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Executive Summary 
 
1. What Does Age-Friendly Mean? 
 
An age-friendly community is not just ‘elderly-friendly’, but is one that ensures equity, accessibility and 
inclusion for the benefit of everyone. This age-friendly assessment and planning project (phase 1) has 
helped to identify many age-friendly features that are already in place in Summerland. However, the 
findings also identify a number of opportunities where an age-friendly approach could strengthen 
aspects of the community for all ages, including in the areas of housing, transportation, healthy built 
environments, sustainable environmental and economic development, and social inclusion. 
 
The eight key features of an age-friendly community include: 

1. Outdoor spaces and public buildings are pleasant, clean, secure and physically accessible. 
2. Public transportation is accessible and affordable. 
3. Housing is affordable, appropriately located, well built, well designed/accessible and secure. 
4. Opportunities exist for social participation in leisure, social, cultural and spiritual activities with 

people of all ages and cultures. 
5. Older people are treated with respect and are included in civic life. 
6. Opportunities for employment and volunteerism cater to older persons’ interests and abilities. 
7. Age-friendly communication and information is available. 
8. Community support and health services are tailored to older persons’ needs. 

 
Adapted from: Becoming an Age-friendly Community: Local Government Guide, BC Ministry of 
Health, updated 2014. 

 
The District of Summerland is committed to supporting the development of a vibrant and inclusive 
community. Accessing funds from the Age-Friendly Community Grant program of the Union of BC 
Municipalities (UBCM) has allowed Summerland to do the work of developing an assessment and action 
plan as the first phase of becoming an ‘designated’ age-friendly community in BC. This is the first step to 
being eligible to apply for additional resources to support ongoing community development work. 
 
2. Project Scope and Activities 
 
The project was guided by a Community Advisory Committee made up of 8 community members. The 
committee met six times, between June and December 2019 to provide input into the design of 
activities, make recommendations on implementation, share key community resources, assist with 
interpreting findings, and identity gaps and opportunities. 
 
Several data collection tools were used to undertake the community assessment: 

a) Environmental Scan - was undertaken to find and review age-friendly assessments and plans 
from across Canada, with attention to communities of a similar size and context to Summerland. 
Findings showed those communities that involved intersectoral leadership (e.g. local service 
organizations, not-for-profits, businesses and local government staff) were more likely to create 
a sustainable plan based on partnership and multiple funding sources. A key drawback, 
however, is that most of the plans lacked clear evaluation measures. 

b) Review of Summerland Planning Documents - key supports for healthy aging and age-friendly 
communities are touched on in the plans guiding municipal activities in Summerland. Areas of 

https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/family-social-supports/seniors/about-seniorsbc/seniors-related-initiatives/age-friendly-bc
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strength included a focus on regional growth and sustainable economic diversification, 
affordable housing, and attention to accessibility in parks and recreation planning. Areas of 
weakness were related to gaps in regional planning around the need for an inter-regional 
approach to accessible transportation, and the need for coordinated social health action. 
Opportunities to strengthen planning in Summerland include the development of a new 
Transportation Master Plan, and linking age-friendly principles to the six current strategic 
priorities for Council. 

c) Review of Services and Resources – was undertaken with a focus on older adults. Several 
accessibility issues were identified: 

• The ever-changing nature of services available, which would benefit from a coordinated 
and centrally accessed information hub 

• The challenge of internet access and technical literacy, which would benefit from having 
support and training specifically for older adults 

• It is also recommended that the inventory of services and resources include all available 
health and social supports and not be limited by age. 

d) Focus Groups - were held with four priority stakeholder groups to obtain input about key 
questions to include in the assessment survey: formal care providers; not-for-profit 
organizations; businesses and arts organizations; older adults living independently. 

e) Age-Friendly Survey - was administered using electronic and paper data collection tools (October 
1-15, 2019). The survey was open to all community members, but an extra effort was made to 
recruit older adults in order to ensure feedback was collected from as many Summerland 
residents age 55 and older as possible. The survey received a total of 224 completed responses, 
of which 190 responses were from those age 55 and older. The response rate for those age 65 
and older was 3.8% of the Summerland population. 

 
3. Survey Results 
 
The majority of survey respondents of all ages agree or strongly agree that Summerland is an age-
friendly community (~60%), but the number of ‘neutral’ and ‘disagree’ responses suggest that there is 
room for improvement (~40%). 
 
The survey results are reported for respondents age 55 and older for each of the six sections of the 
survey:  

• Housing 

• Outdoor spaces and buildings 

• Transportation 

• Community supports and health services 

• Communication and information 

• Social participation, inclusion and respect 
 
The older adults who responded to the survey (age 55 and older) told us that Summerland is generally 
age-friendly, that they feel like they belong, and that Summerland is a great place to live. At the same 
time, respondents identified areas where Summerland could improve as a community to become even 
more accessible and inclusive of all community members, from the youngest to the oldest. 
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4. Action Planning Framework 
 
Stakeholder collaboration is essential for achieving the objective of becoming a vibrant and age-friendly 
community. It means working in partnership to ensure an empowered public and transformative 
change; local government cannot do it alone. 
 
Five ‘action areas’ are proposed as a starting point for community conversations in the next phase of 
the project: 

1. Accessible Environments 
2. Intergenerational Citizenship and Learning 
3. Health for All 
4. The Business of Community 
5. Regional Action and Policy 

 
The ‘community action tables’ provide the structure for a variety of inter-sectoral partners/stakeholders 
to come together and build on the work they may already be doing together. These action areas and 
community conversations are guided by principles of equity, accessibility and inclusion. 
 

 
 
The establishment of Age-Friendly Community Action Tables needs to be based on a community 
strategic plan that describes the priorities and commitment of the range of stakeholders, including the 
District of Summerland. Based on this, the action tables will be able to lead community conversations, 
identify opportunities, and undertake projects to ensure Summerland is a ‘community for all ages’.  
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5. Recommendations 
 
The recommendation for the next phase (phase 2) of the project is to create an Age-Friendly Community 
Action Plan that supports existing plans and priorities by filling knowledge gaps and engaging both 
citizens and organizational stakeholders. Everyone has a role in setting priorities for an age-friendly 
strategic plan that is aligned with community values and principles. This will include bringing together 
stakeholders to: 

• review proposed action areas for community action tables; 

• identify priority projects for quick wins related to each action area; and 

• select outcomes and indictors that will drive community collaboration. 
 
The plan needs to avoid duplication and integrate age-friendly approaches into existing planning 
processes, while supporting leadership by both the District and stakeholder organizations. Shared 
ownership of the resulting plan is essential for effective implementation as local government cannot 
create an age-friendly community on its own. 
 
Recommended actions for the development of an Age-Friendly Community Action Plan include: 
 

# Item Timeline 

Planning 

1-1 Map age-friendly outcomes, stakeholders and priority action areas against 
District plans and upcoming planning processes to identify areas of overlap and 
explore opportunities to integrate strategies and activities. 

March 

1-2 Establish an age-friendly stakeholder working group with representation across 
ages and sectors (e.g. nonprofit, health and social care, business, local 
government) 

April - 
December 

Community Engagement 

2-1 Focus groups – host 2-3 focus groups with older adult populations under-
represented in the assessment survey  

April 

2-2 Community Café – host a full day event with citizens and representatives from 
stakeholder organizations to identify opportunities for partnership, set priorities, 
and identify potential leaders/champions for priority action areas. 

May 

Action Plan 

3-1 Develop a community action plan with priority action areas, intended outcomes, 
and leadership commitments from the District and stakeholder organizations. 

June - 
September 

3-2 Develop an evaluation framework based on intended outcomes with appropriate 
indicators and recommendations for developing a data collection strategy. 

October 

3-3 Host a wrap-up event to share the Summerland Community Age-Friendly Action 
Plan. 

November 

 
Implementation of these recommendations will lay the foundation for a sustainable approach to 
creating an age-friendly community that ensures Summerland is accessible and inclusive of all ages and 
abilities. By creating space for community conversation and intersectoral collaboration, the District will 
be able to leverage local resources and commitment for quick-wins, and focus District funding in the 
areas that can be most impactful. 
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1. What does age-friendly mean? 
 

An age-friendly city is not just ‘elderly-friendly.’ Barrier-free buildings and streets enhance the 
mobility and independence of people with disabilities, young as well as old. Secure neighborhoods 
allow children, younger women and older people to venture outside in confidence to participate in 
physically active leisure and in social activities. Families experience less stress when their older 
members have the community support and health services they need. The whole community benefits 
from the participation of older people in volunteer or paid work. Finally, the local economy profits 
from the patronage of older adult consumers. The operative word in age-friendly social and physical 
urban settings is enablement.  

- World Health Organization (2007). Global Age-friendly Cities: A Guide 
 

Guiding framework and best practices 
 
The numbers and proportions of older people in cities, towns and rural communities across Canada are 
increasing. In 2013, just over 16% of British Columbia’s (BC) population was 65 or older and by 2036 this 
proportion is projected to be over 24%. Older people contribute significantly to their communities, their 
families, the economy and society in general. 
 
The BC Age-Friendly Initiative was created to make it easier for older people to age actively, to live in 
security, enjoy good health and continue to fully participate in society. Local governments that plan and 
take action to accommodate the changing needs of older residents ensure that their communities 
remain attractive places to live with features that not only benefit older adults, but support the health, 
safety and participation of residents of all ages. Being age-friendly means supporting a healthy and 
inclusive community for all ages, from families with young children, to youth and young adults, to older 
adults (including the young-old age 55-64, and seniors aged 65 and older). 
 
Supporting communities to become age-friendly is one of the ways the Province is working to ensure BC 
communities are healthy, thriving places for families to live, work, learn and play. In an age-friendly 
community, policies, services, settings and structures enable older people to age actively by: 

• recognizing the wide range of capacities and resources among older persons; 

• anticipating and responding flexibly to aging-related needs and preferences; 

• respecting decisions and lifestyle choices; 

• protecting those who are most vulnerable; and 

• promoting inclusion and contribution in all areas of community life. 
 
The eight key features of an age-friendly community were developed by the BC Ministry of Health and 
are based on the framework developed by the World Health Organization (see the checklist in Appendix 
A): 

1. Outdoor spaces and public buildings are pleasant, clean, secure and physically accessible. 
2. Public transportation is accessible and affordable. 
3. Housing is affordable, appropriately located, well built, well designed/accessible and secure. 
4. Opportunities exist for social participation in leisure, social, cultural and spiritual activities with 

people of all ages and cultures. 
5. Older people are treated with respect and are included in civic life. 
6. Opportunities for employment and volunteerism cater to older persons’ interests and abilities. 
7. Age-friendly communication and information is available. 
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8. Community support and health services are tailored to older persons’ needs. 
 

Adapted from: Becoming an Age-friendly Community: Local Government Guide, BC Ministry of 
Health, updated 2014 

 

The local context 
 
The District of Summerland is committed to supporting the development of vibrant and inclusive 
community. Accessing funds from the Age-Friendly Community Grant program of the Union of BC 
Municipalities (UBCM) has allowed Summerland to do the work of developing an assessment and action 
plan as the first phase of becoming an ‘designated’ age-friendly community in BC. This is the first step to 
being eligible to apply for additional resources to support ongoing community development work. 
 
There are five recommended steps for creating an effective planning and implementation process in the 
development of an age-friendly community (see Figure 1). This report is the first phase of developing a 
‘plan of action’ (step 3). The Recommendations section provides a summary of proposed actions for the 
second phase. 

 
Figure 1: Key steps for communities on the road to becoming age-friendly (Public Health Agency of 
Canada, 2015, pg. 8). 

 
Okanagan Similkameen Region 
 
Provincial support for the development of age-friendly community plans launched in 2007 and since that 
time several communities in the Regional District of the Okanagan Similkameen (RDOS) have received 
grants to undertake age-friendly initiatives. The following communities have undertaken assessments 
and have been designated age-friendly by the Province of BC: 

District of Summerland 
Council Meeting 

Resolution R-2018-353 
October 9, 2018 

 

https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/family-social-supports/seniors/about-seniorsbc/seniors-related-initiatives/age-friendly-bc
https://summerland.civicweb.net/filepro/documents/41479?expanded=42992,60441&preview=67941
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• Keremeos 
Action Plan: https://keremeos.civicweb.net/document/2107 / 
Website: http://www.keremeos.ca/parks-and-public-amenities  

• Osoyoos 
Action Plan: https://osoyoos.civicweb.net/document/86071 
Committee: https://www.osoyoos.ca/content/accessibility-and-age-friendly-advisory-
committee-aafac  

• Naramata 

• Okanagan Falls 
 
In addition to these communities, stakeholder organizations in Penticton and Oliver have been exploring 
how best to implement an age-friendly planning process in their areas. There is a significant level of 
interest and excitement to ensure the region supports active and healthy aging for all. 

 
Summerland 
 
According to census data from 2016, Summerland’s population is around 11,600 people, with just over 
30% over the age of 65. This is comparable to Penticton (29%) and the Okanagan Similkameen Regional 
District (31.1%). 
 
Table 1: Summerland population, by age and gender  

Female Male Total % 

Total Population 6,170 5,450 11,615 
 

Age 65+ 1,910 1,615 3,520 30.3 

Age 55-64 1,190 1,050 2,240 19.3 

(Statistics Canada, Census Profile, 2016) 
 
The health profile for the Summerland Local Health Area (which includes the District of Summerland) 
indicates that the health of people living in Summerland is good in comparison to BC, with life 
expectancy slightly higher than the BC average (83.8 years compared to 82.6 years for BC). The 
incidence of most chronic diseases are below provincial rates, as are the severity of falls (measured as 
‘potential years of life lost’). Although Summerland has fewer specialists and supplementary health 
practitioners than the BC average, there are more physicians per person. (BC Community Health Profile 
– Summerland, 2019). 
 

https://keremeos.civicweb.net/document/2107%20/
http://www.keremeos.ca/parks-and-public-amenities
https://osoyoos.civicweb.net/document/86071
https://www.osoyoos.ca/content/accessibility-and-age-friendly-advisory-committee-aafac
https://www.osoyoos.ca/content/accessibility-and-age-friendly-advisory-committee-aafac
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The average household income in Summerland is slightly lower than the BC average ($84,231 compared 
to $90,354). Levels of poverty for older adults (age 65 and over) in Summerland are slightly higher 
(14.5%) than the adult population age 18-64 in Summerland (12.8%). The poverty rate for women over 
age 65 is higher than for men, mirroring the provincial picture. However, as noted in Figure 2, the 
percentage of older adults who are low income in Summerland (14.5%) is similar to the provincial 
average for low income older adults (14.9%). 
 

 
Figure 2: Percent low income, age 65 and older (Statistic Canada, 2016). 

 
Summerland has some challenges with affordability, as can be seen in employment and housing data. 
The unemployment rate is 7.9% compared to the BC average of 6.7%. Summerland housing data shows 
that the percentage of home 
owners who spend more than 
30% of their income on shelter 
is lower than the provincial 
average (16.3% compared to 
20.7%). However, a higher 
proportion of renters are 
spending more than 30% of 
income on shelter (49.7% 
compared to 43.3%). 
 
What is most important to 
keep in mind is that the 
majority of factors that keep 
us well, regardless of age, are 
related to health behaviours 
and social and environmental 
conditions. These are all things 
that an engaged and caring 
community can put in place to 
ensure everyone is able to 
flourish. 

14.5
11.8

16.8
14.9

13.1

16.5

0

5

10

15

20

Total Male Female

% low income age 65+ (2016, after tax)

Summerland BC

Figure 3: Factors that impact health and well-being (Neighborhood 
Reinvestment Corporation, 2019, pg. 4). 
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2. Project scope and activities 
 

Community advisory committee 
 
An advisory committee made up of 8 community members was established to guide the project. The 
purpose of the committee was to provide advice to the District and the consultants hired to design and 
implement the assessment and create the plan.  
 
The committee met six times, between June and December 2019, in order to: 

• Provide input into the design of the project activities and help set priorities 

• Make recommendations on stakeholders to be included in interviews, focus groups and surveys 

• Make the project team aware of key community resources, documents, and organizations 
relevant to the project 

• Assist with interpretation of findings 

• Identify gaps and opportunities throughout the project for strengthening the engagement 
process and final plan 

 
See Appendix B for the Committee’s terms of reference and list of participants. 
 

Environmental scan – local, provincial, national 
 
The project plan included an environmental scan to find and review age-friendly assessments and plans 
from across Canada, with attention to communities of a similar size and context to Summerland.  
 
The scan was based on an electronic Internet search, with a focus on provinces with age-friendly 
community development initiatives (British Columbia, Alberta, Manitoba, Ontario and Nova Scotia). 
Links to reports, resources and case studies were collected where available. 
 
Thirty-three (33) communities from across Canada were identified as having undertaken an assessment 
and/or developed age-friendly plans of relevance to Summerland. Each document was reviewed for 
information on priorities and approaches in each community, including a) committee structures, b) 
focus areas, c) funding sources, d) engagement strategies and e) implementation activities. 
 
Most communities had undertaken some type of data collection to assess supports for older adults in 
relation to each of the eight pillars identified by the World Health Organization to support healthy aging. 
Most had also engaged older adults from the local community to provide advice and support the 
development of a plan. 
 
The most significant difference between communities noted in our review was related to intersectoral 
leadership. Those communities that involved local service organizations, not-for-profits, businesses and 
local government staff were more likely to create a plan based on partnership and multiple funding 
sources. This is likely to enhance the long-term sustainability of any community-based initiative. 
 
On the negative side, we noted that most of the plans lacked clear evaluation measures. A few 
communities did provide updates to report on the status of their initiatives over time, but the general 
lack of evaluation frameworks was an element of weakness across all the plans. 
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For more information, see Appendix C – Environmental Scan Summary. 
 

Review of District of Summerland plans 
 
An age-friendly community includes all aspects of the built environment and community life. As a result, 
it is important that every aspect of community planning consider issues of accessibility, equity and 
inclusion in the development of all programs and services in order to support healthy aging. 
 
The following plans were reviewed and assessed against the eight pillars of an age-friendly community 
(World Health Organization, 2007): 

1. General plans 

• District of Summerland Official Community Plan (OCP): Updated in 2018, includes 
reference to the RDOS South Okanagan Regional Growth Strategy 2010, Summerland 
Urban Growth Strategy 2013, and the Community Climate Action Plan 2011 

• District of Summerland Strategic Plan 2012-2019 

• District of Summerland Annual Report 2018 

2. Parks and recreation plans 

• District of Summerland Parks and Recreation Master Plan 2018 

• Related plans, including: Giants Head Mountain Trail Redevelopment Plan 2018, and the 
Sidewalk / Cycling / Trails Master Plans 2019 

3. Other sector-specific plans 

• Affordable Housing Framework Report 2017 

• Cultural Plan 2016 

• Transportation Master Plan 2007 
 
In general, key supports for healthy aging and age-friendly communities are touched on in the plans 
guiding municipal activities in Summerland. Areas of strength include a focus on regional growth and 
sustainable economic diversification (e.g. applying principles of SMART growth), affordable housing, and 
attention to accessibility in parks and recreation planning. 
 
The RDOS South Okanagan Regional Growth Strategy emphasizes the need for improved regional 
collaboration to promote inclusive and accountable governance. The development of a regional age-
friendly strategy could help achieve this objective. The Regional Growth Strategy also identifies two 
areas of weakness that are particularly important to regional age-friendly planning: the need for an 
inter-regional approach to accessible transportation, and the need for coordinated social health action 
(OCP, pg. 2-5). A ‘social health strategy’ would include monitoring and the regular collection of social 
indicators that report data by gender and age. These are things on which the next phase of the Age-
Friendly Summerland initiative should focus. 
 
The Summerland OCP does address accessibility, but primarily from the perspective of drivers and not 
those who have mobility challenges. In addition, the Transportation Master Plan is over 10 years old. An 
age-friendly lens could be used to develop plans to improve infrastructure (roads, bicycle lanes, 
sidewalks, curbs, washrooms) and transportation services (buses, taxis, driving programs) for all.  
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Social well-being and cultural vitality have been strategic priorities in Summerland over the past four 
years. There is an opportunity to bring these two areas together by applying an inter-generational and 
equity lens, through the use of an age-friendly perspective, to develop a vibrant and inclusive 
community 
 
The municipality has six strategic priorities to guide decision making over the next few years (2019-
2022): 

1. Infrastructure Investment 
2. Good Governance 
3. Community Resilience 
4. Alternate Energy 
5. Active Lifestyles 
6. Downtown Vibrancy 

 
An Age-Friendly Community plan will provide an equity lens that can be applied across all strategic 
priorities and plans, ensuring improved accessibility and social inclusion for everyone regardless of age 
or ability.  
 

 

Review of services and resources 
 
The search to identify services and resources in Summerland for older adults was based on an Internet 
search, as well as the review of two (2) key directory services that already exist: 

• NeighbourLink (Summerland) - https://neighbourlinksummerland.org/  

• South Okanagan Seniors Wellness Society – Seniors Services Directory 
http://www.seniorswellnesssociety.com/501.html  

 
Services were found in the following areas: 

• Supportive housing (8) 

• Support phone lines (7) 

• Transportation (6) 

• Health care services (4) 

• Support, information and groups (4) 

• Information services (online) (3) 

• Neighbourhood home services (3) 

• Food and meal services (3) 

• Social supports (3) 

• Sports and recreation (3) 

• Foot care (3) 

• Drop-in centres (2) 

• Clothing repairs (2) 

• Counselling (for a fee) (2) 

• Health care planning (2) 

• Library (1) 

• Hair care (1) 

• Household help (1) 

• Moving (1) 

• Food shopping services (1) 

https://www.summerland.ca/docs/default-source/default-document-library/march-2019-newsletter-final.pdf?sfvrsn=81cef3fb_0
https://neighbourlinksummerland.org/
http://www.seniorswellnesssociety.com/501.html
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The supports and services for older adults identified to date were located across the spectrum. 
However, two important accessibility issues were identified: 
 

1. Ever-changing nature of services available – both the Seniors Wellness Society and 
NeighbourLink in Summerland noted that it is not possible to maintain a 
completely up to date listing of programs and services that support older 
adults. Contact information and availability are always changing, so 
volunteers rely on their networks to keep up to date. Having information 
coordinated and accessed centrally is a valuable resource for everyone in 
the community.  

2. Internet access and technical literacy – there are more and more high-
quality resources available online all the time. As well, a lot of local 
information that used to be available in paper directories or at local 
facilities is now only available online. To be able to access these 
resources the user needs to be comfortable using computers and 
knowledgeable about how to find what they need. This is a challenge for 
older adults who have not grown up using this kind of technology, resulting in a lack of access to 
information and making older adults vulnerable to Internet scams. Having support and training 
for older adults to use communication technology would be valuable. 

 
Although the focus of the search was on services for older adults, most of the identified resources do 
not have age restrictions but are available based on need and funding. It is recommended that the next 
phase of the project expand the inventory to include all available health and social supports available in 
the community and explore local collaboration opportunities to improve access to information for 
everyone.  
 

"We have an intergenerational program where we have grade six students coming in and a few of 
them have been teaching them how to use iPads. It would be nice to see more types of these 
programs” (Care Provider Focus Group Participant) 

 
See Appendix D – Inventory of Services and Resources for the complete listing of services and resources 
identified in the scan.  
 

Focus groups with stakeholders 
 
Focus groups were held with four priority stakeholder groups to obtain input about key questions to 
include in the assessment survey: 

a) Formal care providers (7 participants, representing 6 stakeholder organizations) 
b) Not-for-profit organizations (5 participants, representing 6 stakeholder organizations) 
c) Businesses and arts organizations (8 participants, representing 5 stakeholder organizations) 
d) Older adults living independently (9 participants, 6 men and 3 women) 

 
Participants were asked about the assets and barriers in Summerland for supporting healthy aging. Each 
group discussed the eight pillars of an age-friendly community and stakeholder were asked about what 
they think their role is in making Summerland a more age-friendly community. Participants were asked 
what they are curious about and what kinds of questions they would like to see in the planned survey. 
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Several themes emerged from the responses: 
 
1. All eight pillars of an age-friendly community are important, especially issues of safety, social 

isolation and social justice 
 

“Isolation is what chips away a community.” (Not-for-Profit Focus Group Participant) 
 

“I think there is a vast difference between seniors like myself that are basically self-sufficient and 
those who are living on the fringes. The contrast there is huge, and I think we need to focus on this 
[latter] group a heck of a lot more than we do.” (Not-for-Profit Focus Group Participant) 

 
2. An age-friendly strategy needs to be inclusive of all ages and include intergenerational engagement; 

consider ‘fair’ allocation of resources; promote stronger collaboration between partners 
 

“We need to find solutions that make a vibrant community connect everything together.” (Business 
and Arts Focus Group participant) 

 
3. The survey needs to help us learn more about the details of housing/living situations, 

transportation, communication, use of technology, and activity spaces in our community; The 
stakeholder organizations suggested that the main question for the survey should be: ‘What would 
help you be more independent?’ 

 
"Not cobbled streets, not slanted paths where the wheelchairs tip as you push them to cross the 
road. The way your walker is going to wobble up and down and you’re likely to have a fall. Safety is 
physical safety and also mental safety. You need to be confident, I think, that if you walk into a 
business and you're going to be helped, they're going to patient. You can walk around without 
knocking things over. Safety gives you confidence." (Formal Care Provider Focus Group participant) 

 
4. It is important that the survey look at opportunities related to services for older adults, transition 

support, involvement of younger people, building a culture of voluntarism, and investing in our own 
community 
 
“I think it’s a conversation about how you have a healthy community; not necessarily a healthy 
community for seniors. I think what is good for seniors like a multicultural engagement kind of place 
where people can socialize across the generations is very healthy for children as well.” (Not-for-Profit 
Focus Group Participant) 

 
The scope of the assessment phase of this project did not allow for multiple focus groups with each type 
of stakeholder, or to include a wider range of stakeholders (e.g. faith community, disability community, 
youth, and cultural groups). It is recommended that the next phase consider how to engage the wider 
community in developing an inclusive implementation plan. 
 
See Appendix E – Focus Groups Summary for more information on participants and themes. 
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Age-friendly survey 
 
An electronic version of the survey was made available to Summerland residents via an online link on 
the District website, and in the District of Summerland Newsletter, distributed to all Summerland 
households. For those without online access, paper copies of the survey were placed at strategic 
locations around the community (e.g., the library, City Hall, the recreation centre). Respondents had a 
two-week window (October 1-15, 2019) to complete the survey. The design of the survey was based the 
key indicators described in the Age-Friendly Communities Evaluation Guide (Public Health Agency of 
Canada, 2015), and included additional questions based on feedback from stakeholder focus groups and 
health questions for comparison with national self-reported health measures. See Appendix F for a 
summary of the survey questions and results. 
 
The survey was open to all community members, but an extra effort was made to recruit older adults in 
order to ensure feedback was collected from as many Summerland residents age 55 and older as 
possible. The survey received a total of 224 completed responses from all ages, for an overall response 
rate of almost 2% (1.9%). Thirty-four (34) surveys were returned by respondents age 54 and younger. 
These were reviewed but not analyzed separately due to the small number.  
 
One-hundred and ninety (190) respondents age 55 and older completed the survey, of which 184 
reported their age group (see Figure 4). One-hundred and thirty-two (132) surveys were completed by 
residents age 65 and older. Based on the most recent Statistics Canada data (see Table 1), this suggests 
a response rate of approximately 3.8% for this age group.  
 

 

Interpretation of the survey results is limited by several data constraints. There was a disproportionate 
number of responses from women (72%) compared to men (28%). There was also very limited diversity 
based on responses to questions related to culture/ethnicity. For example, only 2 survey respondents 
age 55 and older indicated Indigenous/Métis heritage (less than 1% of responses). Census data for the 
overall population indicates 5.5% of Summerland residents have an Indigenous background. 
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Figure 4: Age distribution of survey respondents age 55 and older. 
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Statistics Canada does not report Census data on household income by age group for Summerland. As a 
result, it is not possible to compare the household income reported by survey respondents directly to 
Census data. As well, a significant proportion (36%) of respondents age 55 and older did not provide 
their income.  
 
However, we can compare household income (before tax) in our survey for those age 55 and older who 
did report, to the household income (before tax) of all Summerland residents. Based on this we can see 
that middle-income households were likely over represented in our survey responses, and higher 
income (over $80,000/year) and lower income (under $15,000/year) were likely under represented. The 
likelihood that our survey responses under report the perspective of lower income older adults is 
reinforced by Statistics Canada data that reports poverty rates of older adults (age 65 and older) are 
higher than for the general population. 
 
Given the age distribution of survey respondents over the age of 55 (Figure 4), it is not surprising that 
82% of respondents were fully retired. A small number of survey respondents age 55 and older are still 
working full-time (6%), or working part time (5%), and only 1% report being unemployed and looking for 
work.   
 
The survey respondents over 55 years of age 
were diverse in the number of years they 
have lived in Summerland, with over 23% 
having lived in the community under 5 
years, to over 44% who have been residents 
for over 20 years (see Figure 5). 
 
While the survey response rate of 3.8% from 
Summerland residents aged 65 and older 
was disappointing, the survey did receive 
responses from all target age groups 55 and 
older, and all income groups.  
 
It is recommended that future data 
collection focus on improving the 
representation of the diversity of the 
Summerland population based on age (to include more youth and young families), gender (to include 
more men), income (to focus on low income), and ethnicity (to focus on Indigenous and South-Asian 
residents, as per the largest minority groups reported in Statistics Canada Census data for Summerland). 
 
Health and well-being 
 
Although the majority of survey respondents age 55 and older (over 80%) reported having good health 
or better, levels of fair or poor health exceeded those reported by older adults in data from the 
Okanagan Health Service Delivery (OHSD) area (see Table 2). The reported sense of strong belonging for 
older adults in Summerland is comparable to levels reported for the OHSD area, but levels of satisfaction 
with life are somewhat lower. 
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Figure 5: Length of time living in Summerland 
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Table 2: Perceived health of older adults in the Okanagan and Summerland 

Percent of respondents reporting … Statistic Canada 
OHSD area, 2017/18 (%) 

Summerland survey 
October 2019 (%) 

65 plus 50-64 55 plus 

Perceived health, very good or excellent 56.4 61.0 37.1 

Perceived health, fair or poor 17.8 11.2* 19.3 

Sense of belonging to local community, somewhat 
strong or very strong 

75.8 74.0 76.0 

Life satisfaction, satisfied or very satisfied 92.8 92.1 82.1 

*Use with caution 
 
The survey asked those age 55 or older whether they require mobility assistance. Just over 15% of 
respondents reported ‘yes’, with the majority using a walker or a cane. When asked about any 
assistance received to complete the survey, almost 7% reported assistance, with one reporting visual 
impairment. As well, over 6% of respondents over 55 years of age reported providing care to someone 
aged 55 or older, and 5% report living with a dependent child or dependent adult (who may also be a 
spouse). This suggests that caregiving is an important element impacting quality of life for older adults in 
Summerland. 

3. Survey Results 
 

Age-Friendly Summerland 
 
The majority of survey respondents of all ages agree or strongly agree that Summerland is an age-
friendly community (~60%), but the number of ‘neutral’ and ‘disagree’ responses suggest that there is 
room for improvement (see Figure 6). The responses within each element of the age-friendly community 
framework provide some insight into where there are opportunities to strengthen supports for healthy 
aging in Summerland. 
 

 
Figure 6: Level of agreement that Summerland is age-friendly 
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The survey results are reported for respondents age 55 and older for each of the six sections of the 
survey. As noted above, responses from those age 54 and younger are not included due to the small 
number of surveys returned. Since respondents could choose not to answer specific questions, reported 
percentages are based on the number of responses to each question and not the total number of survey 
respondents. 
 

1. Housing 
 
Good quality and affordable housing are important elements in supporting healthy aging and a sense of 
community for all. Stakeholders told us in the focus groups that they wanted to know about the level of 
satisfaction older adults in Summerland have with their current housing and what type/location of 
housing they anticipate looking for as they continue age. 
 
Over 88% of survey respondents aged 55 and older agreed or strongly agreed that their housing met 
their needs. Eighty-two percent (82%) reported owning their own home, and over 72% reported that 
they either did not plan to move in the future, or not for another 10 or more years.  
 
Those survey respondents over 55 reporting that they live in age-restricted housing (e.g. gated 
community, seniors housing) were more likely to be renting (~58%) compared to owning (~29%) their 
home. Overall, 34% of survey respondents over 55 reported living in age-restricted housing. 
 
Single-detached housing made up the 
majority of housing reported by survey 
respondents over 55 (~70%), followed by 
apartment (~10%). The remainder (~20%) 
included duplex, townhouse and other 
(Figure 7). Most survey respondents over 55 
reported living in the downtown area (48%). 
Under 5% of respondents reported living in 
Trout Creek. 
 
Very few of the survey respondents age 55 
and older reported living in a supportive 
housing situation (~4%) or nursing home 
(1%). The majority report living 
independently with someone else (74%) or 
on their own (21%). Of those who live with 
someone else, over 88% live with a spouse and less than 2% report living with a roommate. 
Approximately 5% report living with a dependent child or dependent adult. 
 
The survey asked about what things currently support older adults to live in their current homes, and 
what the barriers are for them staying there. Physical accessibility (single level, few stairs, close to town) 
are important, as is the ability to have a pet. Assistance with maintenance, housekeeping, garbage, and 
snow removal are also important. Family support was noted many times, and the availability of online 
banking and shopping as being helpful was mentioned. A few people mentioned the delivery of meals, 
as well as being able to access subsidies. 
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Physical restrictions and lack of income (e.g. for rent, assistance) were both identified as significant 
barriers. Some people mentioned the lack of affordable housing prevents them from selling their 
current home and downsizing, and that they are concerned about being able to continue to pay 
property taxes. Neighbourhood safety and a lack of good quality seniors’ care homes came up several 
times. 
 

“We live in a gated, adult community however the gardening requirements are getting beyond 
our abilities as is the upkeep of the house. We do have snow removal on the streets in our 
community but still must shovel our own driveways and sidewalks. It is difficult to find people 
willing to do the jobs required for us to stay in our home as we age.” 

 
The need for zoning and manageable development costs that allow building creative housing options 
(e.g. infill housing, rental suites) was identified as important for the future. 
 

“Creative ideas in order to share housing is something that needs to be accepted and 
encouraged.” 
 
“More (500) small housing units for self-supporting seniors … not for sale but for rent. Seniors 
are good tenants!” 

 
Many respondents noted the importance of their health and ability to drive as being important in 
relation to staying in their homes. Survey respondents suggested that this could be supported by 
adequate public transit and driving help, in addition to good quality sidewalks. 
 

“If we could find reasonable, good help with house repairs and gardening, we would be fine to 
stay in our own home. My husband's mobility is becoming a problem so improved sidewalks in 
Summerland (especially the downtown core) would make things much easier for us. Better 
transportation options between here and the Penticton hospital would make things much easier 
as well. Basically, mobility and driving skills are diminishing and we will need help in those 
departments soon. So many of our needs are met in Penticton rather than Summerland.” 

 

2. Outdoor Spaces and Buildings 
 
Being able to easily get around in the community is essential for maintaining quality of life, regardless of 
age or ability. Accessible spaces and buildings allow people to shop for daily essentials and meet with 
friends and neighbours, strengthening the sense of community and supporting local activities and 
businesses. 
 
The survey asked about elements of the built environment, everything from curbs and crosswalks, to 
seating and washrooms, to building accessibility and personal sense of security. Survey respondents had 
the option of rating each element as ‘very poor’, ‘poor’, ‘good’ or ‘excellent’. The option to choose 
‘doesn’t apply to me’ or ‘don’t know’ was also available. 
 
The elements that were rated highly (good or excellent) by those age 55 and older included: 

• Accessibility of public parks and beaches (e.g., walkways, picnic areas, trails) 

• Availability of resting spaces (e.g., benches, low walls) for pedestrians along sidewalks 

• Lighting in public spaces (e.g. streets, parks) 
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• Design and maintenance of street intersections (e.g., traffic lights, traffic circles) 

• Clear signage for pedestrians 

• Accessibility of public buildings (e.g. recreation facilities and government buildings with 
automatic or lightweight, power assist doors, ramps, elevators) 

 
At the same time, there is room for improvement among these elements. A number of respondents 
indicated problem areas, or reported that they were unsure about how to rate. There seems to be a 
high level of lack of awareness about accessibility, with over 20% of respondents age 55 or older 
reported that accessibility of public buildings either doesn’t apply to them or that they don’t know how 
accessible they are. 
 
Examples of comments from the surveys include: 
 

“Nice to have a concentrated downtown and main street. The park areas are well maintained 
both in terms of appearance and resources.” 
 
“The library is a great space in Summerland. It is easy to access, bright, clean and spacious.” 
 
“[There is] no access to the water for seniors who might still like to swim in Okanagan Lake. 
People who can barely walk can still enjoy a float!” 

 
The elements that raised the most concern for older adults surveyed were related to washrooms and 
security: 

• Availability of public washrooms that accommodate a range of abilities (e.g., wide doors, hand 
rails) 

• Location and quality of public washrooms (well-signposted, cleanliness) 

• Security (e.g., crime prevention strategies, safety training for older adults) 
 

 
Figure 8: Assessment of washrooms and security 

Around half of survey respondents aged 55 and older rated public washrooms as poor. Availability was 
rated as ‘very poor’ or ‘poor’ (~46%), and location and quality as ‘very poor’ or ‘poor’ (~53%) (see Figure 
8). It is important to note that at the same time a significant number of respondents reported that the 
availability and quality of public washrooms either didn’t apply to them or that they could not assess. It 
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is not clear whether the high level of uncertainty about public washrooms is because many older adults 
have not yet needed access, or if they need the service but their uncertainty prevents them from going 
out in case they cannot access. More work is needed to explore this question. 
 

“Year-round public washrooms are vital to allowing everyone to enjoy outdoor spaces and 
buildings in Summerland!” 

 
The survey question about security also received a significant ‘don’t know’ response from survey 
respondents age 55 and older (37%), which is about the same as the number of ‘very poor’ and ‘poor’ 
responses combined (37.6%). This also needs to be examined more closely in future. 
 

“Summerland used to, and now again has, a supply of helpers [of all ages] to hold a door or help 
a person who is struggling. Thankfully, not everyone walks by with his/her head bent forward, 
staring at the phone, oblivious to the world.” 

 
Finally, four elements related to pedestrians and businesses had mixed results among older adults: 

• Presence of sidewalks with low curbs that can accommodate wheelchairs, scooters and walkers 

• Maintenance of sidewalks, paths and curbs 

• Clearly marked, well-lit crosswalks 

• Accessibility of shops and businesses (e.g., automatic or lightweight, power assist doors, ramps, 
elevators) 

 

 
Figure 9: Assessment of curbs, sidewalks, crosswalks, and shops 

 
Ratings tended to be quite good, but there were still a significant number of responses indicating that 
the curbs, sidewalks and shops are either poor or not considered relevant to the respondents (see 
Figure 9). This suggests that there is a spectrum of needs in the Summerland community, ranging from 
those who require the support that good ‘universal design’ provides, and those who still have good 
mobility and limited awareness of gaps in accessibility in the community.  
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“I personally have no issues but when I watch people with limited mobility it is still difficult to 
access many places.” 
 
“Many buildings on Main and Victoria do not have smooth entry into the building. Virtually none 
have sensors on the doors to open automatically. Why not!?” 

 
“Many streets lack proper sidewalks and have narrow uneven pavement walkways without 
adequate separation from vehicular traffic e.g. Victoria Road north of Quinpool & Solly Road” 

 

3. Transportation 
 
The survey asked respondents “Are you able to get transportation to the places you need to go?”. 
Surprisingly, almost 92% of older adults (age 55 and older) who responded to the survey felt that they 
could get needed transportation. This may be because of the fact that almost all respondents reported 
driving to get around both in Summerland (~84%) and to neighbouring communities (~85%) (see Figure 
10). 
 

 
Figure 10: Type of transportation to get around 

The survey also asked about types of transportation used to get around in and outside Summerland. The 
type of transportation varied, with walking and cycling being important transportation vehicles for 
getting around in Summerland. 
 

“Limited bike lanes, sidewalks and pathways connecting communities together. If there were 
designated walkways or bike paths my transportation mode would change from a vehicle to a 
bike. It feels very unsafe riding on the roads in Summerland, especially around Giants Head and 
to Crescent Beach.” 

 
“I would like to bike more, but I find the traffic circles a little scary for riding a bike.” 

 
Survey questions asked about affordability and convenience of various transportation options, as well as 
the accessibility and quality of public transit, signage, and parking. 
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Affordability and convenience 
 
On the question of affordability and convenience, the survey asked about: 

• Affordability, accessibility, and convenience of public transit 

• Affordability, accessibility, and availability of taxi services 

• Affordability, accessibility, and availability of driving services (e.g., HandyDart, volunteer driving 
services) 

 

 

 
 
Responses from people aged 55 and older were divided, with about half being able to rate the services 
and half reporting that the services were not relevant to them or that they didn’t know (see Figure 11). 
 
Driving services and taxi services tended to be rated more positively by respondents age 55 and older, 
compared to public transit. However, there were still a significant number of survey responses for all 
services indicating that many consider them to be poor or very poor. 
 

“Doing this survey makes me realize I must start using other alternatives than my car to assess 
the possibility of not having the services I need to support aging in place. I know there is a bus 
service to Penticton, there are no bus stops near my home in West Prairie Valley.” 

 
Public transit 
 
Detailed questions were asked about the accessibility and quality of public transit: 

• Accessible options for transit (e.g., easy to use, adapted for people with disabilities) 

• Quality of transit options (e.g., frequency, on-time, good routes) 

• Accessibility of bus stops (e.g., offer seats and shelter from weather) 

• Convenient and clearly marked bus stops 

• Accessibility and availability of information for bus routes/schedules 
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As noted above, many of the survey respondents age 55 and older reported that the public transit 
questions did not apply to them or that they did not know enough to assess. In general, survey 
respondents age 55 and older rated these elements as poor (or very poor in the case of ‘quality of 
transit options’). The exception was bus stops which received a moderate number of ‘good’ ratings 
(between 26% and 34%). 
 

“I am disabled and totally unable to use public transit. Fortunately, I can still drive my car. When 
I am unable to drive, I will most likely have to move away from Summerland as I will have no way 
of getting around to doctors etc.” 

 
Signage 
 
The quality of signs and traffic signals were specifically assessed: 

• Clear signs to help me find my way around the community 

• Visible, easy to read street signs  

• Visible, easy to understand traffic signals 
 
Although there were some ratings of poor/very poor, most ratings by respondents age 55 and older 
were good/excellent (59% to 85%). Wayfinding signs were rated the lowest with 25% of respondents 
rating them poor or very poor, compared to street signs (18% rating as poor or very poor) and traffic 
signals (8% rating as poor or very poor). 
 
Parking 
 
Questions focused on assessing parking focused on the following elements: 

• Sufficient parking that is near to shops and businesses  

• Sufficient and clearly marked drop-off and pick-up areas outside shops and businesses 

• Sufficient and clearly marked parking for persons with disabilities 
 
The majority of survey respondents 
age 55 and older report that 
parking in general (72%) and 
disabled parking (~60%) is good or 
very good (see Figure 12). The main 
area for improvement is related to 
pick up areas, which received a 
significant number of poor or very 
poor ratings (~36%). 
 
Finally, the survey also asked about 
snow and ice clearing in parking lots 
and public/business areas. Over half 
of respondents 55 and older rated 
snow clearing as good or excellent 
(57%), while 31% rated is as poor or 
very poor. There appears to be a divide between those who can manage winter conditions and those 
who are very dependent on having good snow clearing to support their access to the community. 

Figure 12: Parking and pick up areas 
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“In the winter I can be almost shut in because of the snow. I don’t like driving in a lot of it and the 
roads take some time to plow where it is flat, so it gets really icy and dangerous.” 

 

4. Community supports and health services 
 
Programs and services that support quality of life across the lifespan include a variety of resources that 
help citizen when they need it. The survey asked about resources that have been identified as important 
for supporting older adults to access information and services: 
 

• Availability of a ‘live’ person to answer phone calls for public services 

• Availability of help for older adults to fill out government/municipal forms 

• Availability of health promotion programs for older adults 

• Availability of end-of-life support programs for older adults 
 
For each question, a significant number of respondents indicated that they were not aware of the 
service being asked about, or felt that the service did not apply to them. In some cases, this was the 
response of the majority of those who responded. For example, in response to questions about help 
with forms and end of life care, the majority of respondents reported not being aware of the services. As 
a result, percentages reported below exclude those who selected ‘not applicable’ or ‘don’t know’. 
 
Those who rated the questions about ‘help with forms’ and ‘end of life care supports’ were roughly 
evenly divided between rating them as poor or very poor (52% and 46%), and rating them as good or 
excellent (48% and 54%). 
 

“Being able to make appointments for myself and drive to them. I'm still able to fill out forms for 
myself but know of semi-literate people who have difficulty.” 

 
Knowledge about availability of people to help navigate public services locally was rated highly (rated as 
good or excellent by 97% of those who rated). Availability of health promotion programs was also rated 
fairly high (rated as good or excellent by 76% of those who rated). Both were higher than for help with 
forms and end of life care.  
 
Specific questions were also asked about programs to assist older adults in their homes: 

• Availability of low-cost food programs (e.g., Meals on Wheels) 

• Availability of assistance for older adults with daily activities (e.g. snow removal, shopping, yard 
work) 

• Availability of resources to help with home maintenance for older adults and/or to make homes 
accessible (e.g. funding programs, maintenance services) 

 
A vast majority of people reported that these programs and services are not relevant for them or that 
they are not able to assess them. This is a good reminder that the experience of aging in Summerland 
can be very different across levels of income and disability. 
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Those who did assess these programs rated food programs as generally good or excellent, but programs 
for assisting with daily activities or to make a home more accessible were more likely to be rated as poor 
or very poor (see Figure 13). When older adults do not have access to quality in-home assistance they 
have to turn to family and rely on the goodwill of friends and neighbours, as a number of survey 
respondents reported: 
 

“In 2017 I had major spinal surgery and spent one month in hospital. I was told I would need help 
at home 24/7 for the first month on returning home. I have no family here [and] Interior Health 
could provide no one. I couldn't even find paid assistance. In the end the girl who does my floors 
helped me shower etc. and she drove me to appointments, but I simply had to survive without 
any help even though I couldn't walk. This is really not good enough.” 

 
“No family support … I rely on friends.” 

 
Recreation and learning programs have been identified as important for supporting the health and well-
being of older adults. The survey asked about:  

• Availability of recreation programs for older adults 

• Affordability of recreation programs for older adults 

• Availability of learning programs for older adults 

• Affordability of learning programs for older adults 
 
As for questions about -in-home programs and services, a large number of survey respondents age 55 
and older reported not being aware of learning programs and unable to assess them. Those that did rate 
the availability and affordability of recreation programs ranked them generally high (good or excellent). 
However, only affordability was rated highly for learning programs, with the rating of availability being 
fairly evenly divided between very poor or poor (~46%) and good or excellent (~54%) (see Figure 14). 
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Figure 13: In-home assistance supports 



 

30 

 

 
 

“I don't believe that most citizens are aware of the range of services available. It requires 
diligence and an ability to use digital resources and social media.” 

 
“We find that the gym membership is quite expensive and not available on weekends. It should 
also be a separate fee for the gym, we do not use the pool. Gym quite small for number of 
seniors in Summerland.” 

 

5. Communication and information 
 
Communication and information are essential aspects of supporting community members to engage 
with available programs and services, and to feel socially connected. The survey asked about the 
following elements that have been identified as important for older adults: 

• Accessibility of information about community events, programs, and services (e.g., timely, easy 
to read and understand) 

• Accessibility of information from the District of Summerland (e.g., easy to read and understand) 

• Access to computer and the Internet 

• Help for using computers and the Internet 
 
As for questions related to community supports and health services, a significant number of 
respondents indicated that they could not assess questions about communication and information, or 
felt that the questions did not apply to them. As a result, percentages reported below exclude those 
who selected ‘not applicable’ or ‘don’t know’.  
 
Survey respondents age 55 and older were quite positive about communication and information 
supports, especially related to community event information and District of Summerland information. 
Computer access was rated lower, particularly in regard to the availability of help for using computers 
and the Internet, which was fairly evenly divided between poor/very poor (~53%) and good/excellent 
(~47%) (see Figure 15). A large proportion of survey respondents indicated that the question about 
access to the computer and Internet did not apply to them or that they could not assess (30%), and the 
proportion was even higher for the question about help for using computers (67%). It is not clear if this 
is because the respondents are not using computers or Internet-connected devices, or if they feel 
comfortable and do not need assistance. Further exploration of this question would be helpful. 
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Figure 14: Recreation and learning supports 



 

31 

 

 

 
 
Many of the respondents shared some of the things that they do to stay informed and made suggestions 
about what could be improved: 
 

“Being proactive, belonging to a number of organizations and subscribing to their newsletters; 
reading Arts Palette weekly; the District website.” 
 
“[I] talk to people that I don't know and that I do know. My neighbours and I try to pass on 
anything to whomever is interested in certain information.” 
 
“So much is now only accessible by computer. I have my son to help me navigate that, but many 
don't.” 
 
“[I] have been to concerts at Center Stage and find that almost no one in my acquaintance heard 
that the concert was being held; posters on boards here and there just don’t get the word out.” 
 
“The [District] Newsletter is great. It is also very easy to walk in and talk directly to someone in 
the office.” 
 
“Not having a community calendar or electronic billboard (like mynaramata.com) [is a barrier].” 
 
“Too many different organisations are putting out their events on different websites. It would be 
better if they were all accessible on one website i.e. Summerland.ca. We are missing out on 
events because you only find them on social media, which we don't use.” 
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Figure 15: Communication and information 
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6. Social participation, inclusion, and respect 
 
To assess levels of social participation, inclusion and respect the survey asked respondents to rate the 
extent they agree with the following statements: 
 

• Older adults are treated with respect in Summerland. 

• Older adults are welcomed and included in community activities and programs. 
 

 
Figure 16: Respect and inclusion 

 
Although the response was very positive, 
there were still around 20% of respondents 
reporting ‘neutral’ or ‘disagree/strongly 
disagree’ (see Figure 16). This aligns with 
responses to survey questions about social 
isolation answered by those age 55 and 
older. Between 28% and 36% report that 
they lack companionship, feel left out or 
isolated often or some of the time (see 
Figure 17).  
 
Survey respondents reported a number of 
things that help support a sense of 
inclusion, such as clubs, employees in local 
stores, and the many festivals and fairs that support intergenerational contact. There were also 
comments about ways that Summerland could be more inclusive, such as improving accessibility for 
those with mobility restrictions, and finding ways to improve information sharing. 
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Figure 17: Social isolation 
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In Summary 
 
The older adults who responded to the survey (age 55 and older) told us that Summerland is generally 
age-friendly, that they feel like they belong, and that Summerland is a great place to live. At the same 
time, respondents identified areas where Summerland could improve as a community to become even 
more accessible and inclusive of all community members, from the youngest to the oldest.  
 
Current housing is meeting the needs of most of the survey respondents, although there is room to 
improve. Increasing the availability of affordable and accessible rental housing based on ‘universal 
design’ principles, and providing better transition support as people age into supportive housing and 
care facilities were recommended as important improvements.  
 
Survey respondents appreciated the friendly, compact, and accessible downtown area of Summerland 
for shopping and socializing. However, those with mobility challenges described challenges with 
sidewalks and curbs. Respondents also noted the lack of public washrooms and businesses without 
power assist doors and ramps. The lack of these amenities is a barrier to independence for older adults, 
but also for young families with strollers and others with mobility challenges. Several survey 
respondents worried that they would have to leave Summerland as they age in order to access these 
features. 
 
Because most survey respondents were drivers, there was a significant lack of awareness about public 
transit and the barriers that those with financial and mobility restrictions experience. Those that did rate 
public transit options generally described them as poor. All ages would benefit from a ‘complete street’ 
approach that supports active transportation, and from regional transportation that is high quality, 
affordable and accessible. 
 
The experience of community supports seems to vary by income and ability. Many survey respondents 
age 55 and older reported being unaware of what kind of in-home supports are available. Those who are 
accessing health and social service supports rated them as poor, except for food programs. While many 
survey respondents are accessing recreation programs, there is a lack of availability of learning programs 
oriented to older adults.  
 
While most respondents report having the information they need about events and opportunities for 
social engagement, they report a lack of support for using computers and accessing the Internet. 
Summerland citizens age 55 and older also report slightly lower health and life satisfaction levels 
compared to others the same age in the wider Okanagan Health Service Delivery area. This suggests that 
there is an important opportunity for Summerland to strengthen engagement in support of a vibrant 
intergenerational community. 
 
There were a number of gaps in the data that would benefit from further investigation. The number of 
respondents age 54 and under was very low, suggesting that ‘age-friendly’ may not be a term that 
resonates with them. There was also a limited response from older adults who are low-income, from 
those in minority groups, and from men. Other data collection methods may be more effective with 
these groups (e.g. interviews and focus groups). And finally, there were a large number of responses 
related to ‘don’t know’ or ‘not applicable to me’, particularly on issues such as public washrooms, in-
home services and computer supports. It would be helpful to better understand these responses in 
order to know what kind of information might be beneficial to support community engagement around 
issues of accessibility.  
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The overall sense of the survey is that Summerland is a community that supports healthy aging across 
the lifespan. Survey respondents recognize that to be a truly age-friendly community, Summerland 
needs to ensure accessibility and inclusion for all social and cultural backgrounds, abilities, and ages. 
 

“The addition of the skate park in Summerland is enjoyed by those using it and those of us that 
enjoy watching the young people enjoy. Locating as many of our facilities/activities close to town 
where they are visible to others helps us enjoy and appreciate each other's interests” 

 

4. Action planning framework 
 

Roles for the municipality, citizens, businesses, and community-based organizations 
 

“Investment in age-friendly community infrastructure has wide-reaching implications, helping to 
offset social and healthcare costs in other areas while creating an environment that is safer, 
more welcoming, and more desirable for residents of all ages. The impact of age-friendly 
community design on the daily lives of individuals, and on society as a whole, makes investment 
in age-friendly communities imperative to the sustainability and accessibility of a community. 
But local governments cannot do it alone ….” (Agnello, 2017, pg. 20.) 

 
In the Environmental Scan it was noted that those communities able to develop and implement 
sustainable age-friendly action plans tended to rely on strong and collaborative leadership across 
sectors. These communities integrated their age-friendly initiative with other community development 
strategies and benefited from partnerships and multiple funding sources. 
 
Each partner engaged in creating an age-friendly community has a role. Regulations are a critical tool for 
local government, largely through municipal zoning bylaws. Age-friendly features that can be addressed 
through zoning include: walkability, land use/mixed land use, travel distances to public transportation, 
location of building entrances, adaptable and affordable housing requirements, density, type and scale 
of residential developments, parking requirements, permitting small neighbourhood retail or healthcare 
amenities to link disconnected residential communities, location of parks and open spaces, and privacy 
in residential developments (Agnello, 2017). 
 
Citizens play an important role as the main users of public and residential space. The choices that 
community members make have the power to shape the character of a neighbourhood over time. It is 
important that all citizens are well represented in consultation events, advisory boards and 
commissions. Community members are the ones who can build, modify or renovated individual 
properties to meet accessibility standards, can contribute to the creation and maintenance of a socially 
connected community through organizing and participating in block parties and volunteer opportunities. 
The public can also encourage local and other levels of government to prioritize age-friendly community 
planning and design, and demand accessible, inclusive and equitable development. 
 
The business sector, including developers, are important partners in creating inclusive and accessible 
built environments, retail and other services in the community. Investing in accessibility can be a 
business advantage, and businesses have a role to play in advocating for mixed-use communities that 
are well serviced by public transportation. A vibrant and diverse community ensures local business has 
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the workers and customers that are needed for both the business and community to thrive (Ministry of 
Health, 2011). 
 
Non-profit organizations have a significant leadership role to play in supporting a sustainable 
engagement process and strategic partnerships at the local community level. Community organizations 
are already engaged in bringing people together to work collaboratively to solve problems and build a 
healthy and vibrant community for all.  
 
Stakeholder collaboration is essential for achieving the objective of becoming a vibrant and age-friendly 
community. It means working in partnership to ensure an empowered public and transformative 
change. 
 

Action areas 
 
The proposed action planning framework is designed to bring together stakeholder organizations at all 
levels (as described above) to prioritize action areas and build commitment for a community strategic 
plan to take collaborative action. Five action areas are prioritized within the framework to provide the 
focal point for partnership and collaboration, including:  

1. Accessible Environments 
2. Intergenerational Citizenship and Learning 
3. Health for All 
4. The Business of Community 
5. Regional Action and Policy 

 
These recommended action 
areas are informed by the 
needs identified in the survey, 
priorities gathered from key 
stakeholder groups, and 
guidance from the Community 
Advisory Committee. They also 
cut across/integrate the eight 
pillars (or topics) of the Age-
Friendly Community 
framework (see Figure 18). 
 

Strategies 
 
It is not enough to identify and 
prioritize issues for 
collaboration. It is important to 
ensure that key stakeholders and the public are brought to the table and supported to take action from 
a variety of perspectives simultaneously. This is where the five building blocks of the Healthy 
Communities approach can be helpful. These building blocks are key strategies for ensuring the success 
of any healthy community initiative (see Figure 19): 

1. Community/citizen engagement; 
2. Multi-sectoral collaboration; 

Figure 18: Age-friendly city topic areas (WHO, 2007, pg. 9) 
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3. Political commitment; 
4. Healthy public policy; and 
5. Asset-based community development. 

 
Communities using this ‘Healthy Communities’ approach have found that it facilitates innovative and 
creative solutions to community issues and supports collaborative initiatives that address wide ranging 
community health challenges (The Healthy Communities Approach, 2011). 
 

 
Figure 19: The Healthy Communities Approach (2011, pg. 3) 

 

Community Action Tables 
 
Central to the proposed action framework are ‘community action tables’ (see Figure 21). These tables, 
or working groups, are built around action areas and are intended as a starting point for a community 
conversation to set priorities and commit to collaborative action. They provide the structure needed for 
a variety of inter-sectoral partners/stakeholders to come together to identify new solutions and build on 
the work they may already be doing together.  
 
There are a number of approaches that communities use to bring together citizens and stakeholders to 
engage in the prioritization of issues and selection of measures to address problems. Local governments 
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and large public institutions often apply the IAP2 framework to public engagement (see Figure 20) 
(International Association of Public Participation, n/d).  
 

 
Figure 20: IAP2 Spectrum of Public Participation 

This approach can be very important for consulting the community in areas where the institution has 
clear responsibility for implementation. However, the pillars of an age-friendly community (and a 
Healthy Communities approach) 
require an inter-sectoral and 
collaborative approach that drives 
investment from across the 
community including from public, 
private, not-for-profit and citizen 
stakeholders. Local government 
cannot do it alone. 
 
An example of an approach that goes 
beyond public engagement, is the 
Collective Impact approach. This way 
of working has been used effectively 
to bring organizations together to 
‘move the needle’ on complex social 
change issues. There are five 
conditions that increase the success of 
this type of collaborative approach Figure 21: The 5 Conditions of Collective Impact 

http://www.tamarackcommunity.ca/collectiveimpact?gclid=Cj0KCQiAjfvwBRCkARIsAIqSWlO71ReeqGTem1jYdUAIJBJgGcJjt_0Pe6oPketgojwbatSUWB_TQPIaAhkSEALw_wcB
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(see Figure 21) (Tamarack Institute, 2018, pg. 1), and there are a number of examples where local 
government has played an important role in implementing a collective impact approach. For example, 
the City of Medicine Hat applied a collective impact approach to develop their plan to end 
homelessness, and the City of Prince George used it as part of developing their age-friendly action plan. 
 

Framework 
 
The proposed framework is built around action areas in order to support an integrated and cross-sector 
approach to key issues that span multiple topics. The community tables integrate social and structural 
priorities so that issues can be tackled from a variety of perspectives simultaneously and take advantage 
of opportunities as they emerge. Each community table is designed to allow leadership to emerge from 
different sectors. The table benefits from having a variety of stakeholders, but stakeholders need to 
choose where and how they are able to participate based on capacity. Not every stakeholder can be, or 
needs to be, at every table. The action areas may shift and change over time, but by ensuring strong 
citizen participation and a diversity of stakeholder groups at each table it is likely that work will align 
with community priorities and result in meaningful action. 
 
The work of each community action table is guided by the principles of equity, accessibility and 
inclusion. 
 

 
Figure 22: Framework for 'Age-Friendly' Community Action Tables 

 

 

http://www.mhchs.ca/housing-development/the-plan-end-homelessness/
https://www.princegeorge.ca/City%20Hall/Agendas/2017/2017-10-30/Documents/Attch_Age%20Friendly%20Action%20Plan%20Final%20May%202017.pdf
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Next Steps 
 
The establishment of Age-Friendly Community Action Tables needs to be based on a community 
strategic plan that describes the priorities and commitment of the range of stakeholders, including the 
District of Summerland. Based on this, the action tables will be able to lead community conversations, 
identify opportunities, and undertake projects to ensure Summerland is a ‘community for all ages’.  
 
In developing local project, Summerland can learn from initiatives that have been undertaken in other 
jurisdictions. The following strategies and activities were identified in the Environmental Scan or 
suggested by the Community Advisory Committee and could provide a starting point for generating ideas 
at each community action table. 
 
Table 3: Examples of possible strategies and activities for each action area 
 

Proposed Action Areas Examples of possible strategies and activities  
 

1. Accessible Environments • Community assessment exercise/treasure hunt 

• Walkability assessment 

• Age-friendly route maps 

• Cycling without Age project 

• Accessible-home renovation grants 

2. Intergenerational 
Citizenship and Learning 

• ‘Borrow a Senior’ – library program 

• Healthy aging web-space/newsletter 

• Fix-it shop/Men’s shed 

• Participatory Democracy Project – District, older adults and 
high school students 

• ‘Summer Camp’ for grandparents 

3. Health for All • Support the PRIME ‘first responder’ project 

• Dementia-Friendly Planning 

• Active transportation plan 

4. The Business of Community • Seniors customer appreciation day (community wide) 

• Business accessibility improvements 

• Age-friendly business checklist and staff training program 

5. Regional Action and Policy • Age-friendly community planning checklist and evaluation plan 
(priority indicators, data collection support) 

• Local government inter-departmental training to build 
capacity for applying an age-friendly checklist 

• Development of an affordable housing plan 

• Implementation of a transit subsidy 

 

  

https://cyclingwithoutage.ca/penticton/
http://mensshed.ca/
https://www.summerlandreview.com/community/summerland-program-provides-medical-details-for-first-responders/
https://westvancouver.ca/parks-recreation/community-centres/seniors-activity-centre/dementia-friendly-north-shore
https://www.toolkit.bc.ca/Success-Story/Kelowna%E2%80%99s-Active-Transportation-Program-%E2%80%93-smartTRIPS-Encourages-Citizens-use-Non-motorized
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/family-social-supports/seniors/about-seniorsbc/seniors-related-initiatives/age-friendly-bc/age-friendly-businesses/how-to-become-age-friendly
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5. Recommendations 
 
The District of Summerland is guided by long-term planning documents and shorter-term strategic 
priorities to focus efforts and investments in all aspects of community life. These plans and priorities 
both contribute to, and would benefit from, the application an age-friendly approach. This includes 
upcoming planning processes scheduled for 2020-2021: 

• Developing a new ‘health and wellness centre’ 

• Undertaking a planning process focused on the downtown area, including issues of accessibility 
and housing  

• Hosting an affordable housing forum 

• Engaging businesses through a survey in partnership with the Chamber of Commerce  
 
The recommendation for the next phase (phase 2) of the project is to create an Age-Friendly Community 
Action Plan that supports these plans and priorities by filling existing knowledge gaps and engaging both 
citizens and organizational stakeholders. Everyone has a role in setting priorities for an age-friendly 
strategic plan that is aligned with community values and principles. This will include bringing together 
stakeholders to: 

• review proposed action areas for community action tables; 

• identify priority projects for quick wins related to each action area; and 

• select outcomes and indictors that will drive community collaboration. 
 
The plan needs to avoid duplication and integrate age-friendly approaches into existing planning 
processes, while supporting leadership by both the District and stakeholder organizations. Shared 
ownership of the resulting plan is essential for effective implementation as local government cannot 
create an age-friendly community on its own. 
 

1. Working Group – It is recommended that a working group be formed to guide phase 2 with 
representation from all ages (e.g., youth, young adults, older adults) and sectors (e.g., nonprofit, 
health and social care, business). The terms of reference would describe the role of members 
related to: 

a) Outreach to the older adult populations under-represented in the data collection to 
date 

b) Design and delivery of a ‘Community Café’ event get feedback on action areas, priority 
projects, and outcomes for the strategic plan 

c) Identification of potential leaders/champions to support the implementation of 
‘community action tables’ 

 
2. Community Engagement Process – It is recommended that the results of the assessment phase 

(phase 1) be shared with community members using an interactive approach to help interpret 
existing data, collect additional information to fill data gaps, and to establish priorities for the 
development of the five action areas. The engagement process should include: 

a) Focus groups – host 2-3 focus groups with older adult populations under-represented in 
the assessment survey (low-income, ethnic minorities, older men) 

b) Community Café – host a full day event with citizens of all ages and representatives 
from stakeholder organizations to share the findings from this report and explore the 
framework for ‘community action tables’. Activities would include identifying 
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opportunities for partnership, setting priorities, and identifying potential 
leaders/champions for priority action areas. 

c) Wrap-up event– be hosted at the end of the second phase of the project to share the 
Summerland Community Age-Friendly Action Plan (Strategic Plan and Evaluation Plan) 

 
3. Action Plan & Evaluation Framework – It is recommended that the priorities established 

through the Community Café event and the deliberations of the Working Group be used as the 
foundation for a Community Age-Friendly Action Plan for Summerland. The plan would include 
priority action areas with intended outcomes and leadership commitments from the District and 
stakeholder organizations. This document should be designed to support intersectoral planning 
in the District, including links to other District and stakeholder organization plans as appropriate. 
The evaluation framework should include appropriate outcome indicators and 
recommendations for data collection. 

 
Following the completion of the Community Age-Friendly Action Plan, the District will be ready to 
develop an implementation work plan (phase 3) to implement the following: 
 

4. Community Action Tables – It is recommended that 3-5 action areas from the Strategic Plan be 
prioritized for the development of intersectoral ‘community action tables’ or working groups. 
Each working group would select a stakeholder organization to ‘champion’ the action area and 
work collaboratively with other members to prioritize a limited number of ‘doable’ activities for 
implementation. Each group would be supported by District staff/consultant during the start-up 
phase in order to develop terms of reference to guide their work, develop a work plan and 
evaluation plan, and apply for additional external resources as appropriate. This would also be 
an opportunity to apply a Collective Impact approach.  
 

5. Age-Friendly Advisory Committee– It is recommended that the District of Summerland establish 
an on-going committee made up of representatives from the Community Action Tables to bring 
their work together and advise District staff and Council on priorities and approaches for 
achieving age-friendly objectives.  

 
Implementation of these recommendations will lay the foundation for a sustainable approach to 
creating an age-friendly community that ensures Summerland is accessible and inclusive of all ages and 
abilities. By creating space for community conversation and intersectoral collaboration, the District will 
be able to leverage local resources and commitment for quick-wins, and focus District funding in the 
areas that can be most impactful. 
 
In summary, recommended actions for Phase 2 (development of an Age-Friendly Community Action 
Plan) include: 
 

# Item Timeline 

Planning 

1-1 Map age-friendly outcomes, stakeholders and priority action areas 
against District plans and upcoming planning processes to identify 
areas of overlap and explore opportunities to integrate strategies 
and activities. 

March 
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# Item Timeline 

1-2 Establish an age-friendly stakeholder working group with 
representation across ages and sectors (e.g. nonprofit, health and 
social care, business, local government) 

April - December 

Community Engagement 

2-1 Focus groups – host 2-3 focus groups with older adult populations 
under-represented in the assessment survey  

April 

2-2 Community Café – host a full day event with citizens and 
representatives from stakeholder organizations to identify 
opportunities for partnership, set priorities, and identify potential 
leaders/champions for priority action areas. 

May 

Action Plan 

3-1 Develop a community action plan with priority action areas, 
intended outcomes, and leadership commitments from the District 
and stakeholder organizations. 

June - September 

3-2 Develop an evaluation framework based on intended outcomes 
with appropriate indicators and recommendations for developing a 
data collection strategy. 

October 

3-3 Host a wrap-up event to share the Summerland Community Age-
Friendly Action Plan. 

November 
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https://www.canada.ca/en/public-health/services/health-promotion/aging-seniors/friendly-communities-evaluation-guide-using-indicators-measure-progress.html
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&Geo1=POPC&Code1=1117&Geo2=PR&Code2=59&SearchText=Summerland&SearchType=Begins&SearchPR=01&B1=All&GeoLevel=PR&GeoCode=1117&TABID=1&type=0
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&Geo1=POPC&Code1=1117&Geo2=PR&Code2=59&SearchText=Summerland&SearchType=Begins&SearchPR=01&B1=All&GeoLevel=PR&GeoCode=1117&TABID=1&type=0
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&Geo1=POPC&Code1=1117&Geo2=PR&Code2=59&SearchText=Summerland&SearchType=Begins&SearchPR=01&B1=All&GeoLevel=PR&GeoCode=1117&TABID=1&type=0
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&Geo1=POPC&Code1=1117&Geo2=PR&Code2=59&SearchText=Summerland&SearchType=Begins&SearchPR=01&B1=All&GeoLevel=PR&GeoCode=1117&TABID=1&type=0
https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/dp-pd/prof/details/page.cfm?Lang=E&Geo1=POPC&Code1=1117&Geo2=PR&Code2=59&SearchText=Summerland&SearchType=Begins&SearchPR=01&B1=All&GeoLevel=PR&GeoCode=1117&TABID=1&type=0
http://www.tamarackcommunity.ca/collective-impact-compendium-series-resouces
http://bchealthycommunities.ca/res/download.php?id=982
https://www.who.int/ageing/age_friendly_cities_guide/en/
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Appendices 
Appendix A - WHO Age-Friendly Community Checklist (2007) 
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Appendix B - Community Advisory Committee (CAC) - Terms of Reference and members 
 
Background 
 
The District of Summerland (the “District”) is undertaking a project to produce an Age-Friendly 
Assessment and Plan, with a focus on supporting the older adult population of Summerland to age well. 
This has been identified as a priority by the District, and based on the plan, Summerland will be able to 
apply for a provincial age-friendly designation. This will ensure a continuing focus on building and 
sustaining an age-friendly community and will help attract additional resources for this purpose. 
 
The work of the committee is to explore the essential features of an age-friendly community, starting 
from the framework developed by the World Health Organization which includes the following key 
elements: 

• Outdoor spaces and buildings 

• Transportation 

• Housing 

• Social participation 

• Respect and social inclusion 

• Civic participation and employment 

• Communication and information 

• Community and health services 
 
Purpose, duties and responsibilities 
 
The purpose of the Community Advisory Committee (CAC) is to provide advice to the District and the 
consultants hired to design and implement the assessment and create the plan. The CAC will: 

• Provide input into the design of the project activities and help to set priorities 

• Make recommendations on stakeholders to be included in interviews, focus groups and surveys 

• Make the project team aware of key community resources, documents, and organizations 
relevant to the project 

• Assist with interpretation of findings 

• Identify gaps and opportunities throughout the project for strengthening the engagement 
process and final plan 

 
Membership 
 
The Community Advisory Committee is made up of 6-8 volunteers from the community who have a 
personal commitment, interest and/or demonstrated experience related to building age-friendly and 
inclusive communities. 
 
The members include: 
 
1. Bill Atkinson 
2. Marj Ericson 
3. Debi Johnson 
4. Tanya Osborne (Interior Health) 

5. Henry Sielmann 
6. Florida Town 
7. Dustine Tucker 
8. June Waddell 

 
  

https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/family-social-supports/seniors/about-seniorsbc/seniors-related-initiatives/age-friendly-bc
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Term 
 
The term for the Community Advisory Committee is June to December 2019. 
 
Members are asked to be available for monthly meetings (except August), and to let the project 
facilitators know in advance if they are not able to attend.  
 
Decision-Making 
 
The District has final responsibility for decisions around project implementation and the final plan. 
However, the District is responsible to ensure an inclusive and respectful process and consideration of 
all advice provided by the CAC.  
 
Meeting Procedures 
 
Meetings will be held one day a month (6 meetings, June-December) and include food/refreshments as 
appropriate. Each meeting will be 1.5-2 hours in length.  
 
Meetings will be facilitated by the consultant (Lesley Dyck) with support from the Community 
Development Coordinator (Angelique Wood). 
 
Committee members may also be asked to participate in additional meetings and/or events based on 
their interest and availability throughout the project. 
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Appendix C - Environmental Scan Summary – separate document 

Appendix D - Inventory of Services and Resources – separate document 

Appendix E - Focus groups summary – separate document 

Appendix F - Survey results summary – separate document 


