree 
type (p<0.05), but not significantly associated with gender, marital status, or student type 
(Table 5). Students who had worked or volunteered with seniors were also more likely to be 
interested in living with a senior (p<0.01).  
 
Rental housing characteristics were also examined for their relationship with interest in 
living with as senior (Table 6). Interest in living with a senior was more common among 
respondents who were dissatisfied with their current housing arrangement (p<0.01), resided 
in a house (p<0.01), had 3 or more roommates (p<0.001), and paid less than $500/month 
in rent (p<0.05). The relationships between issues with current housing arrangement and 
interest in a living with a senior were also measured, however, none of these analyses were 
statistically significant (results not shown).  
 
Binary logistic regression was also performed to understand the factors that best predict 
interest among Queen’s University graduate students in living with a senior (Table 7). This 
model was created by recoding the dependent variable (interest in living with a senior) into 
a binomial variable that included only two categories of “interested” and “not interested” in 
living with a senior. The first new category “interested” combined the former categories 
extremely, very and moderately interested, while the second new category “not interested” 
combined the former categories slightly and not at all interested. Only independent 
variables that were significantly associated with interest in living with a senior in the chi-
squared tests were included in the model.  
 
The regression revealed that three variables were significant predictors for interest in living 
with seniors: cost of rent per month, volunteer experience with seniors and dwelling type. 
Specifically, students whose rental costs were under $500/month were 6 times more likely 
to be interested in living with a senior compared to those who pay over $1000/month. 
Additionally, students who have volunteered with seniors, and students who live in a 
privately-owned house, were roughly two times more likely to be interested in living with a 
senior. Overall, the model explained between 10.2% (Cox and Snell R square) and 13.7% 
(Nagelkerke R square) of the variance in interest in living with a senior, and correctly 
classified 64.9% of cases.  
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Table 5: Crosstabulation of Socio-Demographic Variables with Interest in Living with a Senior  

 Interested 
Moderately 
Interested 

Not 
Interested 

X2 p-value 

Gender 
He/Him 12.7 28.5 58.9 

2.087 0.352 
She/Her 14.2 34 51.8 
Age 
20-24 12.6 30.2 57.2 

2.620 0.855 
25-29 14.6 31.2 54.1 
30-23 11.4 40.0 48.6 
35+ 15 40 45 
Marital Status      
Never Married 13 31.3 55.8 

1.748 0.417 Currently or Previously 
Married 

16.7 40 43.3 

Degree Types      
Research Master’s 11.9 34.6 87.3 

9.920 0.042 Professional Master’s 18.1 43.6 75.3 
Doctor of Philosophy 8.7 29.3 62 
Student Type      
Domestic Student 17.9 37.2 44.9 

4.437 0.109 
International Student 12 30.7 57.3 
Faculty       
Arts & Science 13.9 32.4 53.8 

7.175 0.846 

Engineering & Applied Science 10.4 31.2 58.4 
Faculty of Education 12.5 25 62.5 
Faculty of Health Sciences 18.5 33.3 48.1 
Faculty of Law 0 50 50 
School of Policy Studies 10.5 42.1 47.4 
Smith School of Business 0 16.7 83.3 
Worked with Seniors      
Yes 25.8 30.6 43.5 

10.075 0.006 No 11.4 31.8 56.8 

Volunteered with Seniors      
Yes 25.2 35.1 39.6 

23.067 <0.001 
No 9.2 30.7 60.1 
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Table 6: Crosstabulation of Rental Housing Variables with Interest in Living with a Senior  

 Interested 
Moderately 
Interested 

Not 
Interested 

X2 p-value 

Satisfaction with Current Housing Arrangement 
Satisfied 10.3 31.1 58.7 

14.282 0.006 Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied  18.4 34.2 47.4 
Dissatisfied 25.4 32.4 42.3 

Dwelling Type 
Privately-owned house 18.3 36.1 45.6 

12.773 0.002 
Unit in privately-owned apt. building 9.5 27.1 63.3 
Number of Roommates 
None 8.0 25.9 66 

22.636 0.001 
One 17 33 50 
Two 6.1 40.9 53 
Three or more 21.3 33.1 45.7 
Satisfaction with Roommate Dynamics 
Satisfied 15.3 36.5 48.2 

5.0398 0.283 Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 8.7 30.4 60.9 
Dissatisfied 26.2 28.6 45.2 
Frequency of Socialization with Roommates 
Always/Usually 24.5 57.6 49.2 

8.557 0.073 Sometimes 15.5 36.5 64 
Rarely/Never 9.4 33.6 57 
Cost of Rent Per Month 
$0-$499 17 46.8 36.2 

12.462 0.014 $500-$999 13.9 31.6 54.5 
$1000+ 8.8 22.1 69.1 
Pressure of Cost of Rent Per Month on Finances 
Every month 20.2 29.4 50.4 

10.352 0.111 
Most months 14.1 39.1 46.9 
Some months 9.8 34.1 56.1 
Never 11.2 26.7 62.1 
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Table 7: Binary Logistic Regression of Interest in Living with a Senior Compared to Various Factors 

95% Confidence Interval 

Factor df Sig. 
Odds 
Ratio 

Lower Upper 

Degree Type 
(Indicator: Doctor of Philosophy) 
Research Master’s 1 0.339 1.312 0.752 2.290 
Professional Master’s 1 0.255 1.408 0.781 2.537 
Satisfaction with Current Rental Housing Arrangement  
(Indicator: Satisfied) 
Neither Satisfied or Dissatisfied 1 0.426 1.388 0.620 3.111 
Dissatisfied  1 0.191 1.494 0.818 2.727 
Dwelling Type 

(Indicator: Privately owned multi-unit apartment building) 

Privately-owned house  1 0.026 1.764 1.069 2.910 
Number of Roommates  
(Indicator: None – Bachelor-style dwelling) 
One 1 0.532 1.254 0.616 2.554 
Two 1 0.960 0.981 0.461 2.086 
Three or more  1 0.826 1.080 0.543 2.150 

Cost of Rent Per Month  
(Indicator: $1000+) 
$0-$499 1 0.005 5.586 1.676 18.626 
$500-$999 1 0.598 1.234 0.564 2.700 
Work Experience with Seniors  
(Indicator: No) 
Yes 1 0.349 1.380 0.703 2.709 
Volunteer Experience with Seniors  
(Indicator: No) 
Yes 1 0.005 2.148 1.265 3.647 
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Interview Findings 
 
This chapter presents findings from key informant interviews. Six semi-structured interviews 
were conducted in total, which ranged in length from 25 to 60 minutes. The characteristics 
of each informant are summarized in Table 8. The interview findings reveal factors and 
conditions that supported the establishment and success of homesharing projects in 
Toronto and Hamilton, as well as the perceptions of local informants on the potential 
benefits, costs, opportunities and challenges of adopting a homesharing program in 
Kingston. Themes include current conditions that make homesharing desirable in Kingston; 
models for homesharing in Ontario; benefits and challenges of homesharing; candidates for 
homesharing; the matchmaking process and managing matches; and collaboration, 
partnerships and success.  
 
Table 8: Sample of interview informants from Kingston, Toronto and Hamilton  

Informant Organization Location 
Informant 1 (1) Toronto HomeShare Pilot Project Toronto 
Informant 2 (2) Symbiosis project  Hamilton 
Informant 3 (3) Symbiosis project (student participant)  Hamilton 
Informant 4 (4) City of Kingston, Social Policy & Strategic Community 

Development 
Kingston 

Informant 5 (5) Frontenac-Kingston Council on Aging Kingston 
Informant 6 (6) Seniors Association Kingston Region Kingston 

 

CURRENT CONDITIONS IN KINGSTON: A BASIS FOR HOMESHARING 
 

Interview informants from Kingston offered insight into the intersection between loneliness 
and housing. The informant from the Frontenac-Kingston Council on Aging understood the 
issue of loneliness amongst seniors, as he often fields calls for the Council’s elder support 
line. He has observed that seniors are looking for community, less isolation in their homes, 
and for people to check in on and talk with them (5). Older women are more likely to be 
lonely, as oftentimes their friends have died or are in retirement facilities, and their family 
has moved away, leaving them the last one in the neighbourhood (5). The informant from 
Kingston’s Seniors Association echoed these sentiments. One of the pillars of the Seniors 
Centre is socialization, as it eases isolation by providing a space to build a social network, 
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take classes, and participate in programs (6). Retirement is often major contributor to 
loneliness and isolation, as social networks and peer support routinely offered at the 
workplace suddenly disappear (6). Communities and neighbourhoods are also becoming less 
connected, with networks disintegrating and housing isolated (6). On top of this, living alone 
can also aggravate loneliness, but many seniors do not want to give up their home and 
associated independence (6).  
 
The City of Kingston’s Age-Friendly Committee is encouraging age-friendly community 
design and infrastructure changes to increase accessibility, and more recently, improve 
housing (4). Through their research, the City of Kingston identified that seniors want to stay 
in their homes, but have problems with home maintenance, affordability, and isolation (4). 
Additionally, many over-housed seniors are finding barriers to downsizing:  
 

One issue is that there is not enough housing. For many seniors, downsizing is 
starting to happen, but the vacancy rate means there are no affordable 
apartments to downsize to…and only very few [seniors] can afford a retirement 
home. (6) 

 
In addition to the challenges faced by seniors, post-secondary students in Kingston are 
confronted with living in a city with the lowest vacancy rate in Ontario (CMHC, 2018). The 
0.6% vacancy rate places post-secondary students into a particularly competitive rental 
market (4). While first year students at Queen’s University are guaranteed housing, and 
some purpose-built housing for students has been created in the last few years, housing 
remains an issue (4). The City of Kingston is contending with increasing enrolment at 
Kingston’s post-secondary institutions, however, the problem is not the number of students, 
but the fact that housing is not being built fast enough (4).  
 
Housing concerns prompted the City of Kingston’s Age-Friendly Committee to meet in 
March and April 2019 to explore options for introducing for homesharing in Kingston. The 
informant from the City of Kingston predicted that:  
 

New housing opportunities [such as homesharing] would have some impact on 
the vacancy rate – not statistically, but some. My guess is that [homesharing] is 
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already happening informally in the community, with seniors renting rooms in 
their homes to students. (4). 

 

HOMESHARING PROGRAMS IN ONTARIO 
 

The Symbiosis Project at McMaster University 
 

Symbiosis is a housing project that matches students in need of low-cost housing with 
seniors in Hamilton and the surrounding area that could benefit from extra support and 
companionship (2). The founders of the project are post-doctoral researchers at McMaster 
University who were inspired by their own personal experiences as students:  
 

As former international students…who were new to the Hamilton area, we could 
relate to the feeling of isolation and the difficulty of communicating in this new 
culture. We realized that other graduate trainees feel the same way and often 
contribute to reduced work output and feelings of depression. We also see a lot 
of elderly persons and through conversations, realized that they feel similarly 
isolated and love sharing their life experiences. Our project seems like a perfect 
win-win solution for both students and seniors, or to follow the famous quote: “It 
is in giving that both parties will receive.” (2)  

 
As such, the projected is founded on the basis of symbiosis – interaction for mutual benefit. 
The project enhances the emotional and financial well-being of McMaster University 
students by helping them find affordable accommodation and integrate smoothly into the 
university community (2). On the other hand, the project enhances the well-being of seniors 
in Hamilton and the surrounding area through social interaction with students, which 
enables them to share their life experiences, feel that they are making a difference in 
someone’s life, and re-engage with the community (2).  
 
The Toronto Homeshare Pilot Project  
 

The Toronto Homeshare Pilot Project is part of a larger initiative, the Toronto Seniors 
Strategy 2.0, which advocates for greater inclusivity for seniors in Toronto (1). There were 
two focal points of the pilot: helping seniors age successfully in their home, and addressing 
Toronto’s low rental vacancy rate (1). Seniors in Toronto are often confronted with long 
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waitlists for retirement homes, or high costs of maintaining their current home (1). Staying 
at home is often a detriment to a senior’s health, because it confronts them with tasks 
outside of their current capability (1). The project aspired to answer the question of how 
adults can successfully age in place while being part of the community (1). Contending with 
Toronto’s low vacancy rate of 1.1% – the second lowest in Ontario after Kingston (CMHC, 
2018) – the project provides students with an opportunity for lower rent (1). The project 
focused on students because of the sheer number of post-secondary educational 
institutions in Toronto (1). In its first year, the pilot was funded by the Government of 
Ontario because it targeted seniors and provided an intergenerational aspect (1). The pilot 
has now concluded, but $120,000 in funding has been approved to continue the project in 
2019 as the Toronto HomeShare program.   
 

BENEFITS OF HOMESHARING 
 

All of the informants agreed that homesharing provides a variety of benefits to both 
students and seniors. For students, these arrangements can reduce the burden of university 
fees (2). In a similar vein, reduced rent (ranging from $400-$600 per month with utilities 
and hydro included) can permit some students from working jobs, allowing them to 
participate more fully in their university experience (1). For the student participant in the 
Symbiosis project, participating in homesharing allowed her to pursue independent and 
affordable living, but also allowed her to gain companionship (3). Other benefits to students 
noted by informants included:  

§ Gaining relevant experience and help with their careers and studies  
§ Developing a better understanding of what the older generation has to offer 
§ Developing meaningful relationships offering mutual support 
§ Practicing conversational English (for international students) 
§ Reducing feelings of isolation in a new or unfamiliar city  
§ Gaining knowledge and establishing real relationships and friendships  
§ Providing comfort to parents by knowing their child is in a stable home  

 
While seniors also benefit from financial gain, informants outlined a variety of other ways 
homesharing helps seniors. Benefits for seniors include keeping active and mentally 
stimulated, as well as providing family members with peace of mind knowing that someone  
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is there to help (2, 3). The student participant in Symbiosis stated that homesharing helped 
her housemate deal with the challenges of aging, such falls and memory loss (3). Engaging 
in regular conversation and interaction helped her Alzheimer’s and conversation skills (such 
as finding words more quickly) (3). Her family also had the security of knowing someone 
was there in the night to help her if she fell (3). Other benefits to seniors noted by informants 
included:  

§ Gaining companionship 
§ Learning new skills 
§ Feeling happier and an improved quality of life  
§ Engaging with social networks (through the homesharing program and student)  
§ Feeling that they are needed 
§ Having someone to help with errands, odd jobs, food preparation and home 

maintenance 
§ Having someone to eat meals with   

 
At the city level, student-senior homesharing in Kingston would help seniors to stay in their 
homes, increase options for student accommodation, and encourage intergenerational 
connectedness (4). 
 

CHALLENGES OF HOMESHARING 
 

Multiple informants identified a variety of challenges in convincing seniors to consider 
homesharing. Oftentimes, there is “resistance by some seniors to the idea of co-housing, in 
particular because of fear of the risks involved in taking in a stranger and [changes in habits 
and] privacy” (2). Many seniors may have reservations about having a student in their house, 
fear the arrangement may not work, and the difficulty of actually making the decision to 
homeshare (5). Similarly, there is a level of inflexibility on the part of some seniors, as “the 
senior must allow the student to live in their house” (2): 
 

Despite potentially being lonely, needing money and having too much house, 
seniors are often reluctant to open their home to strangers…I’ve seen seniors 
who are even reluctant to rent their parking space or garage – having a stranger 
live in their house would be an even bigger decision. (5).  
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To be more open to homesharing, a cultural shift would need to occur, but would likely occur 
slowly (5). On top of this, there is a lack of public awareness or knowledge about the 
intergenerational homesharing concept (2). There are also technical challenges that stem 
from homesharing. For example, an understanding of insurance rates is instrumental, as a 
homesharing arrangement could increase or effect insurance rates (1). There is also concern 
with the Residential Tenancies Act (RTA), which stipulates that students in a homesharing 
arrangement is not technically a landlord and tenant situation (1). Homesharing does not 
fall under the RTA based on the definition of a private room due to the utilization of a shared 
kitchen (1). This means that the tenant has limited rights, which brings about the additional 
challenge of making someone feel comfortable with a living arrangement that is not “legally 
bound” (1).  
 
Another potential challenge is generating demand for homesharing. Many Queen’s 
University students come from wealthy backgrounds and are not economically in need of 
an arrangement of this kind, and many students who attend St. Lawrence College commute 
to school and live at home with parents (5). Various other challenges could arise during the 
homesharing arrangement, including being taken advantage of or stolen from (6); a sense 
of guilt felt by a student surrounding the eventual need to leave the homesharing 
arrangement (3); and the time-consuming nature of recruiting participants and creating 
homesharing matches (1).  

 

CANDIDATES FOR HOMESHARING 
 

Senior Candidates 
 

Informants were of the opinion that not all seniors may be good candidates for 
homesharing. A good candidate would have an open and outgoing personality, and be 
naturally socially engaging (5, 6). By contrast, someone who is more reclusive or who enjoys 
some level of isolation may be less likely to appreciate this form of living (6). Seniors who 
are Queen’s University alumni, or retired Queen’s University professors, may also be more 
amenable to having a student live in their home (5).  
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Student Candidates  
 

Certain students may be particularly good candidates for homesharing with a senior. While 
most homesharing arrangements occur between a graduate student and senior, a few 
informants noted that excluding undergraduate students from this potential arrangement 
is not absolutely necessary. While the Toronto HomeShare Pilot Project originally focused 
on graduate students only, they expanded their scope to include undergraduate students 
as they believed that excluding undergraduates was ageist and discriminatory (1). Indeed, 
the student participant from the Symbiosis project was an undergraduate student at the 
time she participated. While the Symbiosis project is targeted towards graduate students, 
and the interview process contained questions about drinking and partying, she believes 
that being open to undergraduate students is beneficial (3).  
 
Program of study may also be influential in a student’s interest in homesharing. For 
example, the student participant in the Symbiosis project was a student of McMaster 
University’s Bachelor of Arts program in Health Studies and Gerontology (3). She noted that 
her program of study may have helped her participate in the project despite the fact that 
she was an undergraduate student (3). Students at McMaster University studying 
Gerontology were particularly interested in the Symbiosis project (3). While not exclusive to 
one’s program of study, that students who have “experience with seniors” may be a better 
match, but homesharing could also be a valuable learning experience in empathy for 
students who have less experience with seniors (6).  
 
International students may also be particularly suitable candidates for homesharing with a 
senior. International students who are working to improve their English Language Skills 
could benefit from the conversational English practice opportunities that homesharing 
provides (2). Symbiosis project is also targeted towards international students as it can help 
them make connections with the larger community (3).  
 

MATCHMAKING PROCESS 
 
As part of its matchmaking process, the Toronto HomeShare Pilot Project developed specific 
criteria for seniors (“home providers”) and students (“home seekers”). Specifically, they 
stipulated that the home provider must: be 55 years of age and older; own their home; and 
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be living independently, or be receiving assistance from a personal support worker who is 
not the home seeker (1). The requirement of the home seeker was that they must be 
registered at a post-secondary institution (1). The matchmaking process included separate 
applications for the home provider and home seeker, on which the home provider indicated 
what help they needed and the home seeker indicated what help they were willing to provide 
(1). Home providers were selected in the spring, while home seekers were selected in late 
summer (1).  
 
Considerable emphasis was placed on the matchmaking process, with many informants 
underscoring the importance of putting time and consideration into each match to aid in a 
successful arrangement (2). Applicants for Symbiosis are matched based on compatible 
“profiles” that include personal preferences, such as distance from campus, kitchen and 
cleaning habits, services offered by students, services needed for seniors, and hobbies (2). 
Once a pair is created, the student and the senior spend time together to see if the 
partnership is “suitable in real-life.” Students are also screened, or “vetted to alleviate some 
qualms seniors may have about inviting a stranger to live in their homes” (2). Overall, this 
matchmaking process proved successful: 
 

…The feedback provided by our program participants was overwhelmingly 
positive. They all decided to extend their [homesharing] arrangement for another 
year. (2) 

 
When envisioning a potential homesharing program in Kingston, emphasis should be placed 
on this screening and interview process (6). Testing the match for a few months, instead of 
immediately committing to a long-term agreement was suggested (6). For example, the 
arrangement could be tested by having the student live with the senior from Friday to 
Sunday for two weekends (6). As anxiety can stem from finding a suitable match, the 
Symbiosis student participant said that she benefited from having parents who lived in 
Hamilton that she could return to if the arrangement fell through (3).  
 
Different options exist for facilitating the matches between seniors and students. The 
informant from the Toronto HomeShare Pilot Project, for instance, identified two different 
types of matchmaking models: the self-referral model and the fully-facilitated model. The  
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self-referral model is similar to services such as Nesterly, a digital platform for facilitating 
intergenerational homesharing matches (1). The self-referral model is less resource intensive 
but is also less effective at facilitating successful matches (1). The fully-facilitated model was 
used by the Toronto HomeShare Pilot Project, but is more labour intensive and time 
consuming as the process is done completely by hand (1). However, the human connection 
of a person helping to facilitate the match, instead of a website or app, eases fears amongst 
seniors, facilitates better matches, and was a key element of the project’s success (1). Going 
forward, an electronic program could be used for initial screening, as technology can be 
useful for early stage work such as selecting the top-five candidates and identifying 
potential matches based on location (1). Technology cannot replace human connection, as 
it is “vital” during the matchmaking and intervention process (1). Other informants agreed 
upon the importance of human connection:  
 

I think [student-senior homesharing is] a fantastic model…but it needs checks 
and balances and conversations with families on both sides about 
expectations...The interview process should not only be a sheet of paper with 
attributes about each other, you need to see investment in the relationship. (6)  

 
Once a match is created, personalized contracts, or “cohousing agreements” are drafted (2). 
The agreement describes the rights and duties of both parties, the services agreed to (e.g. 
chores, rent), and the expectations of the program (2). For example, the student participant 
from Symbiosis was matched with a 93-year-old woman with whom she shared similar 
interests and was able to provide for her needs (3). Her match was looking for 
companionship, as well as a person to be present overnight in case she fell; therefore, the 
conditions of her agreement involved staying overnight, providing companionship, and 
some light meal prep (3). She notified her match in advance if she were to be away for an 
extended period of time, and she paid for Internet and the difference in utilities (3). She 
became a very close companion to her match, and they bonded by drinking tea and 
watching crime shows together (3).  
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MANAGING MATCHES  
 

Once the homesharing arrangement had been initiated, both the Symbiosis project and the 
Toronto HomeShare Pilot Project provided check-ins and support throughout the 
partnership. The Toronto HomeShare Pilot Project was not involved on move-in day, but 
checked in a couple of weeks later over telephone (1). It was up to the participants to reach 
out to the project if they needed assistance, but every participant received a guide on 
conflict resolution, communication styles, and managing expectations (1). The Symbiosis 
program similarly describes in each cohousing agreement potential “deal breakers” and how 
to manage conflicts (2). The Toronto HomeShare Pilot Project provided a hotline for 
emergencies only, such as harm, safety, or fire, but they received no calls (1).  
 
Surprisingly, “pushback” was received from seniors over regulating students’ hours of 
support (1). The seniors involved saw the arrangements as more about companionship than 
support, so the Toronto HomeShare Pilot Project altered its language to state “up to five 
hours of support a week” (1). No one involved with the pilot counted the hours of support 
provided, as it would have “hampered the organic nature of the homeshare relationship” (1). 
When mediation was required, it was always between expectations about time and personal 
space. Oftentimes, home providers needed personal space away from the home seeker, 
finding that students often “over-anticipated the needs of the senior,” and were described 
as being “attached to the hip” (1). When it came to managing matches, it was most important 
to “let the agreement and relationship happen organically” (1).   
 
The student participant in the Symbiosis project continued living with her match until after 
the pilot ended, and their living arrangement only ceased when her match moved into a 
long-term care home as her Alzheimer’s progressed. Despite parting ways, they maintain a 
relationship: 
 

Even though our living arrangement has ended, I visit [my housemate] at her 
long-term care home every Tuesday to watch NCIS. I still have a relationship with 
her children and grandchildren, and I go to her family gatherings…I think all of 
the pairs and rental agreements [in Symbiosis] were diverse – diverse needs and 
diverse people. (3). 
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COLLABORATION, PARTNERSHIPS AND IMPROVEMENTS 
 

All of the informants emphasized the importance of collaboration in ensuring a homesharing 
initiative is successful. This collaboration includes building a team, creating partnerships, 
and gaining support. The Symbiosis project is “supported by a passion-fueled volunteer 
base” comprised of one postdoctoral fellow, one PhD student in Gerontology, two seniors, 
and one McMaster University alumnus (2). The project is “…labour intensive, with success 
dependent upon considerable human resources”, but despite “limited financial and human 
resources, has provided a professional service” (2). With more funding, Symbiosis could 
mobilize more human resources to expand the program (2). Additionally, meeting with the 
community to raise awareness about intergenerational cohousing or homesharing has also 
provided an opportunity to clarify the matchmaking process to the public (2).  
 
For the Toronto HomeShare Pilot Project, different levels of collaboration were key to the 
project’s success. This included strong municipal backing of the City of Toronto, the 
determination of the Toronto Seniors Strategy 2.0, and the collaborative effort of an ad hoc 
committee and home share partners who met regularly to provide input on the project (1). 
The project also benefited from a hard-working team of volunteers, research officers, and 
research assistants (1). Homesharing programs could benefit by measuring quantitatively 
the value added by the program to the health system and health of seniors (1). This could 
be done by conducting a survey mid-way through the project and at its exit to establish a 
baseline from which to measure the level of intervention. (1).  
 
Looking to the future, a homesharing program for Kingston could be undertaken by an 
outside organization (4). The City of Kingston could play a more external role providing pilot 
funding, advertising the program, and working with the City’s legal department to ensure a 
standard lease agreement (4). Case workers could arrange follow-ups and check-ins (4). 
Multiple informants identified that working with post-secondary institutions such as 
Queen’s University and St. Lawrence College would be beneficial (5, 6). Involvement with a 
university assures seniors of the reliability of arrangement, making them more likely to 
participate in the project (1). This trustworthiness is partly because seniors know students 
must abide by a student code of conduct and ethics upheld by their university (1). 
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Discussion and Recommendations  
 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
 

The online survey revealed numerous insights about rental housing conditions in Kingston 
and of the demand for student-senior homesharing amongst graduate students from 
Queen’s. Key findings were: 

§ The majority are satisfied with their current arrangements;  
§ The majority feel their rent costs put pressure on their monthly finances, and they 

have issues with repairs, heating and cooling, and noise in their unit;  
§ The majority are not interested in student-senior homesharing; and 
§ Those that are interested were more likely to have volunteered with seniors, rent a 

room in privately-owned house, and/or pay less than $500 per month for rent.  
 
Interviews with key informants from Toronto and Hamilton revealed that the following 
factors and conditions supported the establishment and success of student-senior 
homesharing projects: 

§ Loneliness and a difficult rental market serve as conditions for student-senior 
homesharing and the aim of the projects becomes helping participants with one or 
both of these issues; 

§ Partnership with a post-secondary institutions, municipalities and research 
organizations aid in the success and legitimacy of projects; 

§ Thoughtful matchmaking processes produce more compatible matches; and 
§ Student-senior homesharing provides financial benefit, but human connection makes 

the project valuable – focus is placed on social connection between matches and 
within the larger community. 
 

 

A wide array of benefits, opportunities costs and challenges to student-senior homesharing 
were noted from the literature review, online survey, and key informant interviews: 

§ Benefits and opportunities for students include lower rent, new perspectives, better 
living conditions, help transitioning to a new environment (for international 
students), and professional development; 
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§ Benefits and opportunities for seniors include greater socialization, assistance with 
household tasks, added income from rent, and immersion in larger community; and 

§ Challenges include lack of interest and misconceptions about student-senior 
homesharing among students, as well as a lack of trust and openness among seniors.  

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

1 
GATHER ADDITIONAL DATA TO ESTABLISH THE INTEREST LEVEL AND 
LOCATIONS OF POTENTIAL HOMESHARERS  

 
While demand for student-senior homesharing was measured among graduate students, 
further data must be collected to measure the demand for student-senior homesharing 
among seniors. This further research must establish how many seniors are willing to 
homeshare, but it should also gather information about the homes that are available to 
students. Investigation into where potential homes are located, and whether or not they are 
suitable for homesharing is essential. If this research reveals that there are not enough 
interested seniors, or that all willing homesharers live in areas of Kingston that students are 
not willing to live, then there would be little impetus to pursue the development of a student-
senior homesharing project in Kingston. The City of Kingston would act as a useful resource 
for collecting this data.  
 

2 
DEVELOP PARTNERSHIPS TO SUPPORT A POTENTIAL HOMESHARING 
PROGRAM 

 
Research findings established that community partnerships are critical to the success of 
homesharing programs. The literature review revealed that the earliest-known student-
senior homesharing model in Spain was founded based on partnerships with local post-
secondary institutions. This partnership model has traveled to Ontario, as the Symbiosis 
project was borne out of McMaster University, and the Toronto HomeShare Pilot Project 
immediately partnered with local post-secondary institutions, the University of Toronto, 
Ryerson University, and York University. As noted in an interview with the informant from 
the Toronto HomeShare Pilot Project, partnership with a post-secondary institution gives 
legitimacy to the homesharing program and helps manage risk. This legitimacy is important 
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in gaining the trust of seniors who may be apprehensive about the program. Specifically, 
seniors may feel greater protection knowing that students must abide by a student code of 
conduct and ethics enforced by their post-secondary institution. Therefore, facilitating a 
partnership between a homesharing program and interested post-secondary intuitions in 
Kingston would increase its viability. In the online survey, the majority of Queen’s University 
graduate students felt that Queen’s University should support an intergenerational living 
model, but this could be expanded to include St. Lawrence College. These schools could use 
student-senior homesharing to support their students in finding accommodation, while 
offering an institutional presence that would help get seniors involved.  
 
Developing community partnerships with local organizations that work with seniors, or 
engage in research on aging, may also increase the viability of a homesharing project. For 
example, the Toronto HomeShare Pilot Project partnered with the National Initiative for the 
Care of the Elderly (NICE), a network of researchers, practitioners and students focused on 
improving the care of older adults, to implement and evaluate the project. Survey analyses 
also found that students who have held volunteer or work positions with seniors are more 
likely to be interested in homesharing with a senior. Additionally, while there was not a 
statistically significant association, the majority of students that indicated interest in living 
with a senior were from the Faculty of Health Sciences, and departments such as the School 
of Nursing, and School of Rehabilitation Therapy. Partnerships with the Kingston Seniors 
Association or the Frontenac-Kingston Council on Aging could help with implementation 
and evaluation, but they could also help target students who actively engage in work, 
volunteerism or research with seniors for homesharing, and market homesharing to seniors.  
 

3 
GAIN SUPPORT FROM CITY OF KINGSTON AND AGE-FRIENDLY 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

 
Support from the City of Toronto, as well as the determination of the Toronto Seniors 
Strategy 2.0 and its Seniors Strategy Accountability Table, was vital to the success of 
Toronto’s HomeShare Pilot Project. The Toronto HomeShare Pilot Project benefited from the 
ad-hoc involvement of the Seniors Strategy Accountability Table, and the pilot helped 
achieve aims of the Toronto Seniors Strategy. Kingston has a similar body and strategy – 
the Age-Friendly Advisory Committee, which provides expertise and input on age-friendly 
initiatives in alignment with Age-Friendly Kingston. As both the City and members of 
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Kingston’s Age-Friendly Advisory Committee have been actively exploring homesharing, 
conditions appear to be in place for municipal support for such a program. 
 
Involvement from the City of Kingston and the Age-Friendly Advisory Committee would 
ensure that homesharing between students and seniors aligns with and helps achieve the 
aims of Age-Friendly Kingston. The action plan for Age-Friendly Kingston cited issues with 
the age-friendliness of Kingston, stating that Kingston lacks intergenerational activities and 
connections through schools and community programs, but has a desire to support isolated 
older adults and meet the needs of the ageing population to enable them to age-in-place 
(City of Kingston, 2014). Therefore, not only will municipal government support help to 
ensure the program is a success, the homesharing program will also help the City of 
Kingston foster intergenerational connections in the community, assist with aging in place, 
and provide options for seniors who feel isolated.  
 

4 
INCLUDE UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS AS  POTENTIAL CANDIDATES 
FOR HOMESHARING 

 
The survey component of this study focused on graduate students, as it was assumed that 
undergraduates are neither mature enough nor have a lifestyle that would be compatible 
with homesharing with a senior. Multiple interviewees, however, did not view all 
undergraduate students through the same lens, suggesting that undergraduates may also 
be viable homesharing candidates. Rather than focusing on one particular student group, 
the interviewees advised that the screening and interview process developed for 
homesharing candidates be rigorous enough to ensure that matches are compatible in 
terms of lifestyle, habits, interests, needs, and abilities. Involving undergraduate students 
would provide a larger pool for potential applicants for homesharing to be drawn from and 
could in turn facilitate more matches.  
 

5 
USE HOMESHARING AS A CHALLENGE FOR THE CITY OF KINGSTON 
MAYOR’S INNOVATION CHALLENGE 

 
There is potential for additional insight and ideas about student-senior homesharing to be 
gained through the student community. The Symbiosis project is partnered with Student 
Proposals for Intellectual Community & Engaged Scholarship (SPICES) at McMaster 
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University. SPICES provides financial sponsorship for graduate student projects that put 
forward new and creative ideas for McMaster campus, graduate students or community 
needs. Similarly, the Mayor’s Innovation Challenge is an annual competition hosted by the 
City of Kingston that could be leveraged to provide additional ideas and resources to help 
develop, or further explore the viability of student-senior homesharing in Kingston. The 
competition calls upon current and recently-graduated students from Kingston’s major 
post-secondary institutions, Queen’s University, St. Lawrence College, and the Royal Military 
College, to develop proposals to address challenges of the City of Kingston’s choosing. In 
the 2019 competition, the Public Sector Innovation Stream contained three different 
challenges. The first challenge was focused on confronting social isolation and loneliness 
amongst seniors living in a local long-term care home (City of Kingston, 2019), suggesting 
that ideas for homesharing between students and seniors in Kingston could be a reasonable 
topic for a future competition.  
 
Involving a potential homesharing program for Kingston as a challenge in the Mayor’s 
Innovation Challenge would be beneficial in a variety of ways. Firstly, it could generate 
innovative ideas regarding homesharing between students and seniors that are 
conceptualized by students. Students would understand the experience of living in 
Kingston, and could offer an insightful perspective on developing a program for 
homesharing that is cognizant of student needs. Secondly, it would provide funding through 
prize money which would offer resources to build the program, would help ideas come alive.  
 

6 
TEST HOMESHARING IN KINGSTON THROUGH A ONE-YEAR PILOT 
PROJECT 

 
Both the Symbiosis project and the Toronto HomeShare Pilot Project arose out of one-year 
pilots that tested the viability and suitability of the program within their respective 
environments. Therefore, it is recommended that a potential homesharing program for 
Kingston take a similar, one-year pilot approach to further explore its viability. The results 
of this research confirm that while Kingston has the population and rental market conditions 
for a program of this kind, and the City of Kingston has already demonstrated interest in 
homesharing, it is not conclusive whether or not homesharing between students and seniors 
in Kingston would be a guaranteed success. A one-year pilot would test the success of the 
program, and if necessary, enable the evaluation of different approaches to the 
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homesharing process. It will also create an opportunity to confirm or disprove the 
anticipated challenges, costs, benefits and opportunities associated with homesharing. The 
short nature of the pilot will allow smaller changes to the program to occur if needed, and 
reduce financial risk (if not solely volunteer-based). If the pilot proves to be successful, a 
pool of success stories could be generated that could be used to reinforce the positive 
narrative of the program, encourage its continuation, and draw in more participants.  
 

7 
PROMOTE PROGRAM AND GARNER PUBLIC AWARENESS OF 
HOMESHARING BY HOSTING COMMUNITY EVENTS 

 
As revealed in both the survey responses and key informant interviews, many community 
members hold fears and misconceptions about homesharing. The Queen’s University 
graduate students that were surveyed have misconceptions about homesharing, such as 
having to care for the seniors’ health issues, and harbour concerns that privacy, ability to 
have guests, and overall incompatibility with a senior would make it challenging to 
homeshare with a senior. Similar concerns were held by informants directly involved with 
seniors in Kingston, who cited that many seniors may be apprehensive and fearful about 
living with a student – who they may see as a stranger.  
 
The study also revealed that numerous benefits and opportunities could arise from 
homesharing that many community members may not have considered. The informant from 
the Symbiosis project noted that meeting with the Hamilton community to raise awareness 
about intergenerational living and homesharing provided an opportunity to clarify the 
matchmaking process to the public. The Symbiosis project hosts these regular meetings, or 
“mixers,” which allow the community to engage with and learn more about the project. 
Hosting a similar event in Kingston could help to introduce the concept of homesharing 
between students and seniors to the community. Ongoing events could provide 
opportunities to market the program, raise awareness about its availability, and soothe 
potential fears or debunk misconceptions about homesharing by clarifying the 
matchmaking process. Social events would also be a positive setting to highlight the benefits 
and opportunities of homesharing, and create an opportunity for seniors and students to 
engage with each other, which may also ease worries about compatibility.   
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DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
 
Additional research is needed to more fully understand the viability of a homesharing 
program in Kingston. Individuals who work with and on behalf of seniors were interviewed 
in this study, but seniors themselves were not directly involved in the research process. 
Therefore, as stated in the first recommendation, it is essential that future research engage 
with seniors directly to understand how they perceive homesharing. This would allow for a 
better understanding of their openness and interest in an arrangement of this kind. 
Additionally, as partnerships with local post-secondary institutions are recommended, it 
would be helpful to involve these institutions in further preliminary research to similarly 
gather their perspectives on how they see their institution becoming involved with this kind 
of initiative.  
 
Further research exploring student-senior homesharing from a gendered perspective would 
also be helpful. While this study did not find a statistically significant relationship between 
gender and interest in homesharing, it would be noteworthy to further examine how interest 
may vary by gender or gender identity, and how gender influences perceptions and 
expectations of a student-senior homesharing arrangement.   
 
While providing care is not part of student-senior homesharing arrangements, further 
research examining the concern students may have with seniors’ health issues would be 
beneficial. This concern may correspond with the misconception that students provide care 
to a senior housemate, causing potential reluctance towards student-senior homesharing. 
While very few student respondents to the survey identified that the potential health issues 
of seniors were a concern, this could be because it was not a selectable option in survey 
question and could only have been expressed through the text-entry option when selecting 
‘other.’ Further exploration of this topic may benefit from preliminary qualitative research, 
such as focus groups with students and seniors, that would inform quantitative research 
methods, such as a survey. This would ensure that survey questions more accurately and 
comprehensively capture the potential benefits and challenges students that respondents 
perceive in this type of arrangement.  
 



 

 

 

 

54 

Finally, in the event that homesharing is implemented in Kingston, the program should be 
evaluated on an ongoing basis to ensure that it is meeting its objectives. Data could be 
collected by surveying participants at various points in time to understand the extent to 
which the program is having a positive or negative impact on the lives of both seniors and 
students. While the findings from this study suggest that student-senior homesharing 
program may be possible in Kingston, the only way to truly understand the viability of a 
program of this kind is through implementation and evaluation. 
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APPENDIX A 
 
Online Survey  

 
Start of Block: Current Housing Arrangements 

 
Part 1: This section asks questions about your current housing arrangements. 
 
 

 
Q1 Do you own the dwelling in which you currently reside in Kingston? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 

Skip To: End of Survey If Do you own the dwelling in which you currently reside in Kingston? = Yes 
 

 
Q2 Do you currently live with relatives (e.g., parents, grandparents, children, etc.) in 
Kingston? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 

Skip To: End of Survey If Do you currently live with relatives (e.g., parents, grandparents, children, etc.) in 
Kingston? = Yes 
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Q3 Do you live with a spouse or significant other? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 

Skip To: End of Survey If Do you live with a spouse or significant other? = Yes 
 

 
Q4 How satisfied are you with your current housing arrangements in Kingston, Ontario? 

o Very satisfied  (1)  

o Somewhat satisfied  (2)  

o Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied  (3)  

o Somewhat dissatisfied  (4)  

o Very dissatisfied  (5)  
 
 

 
Q5 How would you describe your current rental housing arrangements? 

o I live in a privately owned house  (1)  

o I live in a privately owned multi-unit apartment building  (2)  

o I live in a Kingston Student Housing Cooperative property  (3)  

o I live in a Queen's University residence  (4)  

o Other (please specify)  (5) ________________________________________________ 
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Q6 How many bedrooms are there in your current dwelling?  

o None (I live in a bachelor-style dwelling)  (1)  

o One  (2)  

o Two  (3)  

o Three  (4)  

o Four  (5)  

o Five or more  (6)  
 
 

 
Q7 How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  

o None - I live alone  (1)  

o One  (2)  

o Two  (3)  

o Three  (4)  

o Four  (5)  

o Five or more  (6)  
 
 

Page Break  
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Q8 Please indicate your level of concern with the following issues as they relate to the 
condition of your current dwelling in Kingston.  

 Major Problem (1) Minor Problem (2) Not a Problem (3) 

Noise inside building 
(1)  o  o  o  

Noise outside building 
(2)  o  o  o  

Pests in unit (3)  o  o  o  
Mold in unit (8)  o  o  o  

Repairs needed to 
unit (4)  o  o  o  

Problems with 
heating/cooling (5)  o  o  o  

Problems with utilities 
(6)  o  o  o  

Problems with 
security (7)  o  o  o  
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Q9 How responsive is your landlord/property manager to the following issues with your 
current dwelling? 

 
Mostly 

responsive (1) 
Somewhat 

responsive (2) 
Not very 

responsive (5) 
Not applicable 

(7) 

Noise inside 
building (1)  o  o  o  o  

Noise outside 
building (2)  o  o  o  o  

Pests in unit (3)  o  o  o  o  
Mold in unit (8)  o  o  o  o  
Repairs needed 

to unit (4)  o  o  o  o  
Problems with 

heating/cooling 
(5)  

o  o  o  o  
Problems with 

utilities (6)  o  o  o  o  
Problems with 

security (7)  o  o  o  o  
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Q10 What are your current monthly payments for rent? 

o $0-$249  (4)  

o $250-$499  (5)  

o $500-$749  (6)  

o $750-$999  (7)  

o $1000-$1249  (8)  

o $1250+  (9)  
 
 

 
Q11 Do your monthly rental payments include the costs of utilities?  

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 

Skip To: Q18 If Do your monthly rental payments include the costs of utilities?  = Yes 
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Q12 Which of the following utilities are not included in your rent?  
 (Please select all that apply.) 

▢ Heat  (3)  

▢ Electricity  (4)  

▢ Water  (5)  

▢ Internet  (6)  

▢ Other  (7) ________________________________________________ 
 
 

 
Q13 How often do your monthly housing costs put pressure on your finances?  

o Every month  (1)  

o Most months  (2)  

o Some months  (3)  

o Never  (4)  

o Unsure  (5)  
 

End of Block: Current Housing Arrangements 
 

Start of Block: General Housing Concerns 

 
Part 2: This section asks questions about your priorities and concerns about securing 
rental housing in Kingston. 
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Q14 How important to you are the following considerations in an ideal housing 
arrangement? 

 
Extremely 

important (1) 
Very important 

(3) 
Somewhat 

important (4) 
Not at all 

important (5) 

Good roommate 
dynamics (1)  o  o  o  o  

Well-maintained 
house (2)  o  o  o  o  

Close to campus 
(3)  o  o  o  o  

Responsive 
landlord (4)  o  o  o  o  

Privacy within 
the rental unit 

(5)  
o  o  o  o  

Ability to have 
guests visit (6)  o  o  o  o  
Affordability of 
rental unit (7)  o  o  o  o  

Security of unit 
(8)  o  o  o  o  

Flexibility of 
lease (9)  o  o  o  o  
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Q15 To what extent do you feel that Kingston has an adequate supply of the ideal housing 
arrangement that you seek?  

o Very adequate  (1)  

o Somewhat adequate  (2)  

o Neither adequate nor inadequate  (3)  

o Somewhat inadequate  (4)  

o Very inadequate  (5)  
 

End of Block: General Housing Concerns 
 

Start of Block: Interactions with Roommates 

Display This Question: 

If How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = One 

Or How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = Two 

Or How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = Three 

Or How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = Four 

Or How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = Five or more 

 
Part 3: This section asks questions about your interactions with roommates. 
 
 

Display This Question: 

If How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = One 

Or How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = Two 

Or How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = Three 

Or How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = Four 

Or How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = Five or more 
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Q16 How satisfied are you with the relationship dynamics with your current roommate(s)? 

o Very satisfied  (1)  

o Somewhat satisfied  (2)  

o Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied  (4)  

o Somewhat dissatisfied  (3)  

o Very dissatisfied  (5)  
 
 
Display This Question: 

If How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = One 

Or How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = Two 

Or How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = Three 

Or How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = Four 

Or How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = Five or more 

 
Q17 How evenly would you say that chores in your dwelling are shared amongst your 
roommate(s) and you? 

o Very evenly  (1)  

o Somewhat evenly  (2)  

o Neither evenly nor unevenly  (3)  

o Somewhat evenly  (4)  

o Very unevenly  (5)  
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Display This Question: 

If How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = One 

Or How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = Two 

Or How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = Three 

Or How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = Four 

Or How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = Five or more 

 
Q18 How often would you say you that socialize with your roommate(s)? 

o Always  (1)  

o Usually  (2)  

o Sometimes  (4)  

o Rarely  (3)  

o Never  (5)  
 
 

Display This Question: 

If How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = One 

Or How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = Two 

Or How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = Three 

Or How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = Four 

Or How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = Five or more 
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Q19 On average, how many hours per day do you socialize with your roommate(s)? 

o Less than 1 hour/day  (1)  

o 1-3 hours/day  (2)  

o 3-5 hours/day  (4)  

o 5+ hours  (5)  
 
 

Display This Question: 

If How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = One 

Or How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = Two 

Or How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = Three 

Or How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = Four 

Or How many people do you share your current dwelling with?  = Five or more 

 
Q20 How do you normally socialize with your roommates?  

▢ One-on-one  (1)  

▢ In small groups (fewer than 10 people)  (2)  

▢ In large groups (10 people or more)  (3)  
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Q21 Have you ever considered living with someone who is not a post-secondary student, 
while pursuing your graduate studies at Queen’s?  

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 

End of Block: Interactions with Roommates 
 

Start of Block: Home Sharing with Senior 

 
Part 4: This section asks questions about home sharing with a senior.  
 
 

 
Q22 An intergenerational housing model (ILM) is a housing framework that brings people 
of different ages into common living arrangements. ILMs can be specifically used to draw 
students and seniors (those aged 65 years and older) into a mutually-beneficial living 
arrangement where students benefit from reduced rent, while seniors benefit from social 
interaction.  
 
 

 
Q23 Before now, have you ever considered living with a senior while studying at Queen's? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  

o Unsure  (3)  
 
 

 



 

 

 

 

74 

Q24 To what extent would the following issues concern you about living with a senior?  

 
Not concerned at all 

(1) 
Moderately 

concerned (2) 
Deeply concerned (3) 

Lack of privacy (1)  o  o  o  
Lack of independence 

(2)  o  o  o  
Too many chores (3)  o  o  o  
Guests not welcome 

(4)  o  o  o  
Feel unsafe (5)  o  o  o  

Feel awkward (6)  o  o  o  
Other (please specify) 

(7)  o  o  o  
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Q25 To what extent do you think the following issues would concern a senior about living 
with a student?  

 
Not concerned at all 

(1) 
Moderately 

concerned (2) 
Deeply concerned (3) 

Lack of privacy (1)  o  o  o  
Too much noise (2)  o  o  o  

Unwelcome guests (3)  o  o  o  
Feel unsafe (4)  o  o  o  

Feel awkward (5)  o  o  o  
Other (please specify) 

(6)  o  o  o  
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Q26 To what extend do you think you would benefit from the following, by living with a 
senior? 

 
A great deal of 

benefit (1) 
Some benefit (2) No benefit at all (3) 

Lower rent (1)  o  o  o  
Greater socialization 

(2)  o  o  o  
Increased safety (3)  o  o  o  
New perspectives (4)  o  o  o  

Better living 
conditions (5)  o  o  o  

More privacy (6)  o  o  o  
Other (please specify) 

(7)  o  o  o  
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Q27 To what extent do you think a senior would benefit from the following, by living with 
a student?  

 
A great deal of 

benefit (1) 
Some benefit (2) No benefit at all (3) 

Added income from 
rent (1)  o  o  o  

Greater socialization 
(2)  o  o  o  

Help around the 
house (3)  o  o  o  

Increased safety (4)  o  o  o  
New/younger 

perspectives (5)  o  o  o  
Other (please specify) 

(6)  o  o  o  
 
 
 

Page Break  
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Q28 Based on what you have learned about ILMs, to what extent would you be interested 
in living with a senior? 

o Extremely interested  (1)  

o Very interested  (2)  

o Moderately interested  (3)  

o Slightly interested  (4)  

o Not interested at all  (5)  
 
 

 
Q29 Do you think Queen’s University should support this type of housing model? 

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  

o Unsure  (3)  
 
 

 
Q30 Do you currently hold paid employment, or have you ever in the past, that involves 
directly working with seniors? 

o Yes (Please describe):  (1) ________________________________________________ 

o No  (2)  
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Q31 Do you currently hold a volunteer position, or have you ever in the past, that involves 
directly working with seniors? 

o Yes (Please describe):  (1) ________________________________________________ 

o No  (2)  
 

End of Block: Home Sharing with Senior 
 

Start of Block: Demographics 

 
Part 5: The purpose of this section is to gather basic demographic information. 
 
 

 
Q32 Please specify your preferred gender pronoun. 

o She/her  (2)  

o He/him  (1)  

o They/them  (3)  

o Prefer not to say  (4)  

o Prefer to self-describe  (5) ________________________________________________ 
 
 

 
Q33 What is your current age? 

________________________________________________________________ 
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Q34 What is your marital status? 

o Married  (1)  

o Common-law  (2)  

o Divorced  (3)  

o Separated  (4)  

o Single  (5)  

o Widowed  (6)  

o Other  (7) ________________________________________________ 
 
 

 
Q35 What is your current postal code? 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
 

 
Q36 Please specify your degree type. 

o Masters (Research Degree)  (1)  

o Masters (Professional Degree)  (2)  

o Doctor of Philosophy (PhD)  (3)  

o Other  (4) ________________________________________________ 
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Q37 Please specify your department at Queen’s University. 

________________________________________________________________ 
 
 

 
Q38 Are you an international student?  

o Yes  (1)  

o No  (2)  
 

End of Block: Demographics 
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APPENDIX B 
 

Letter of Information 
 

  
This research is being conducted by Carling Fraser, a Master of Planning student in the Department 
of Geography and Planning at Queen’s University in Kingston, Ontario. Dr. Patricia Collins, Associate 
Professor in Queen’s Department of Geography and Planning, is supervising the project. 
  
What is this study about? 
The objective of this interview is to examine current housing arrangements among Queen’s University 
graduate students and/or seniors, and measure demand for an intergenerational living model for 
Kingston, Ontario. An ILM is a housing framework that brings people of different ages into common 
living arrangements. This study specifically explores an ILM which promotes home-sharing between 
a senior citizen living in Kingston and a Queen’s University graduate student.  
  
Is my participation voluntary? 
Your participation in the interview is entirely voluntary and should take about 30 minutes to complete. 
Although it be would be greatly appreciated if you would answer all questions as frankly as possible, 
you should not feel obliged to answer any questions that you find objectionable or that makes you feel 
uncomfortable. You will be able to withdraw from the study at any point prior to, during, and up to 30 
days following the interview. Only the researcher will have access to the interviewees’ names, audio 
recordings, and transcripts. All interviewees’ identities will be kept confidential, and only their 
organization affiliation will be mentioned in publications arising from this research. If you have any 
questions, or wish to withdraw from the study at any time, please contact the principal investigator, 
Carling Fraser by e-mail (carling.fraser@queensu.ca). 
 
What are the benefits to participating? 
As a participant, you may benefit from the opportunity to share your opinions and shape 
recommendations for a living model that could be used to improve quality of life for seniors and post-
secondary students in Kingston.  
 
What will happen to my responses? 
If you consent, your interview responses will be audio-recorded. Prior to computer transfer, the audio-
recording of your interview will be securely stored on Carling Fraser's password-protected cellphone, 
and only Carling Fraser and Dr. Patricia Collins will have access to the recording. All data collected 
for this study will be securely stored on Carling Fraser and Dr. Patricia Collins’ password-protected 
computers, and only Carling Fraser and Dr. Patricia Collins will have access to this information.  
 
Your responses to the questions will be kept confidential by removing all identifying information from 
the transcript. Interview data will only be analyzed in aggregate with all other interview responses. 
However, given how few examples there are of ILMs in Canada, and the specificity of the organizations 
represented by the interviewees, there is a possibility that participants may be identifiable in the quotes 
that are used in the final report for this research.  
 
The data from interviews will be used in Carling Fraser’s final report, which will be published on the 
Department of Geography and Planning webpage in 2019 and will be available for participants to 
obtain at any time. Should you be interested, you are entitled to a copy of the final report. The 
publication of this report will not breach individual confidentiality. 
 
After Carling Fraser’s report is completed, the files on her computer will be destroyed. The files will 
continue to be stored on Dr. Patricia Collins’ computer for up to three years, so that she may refer to 
it for further research. After three years, all data from this study will be archived in Queen’s University 
Research Data Centre. Before being archived, interview data will be anonymized. The interview code 
list used to identify participants for the purposes of withdrawal will be destroyed.  
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What are the risks associated with this study? 
Some questions deal with feelings of loneliness, as well as housing arrangements. You may find some 
of these questions to be personal in nature, and discussion of these topics may incite emotional 
responses, such as sadness, frustration and anger. Although it would be greatly appreciated if you 
would answer each question as honestly as possible, you are not obligated to answer any questions 
that you find objectionable or make you feel uncomfortable.  
 
Will I be compensated for my participation?  
No, you will not be compensated for your voluntary participation in this project. 
  
What if I have concerns? 
In the event that you have any complaints, concerns or questions about this research, please feel 
free to contact Carling Fraser at carling.fraser@queensu.ca or Dr. Patricia Collins at 
patricia.collins@queensu.ca. 
 
If you have complaints or concerns about the ethics of this study, please direct your questions to the 
Chair of the Queen’s University General Research Ethics Board at 1-844-535-2988 (Toll free in North 
America) or chair.GREB@queensu.ca. 
 
Thank you for your interest in participating in this research study. Please keep a copy of this Letter of 
Information for your personal records.  
  
Sincerely, 
  
Carling Fraser (Email: carling.fraser@queensu.ca) 
Master of Planning Candidate 
Department of Geography and Planning 
Queen’s University 
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Interview Consent Form 
 
 Name (please print clearly): ________________________________________ 

 
1. I have read the Letter of Information and have had any questions answered to my satisfaction. 
 
2. I understand that I will be participating in the study called Students and Seniors: An 

Intergenerational Housing Model for Kingston, Ontario. I understand that this means that I 
will be asked to answer questions about my involvement in, and opinion on, student or seniors 
housing in Kingston. 

 
3. I understand that my participation in this study is voluntary and I may withdraw at any point 

prior to, during, and up to 30 days following the interview by contacting Carling Fraser 
(carling.fraser@queensu.ca).  

 
4. I understand that every effort will be made to maintain the confidentiality of the data now and 

in the future. Only Carling Fraser and Dr. Patricia Collins will have access to this data, 
including interviewees’ names, audio recordings, and transcripts. All interviewees’ identities 
will be kept confidential, and only their organization affiliation will be mentioned in publications 
arising from this research. Should you be interested, you are entitled to a copy of the final 
report. The data will be used in the final report which will be published on the Department of 
Geography and Planning webpage and will be available for participants to obtain at any time. 
The publication will not breach individual confidentiality.  
 

5. I am aware that the interview will be audio-recorded as part of the research study and have 
indicated my consent by ticking the appropriate box:  

 
� I am aware that my interview will be audio-recorded and I consent to this. However, 

if I feel uncomfortable at any time I can ask that the recording equipment be switched 
off. 
 

� I do not consent to being audio-recorded but I consent to the interview being 
transcribed by the researcher using handwritten notes.  

 
6. I am aware that if I have any questions, concerns, or complaints, I may contact Carling Fraser 

(carling.fraser@queensu.ca) or Dr. Patricia Collins, Project Supervisor (613-533-6000 ext. 
77060; patricia.collins@queensu.ca).  
 

7. I am aware that if I have any questions, concerns or complaints related to the ethics of the 
study, I may contact the Chair of the General Research Ethics Board at Queen’s University 
at 1-844-535-2988 (Toll free in North America).  

 
I have read the above statements and freely consent to participate in this research.  
 
Signature: _____________________________________   Date: _______________________ 
 
 
Please keep a copy of this Consent Form for your personal records. 
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Recruitment Email for Online Survey 
  
  

Subject Heading: “Examining Graduate Student Interest in an Alternative Model of Rental Housing in 
Kingston, Ontario – Survey Request” 
 
Dear [Student]:    
 
My name is Carling Fraser and I am a Master of Planning candidate in the School of Urban and 
Regional Planning at Queen’s University. My supervisor is Dr. Patricia Collins, Associate Professor in 
the Department of Geography and Planning.    
 
I am contacting you today to request your participation in a survey examining current living 
arrangements of Queen’s graduate students living in Kingston, and the demand for an alternative 
model. Your email was acquired through the Office of Institutional Research & Planning (OIRP). This 
is an independent research study, and is not being conducted on behalf of the City of Kingston or 
Queen’s University. The survey can be accessed through the following link, or copy and paste the 
URL below into your internet browser:   
 
[Link] 
 
The survey takes approximately 12 minutes to complete. Your identity will be anonymous to myself 
and Dr. Collins, and will not be linked to your survey responses in any way.     
 

If you have any questions about the survey, please contact me at carling.fraser@queensu.ca.     
 

Please note that the survey will be closed on Tuesday, March 26, 2019 at 5:00pm.    
 

Thank you for your time and consideration.  
 

Sincerely,    
 
Carling Fraser,  
Master of Planning Candidate   
School of Urban and Regional Planning  
Queen’s University  
carling.fraser@queensu.ca   
 
This study has been granted clearance according to the recommended principles of Canadian ethics 
guidelines, and Queen's policies. 
 
Follow the link to opt out of future emails: Click here to unsubscribe 
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Recruitment Email for Interviews 
 
  

Subject Heading: “Interview Request – An Intergenerational Living Model for Kingston, Ontario” 
 
Dear [Full Name], 
 
My name is Carling Fraser and I am a Master of Planning Candidate at Queen’s University. My 
supervisor is Dr. Patricia Collins, Associate Professor in the Department of Geography and Planning. 
I am contacting you to request your participation in research study on the viability of an 
intergenerational living model for Kingston, Ontario. Specifically, my research focuses on a model 
where seniors open a room in their home to a post-secondary student. This model has been shown 
to serve as a mutually-beneficial living arrangement where seniors experiencing loneliness benefit 
from social interaction, while students experiencing tough rental markets benefit from reduced rent. 
This is an independent research study, and is not being conducted on behalf of the City of Kingston 
or Queen’s University. 
 
I found your email on [insert group website] and I believe your experience with [insert group] makes 
you a valuable informant for my research. I would be grateful for the opportunity to discuss your 
thoughts on an intergenerational living model for Kingston. The interview would consist of X 
questions, and is expected to take around half an hour to complete.  
 
If you have any questions about the study, please contact me at carling.fraser@queensu.ca. If you 
are interested in participating in the study, please contact me with times you would be available for 
an interview.  
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
Sincerely, 
 
Carling Fraser 
Master of Planning Candidate 
School of Urban and Regional Planning 
Queen’s University  
carling.fraser@queensu.ca 
 
This study has been granted clearance according to the recommended principles of Canadian 
ethics guidelines, and Queen's policies. 
 

 

 
 
 


