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Executive Summary 
Canada is experiencing a demographic trend of population aging (Plouffe & Kalache, 2010). 
Hamilton, Ontario is in line with this trend, with seniors being the fastest growing segment 
of Hamilton’s population (HCoA & City of Hamilton, 2014). To address challenges 
associated with an aging population, there is an international movement advocating for the 
creation of age-friendly communities, which provide environments to support the well-
being of older residents (WHO, 2007). The well-being of seniors is affected by their ability 
to retain independence in conducting instrumental activities of daily living (IADL) within 
their neighbourhoods, such as walking to the store, using public transit, and getting to the 
doctor (Hodge, 2008). This study evaluated the senior-friendliness of the Macassa and 
Glenview West neighbourhoods in Hamilton to identify which neighbourhood features are 
supportive of, and which features pose barriers to, instrumental activities of daily living 
among seniors.  

Research Method 
Each neighbourhood was evaluated through observational analyses using a senior-friendly 
evaluation tool informed by Bendle’s (2012) study on senior-friendly neighbourhoods in 
Victoria, British Columbia. The tool was adapted to focus on factors impacting IADL, as 
described in the existing literature, and factors specific to the Hamilton context, as 
described in summaries of focus groups with seniors and service providers conducted by 
the Hamilton Council on Aging. The evaluation criteria were organized into three 
categories: Mix of Land Uses, the Pedestrian Environment, and Public Transportation. In 
addition to the neighbourhood evaluations, Hamilton’s Plan for an Age Friendly City was 
reviewed based on these categories. The neighbourhood evaluation findings and review of 
Hamilton’s Plan for an Age Friendly City highlight potential improvements to infrastructure, 
community programs, and City policies to facilitate IADL and ultimately provide more age-
friendly neighbourhoods for seniors in Hamilton.  

Results 
The neighbourhood evaluations indicate that Macassa features more attributes that are 
associated with senior-friendliness than Glenview West. Macassa performed better in the 
Mix of Land Uses and Pedestrian Environment categories, while both neighbourhoods had 
the same score for the Public Transportation category. Overall, Macassa received a score of 
46 out of 64, whereas Glenview West received a score of 39 out of 64. 
 
The review of Hamilton’s Plan for an Age-Friendly City showed that Hamilton has identified 
a variety of objectives and associated actions that seek to improve the senior-friendliness 
of existing and current neighbourhoods in Hamilton. Some of these directives will be useful 
in removing barriers and/or providing features that support seniors’ independence in IADL 
in Macassa and Glenview West, although not all of the shortcomings of the neighbourhoods 
are adequately addressed in the Plan. 
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Recommendations 
Based on the findings and analysis, the following recommendations are proposed for 
Hamilton and for the selected neighbourhoods: 

Hamilton 

 Develop a strategy to improve winter maintenance of sidewalks; 
 Develop a strategy to achieve a diversity of land uses within existing 

neighbourhoods; 
 Formalize the Hamilton Council on Aging within the Corporation of the City of 

Hamilton.  

Macassa 

 Create a community space for seniors through a partnership between the City and 
Blessed Sacrament Catholic Elementary School and/or the Macassa Lodge; 

 Install a traffic buffer (planting strip) along the west side of Upper Gage Avenue; 
 Install visual countdowns and auditory signals at major intersections; 
 Provide defined pedestrian access in big box plazas; 
 Provide resting places; 
 Improve bus stop accessibility. 

Glenview West 

 Create a community space for seniors through a partnership with the Viscount 
Montgomery Public School and/or St. Eugene Catholic Elementary School; 

 Extend Bookmobile service to the neighbourhood; 
 Install visual countdowns and auditory signals at major intersections; 
 Provide non-slip strips at major intersections; 
 Place seniors crossing signs at important pedestrian crossings; 
 Install a sidewalk along the south side of Lawrence Avenue; 
 Provide defined pedestrian access to retail amenities;  
 Provide resting places; 
 Improve bus stop accessibility.  
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1.0 Introduction 
Canada is experiencing a demographic trend of an aging population. The proportion of 
seniors in Canada is predicted to increase rapidly from 14 percent in 2011 to 23 percent by 
2036. The aging population will have significant implications for land use development 
(Plouffe & Kalache, 2010). Older adults have varying needs, abilities, and preferences, and 
require supportive and enabling living environments to compensate for physical and social 
changes associated with aging (World Health Organization [WHO], 2007). To address these 
challenges associated with an aging population, there is an international movement 
advocating for the creation of age-friendly communities. An age-friendly community 
provides accessible and inclusive structures and services to support the well-being of older 
residents (WHO, 2007). The well-being of seniors is affected by their ability to retain 
independence in conducting instrumental activities of daily living (IADL) within their 
neighbourhoods, such as walking to the store, using public transit, and getting to the doctor 
(Hodge, 2008). This study evaluates the senior-friendliness of neighbourhoods in Hamilton, 
Ontario, to identify which neighbourhood features are supportive of, and which features 
pose barriers to, instrumental activities of daily living among seniors.  

1.1 Research Questions 
This study evaluated the senior-friendliness of the Macassa and Glenview West 
neighbourhoods in Hamilton, Ontario. The research was guided by the following research 
questions: 

 Based on their capacity to support instrumental activities of daily living among 
seniors, to what extent are neighbourhoods Macassa and Glenview West senior-
friendly? 

o Which neighbourhood features of the built environment positively influence 
the potential for seniors to carry out IADL? 

o Which neighbourhood features of the built environment negatively influence 
the potential for seniors to carry out IADL? 

 How can the City of Hamilton plan and design neighbourhoods that are more 
supportive of IADL among seniors?  

1.2 Case Study: Hamilton 
Hamilton was selected as a case study for two reasons. First, like many Canadian cities, 
Hamilton has an aging population. With its number of seniors expected to double in the 
next two decades, seniors represent the fastest growing segment of Hamilton’s population 
(Hamilton Council on Aging [HCoA] & City of Hamilton, 2014). Second, the age-friendly 
planning movement has become a priority in Hamilton. In September 2014, the City 
adopted Hamilton’s Plan for an Age-Friendly City. 
 
Two neighbourhoods within Hamilton were selected for evaluation of their senior-
friendliness. The Macassa neighbourhood was selected for having a high proportion of 
seniors to evaluate how well it is currently serving the needs of its many senior residents. 
The Glenview West neighbourhood was selected for having a high proportion of future 
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seniors, those between the ages of 40 and 64. The evaluation of Glenview West investigates 
how prepared this neighbourhood is to serve the needs of its future seniors. 

1.3 Research Method 
To answer the research questions, each neighbourhood was evaluated through 
observational analyses using a senior-friendly evaluation tool informed by Bendle’s (2012) 
study on senior-friendly neighbourhoods in Victoria, British Columbia. The tool was 
adapted to focus on factors impacting IADL, as described in the existing literature, and 
factors specific to the Hamilton context, as described in summaries of focus groups with 
seniors and service providers conducted by the Hamilton Council on Aging in 2010, 2013, 
and 2014. The evaluations highlight age-friendly features existing in the neighbourhoods, 
as well as features that are not age-friendly and may pose barriers to IADL among seniors. 
The neighbourhood evaluation findings and a review of Hamilton’s Plan for an Age Friendly 
City highlight potential improvements to infrastructure, community programs, and City 
policies to facilitate IADL and ultimately provide more age-friendly neighbourhoods for 
seniors in Hamilton. The report has practical recommendations for policy- and decision-
makers regarding age-friendly planning in Hamilton, as well as localized information and 
recommendations for the selected neighbourhoods. 

1.4 Structure of the Report 
The report is organized into four subsequent chapters. Chapter Two provides an overview 
of the existing literature on age-friendly communities and neighbourhood features 
impacting IADL, and incorporates related findings from the Hamilton focus groups. Chapter 
Three outlines the scope of the study and the methods used in the study, including the 
sources of information and data collection processes. Chapter Four presents the results of 
the study and discusses the inferences that have been drawn from the neighbourhood 
evaluations and document review of Hamilton’s Plan for an Age-Friendly City. Chapter Five 
provides recommendations to the City of Hamilton and other actors about ways to improve 
the senior-friendliness of the selected neighbourhoods and also provides an overview of 
the report and summary of the outcomes of the study. 
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2.0 Literature Review and Review of Focus Groups 
This section provides a review of the existing academic literature on the subject of age-
friendly communities, with a focus on neighbourhood features that impact instrumental 
activities of daily living among seniors. It also connects the literature to the Hamilton 
context by incorporating a review of the focus groups conducted by the Hamilton Council 
on Aging in 2010, 2013, and 2014 with seniors, service providers, and other community 
members and organizations. The findings from the focus groups, together with the 
information provided in the literature, were the basis for developing the neighbourhood 
evaluation tool used in this study. 

2.1 Background 
The global population is aging, with the proportion of people aged 60 and over expected to 
reach 22 percent by 2050. By then, the world will have a greater population of older people 
than children for the first time in human history (WHO, 2007). Canada’s population 
forecast is in line with this global trend of demographic aging. The Baby Boom generation, 
those born between 1946-65, has already begun to reach the senior threshold of age 65 
(Hodge, 2008) and the proportion of seniors in Canada is predicted to increase rapidly 
from 14 percent in 2011 to 23 percent by 2036 (Plouffe & Kalache, 2011). Hamilton, 
Ontario is one Canadian city experiencing this demographic trend. Seniors are the fastest 
growing segment of Hamilton’s population (HCoA & City of Hamilton, 2014).  
 
The world’s aging population will have significant implications for human development 
(Plouffe & Kalache, 2010). The World Health Organization (WHO) (2007) argues that to be 
sustainable, cities must provide the structures and services to support the wellbeing and 
productivity of residents. In particular, older people require supportive and enabling living 
environments to compensate for physical and social changes associated with aging (WHO, 
2007), hence the age-friendly community. 

2.2 Age-Friendly Communities 
Addressing the challenge of an aging population, North America and Europe have seen a 
new trend in aging policy and discourse with the idea of the ‘age-friendly community,’ also 
described as the ‘age-friendly city,’ ‘liveable community,’ and ‘lifetime neighbourhood.’ This 
movement supports the building and maintenance of an age-friendly environment (Lui, 
Everingham, Warburton, Cuthill, & Bartlett, 2009). The age-friendly planning movement 
has become a priority in Hamilton too. In 2008, the Hamilton Council on Aging (HCoA) was 
formed with a mission to enhance the quality of life of Hamilton seniors. With the help of 
the HCoA, in 2014 the City adopted Hamilton’s Plan for an Age-Friendly City (HCoA & City of 
Hamilton, 2014). 
 
While the term ‘age-friendly’ is suggestive of a lifespan approach, it usually has a distinctive 
focus on how the community environment impacts older adults (Menec, Means, Keating, 
Parkhurst, & Ealse, 2011). Age-friendly cities adapt their structures and services to be 
accessible and inclusive of older adults with varying needs, abilities, and preferences. This 
approach promotes the well-being of older adults (WHO, 2007). All conceptualizations of 
an age-friendly community note that factors of the physical and social environment have an 
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impact on the lives of older adults and must be considered (Menec et al., 2011). This 
concept is based on the assumption that older adults have conditions and preferences that 
are different from younger groups and therefore have specific age related needs (Broome, 
Nalder, Worral, & Boldy, 2010). The emerging ideal of an age-friendly community focuses 
on an integrated physical and social environment to support people to age well. Creating 
age-friendly communities requires the planning and provision of support services (Lui et 
al., 2009) as well as the removal of social and physical barriers that limit the participation 
of older people in the community (Broome et al., 2010; Lui et al., 2009).  

2.3 Aging in Place 
The age-friendly community trend supports the policy goal of ‘aging in place,’ (Lui et al., 
2009) defined as “the ability to continue to live in the environment of one’s choice, even 
when declining competence reduces or threatens independence, while allowing for 
consumer choice in the types of services delivered” (Emlet & Moceri, 2012, p.1). Hodge 
(2008) notes that aging in place appears to be the preference among Canadian seniors who 
are less likely to move than younger adults. Indeed, the most dominant residential mobility 
tendency among seniors is to not move from their present dwellings. Of those who do 
move, most simply change dwellings within their own communities (Hodge, 2008).  
 
Aging in place makes both social and economic sense in a community. Aging in place is seen 
as a way to enable older people to maintain independence, autonomy, and connection to 
social support (Wiles, Leibing, Guberman, Reeve, & Allen, 2012), which allows older adults 
to continue to play active roles in society and preserves valued diversity within 
communities (Lui et al., 2009). In addition, seniors being able to remain in their homes and 
neighbourhoods for as long as possible avoids the high costs associated with institutional 
care (Wiles et al., 2012). 
 
Although discussion on aging in place focuses on characteristics of the home, there is 
growing recognition that neighbourhood features are crucial factors in an individual’s 
ability to age in place (Wiles et al., 2012). Indeed, from the interior of a senior’s home, to 
their front steps, to the neighbourhood surrounding their home, every level of the 
environment supports or inhibits function and health among seniors and their ability to 
age in place (Szanton, Roth, Nkimbeng, Savage, & Klimmek, 2014). Neighbourhoods that 
are ill-equipped for the needs of seniors can serve to disable them in their daily lives, while 
age-friendly neighbourhoods can enable older adults and facilitate aging in place 
(Freedman, Grafova, Schoeni, & Rogowski, 2008). Therefore, to ensure seniors can age in 
place, the elements of a neighbourhood, including urban form, that allow successful aging 
in place must be considered in policy and urban design and retrofitting of neighbourhoods 
(Michael, Green, & Farquhar, 2006).  

2.4 Instrumental Activities of Daily Living 
The ability of seniors to age in place is often determined by their ability to retain 
independence in conducting activities needed to support daily life, known as instrumental 
activities of daily living (IADL) (Hodge, 2008). While some instrumental activities occur in 
and around the dwelling, such as household chores including cleaning and yard work, many 
IADL occur outside of the home, within seniors’ neighbourhoods. These activities include 
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getting to the store, bank, post office, or doctor by walking, using public transit, or driving 
(Hodge, 2008). In these day-to-day activities, older adults tend to rely more heavily on their 
local environments (Clarke & George, 2005; Clarke, Ailshire, & Lantz, 2009; Hodge, 2008), 
especially when they become unable to drive (Clarke et al., 2009). 
 
Freedman et al. (2008) note that older adults face much higher risks of functional decline 
than other age groups. Limitations to a senior’s mobility, agility, hearing, and seeing caused 
by chronic health conditions prevalent in the senior population (including arthritis and 
rheumatism, high blood pressure, back problems, heart disease, and vision and hearing 
problems) can make a senior’s everyday activities more difficult (Hodge, 2008). Efforts to 
maintain independence in these activities in the face of declining health and function is a 
process that includes interpersonal, social, and environmental factors (Clarke, Ailshire, 
Bader, Morenoff, & House, 2008). The physical environment of a neighbourhood represents 
one factor that is pivotal in achieving the goal of seniors’ independence in IADL. The form, 
content, and functioning of a community environment can either enable an older person to 
meet his/her daily needs, or pose such difficult barriers that many of these needs go 
unfulfilled and the senior is effectively disabled (Hodge, 2008). In particular, barriers to 
outdoor mobility in the built environment of a senior’s neighbourhood can impact a 
person’s ability to function independently in the community (Clarke et al., 2009; Beard et 
al., 2009).  
 
Older adults who experience restrictions in accessing shops, banks, and health services 
without help typically have diminished quality of life (Clarke et al., 2009; Freedman et al., 
2008). When seniors can conduct IADL without assistance, it signifies to them that they 
have autonomy and independence and improves their sense of well-being (Hodge, 2008). 
In addition, activity limitations and loss of independence have implications for medical and 
long-term care costs (Clarke & George, 2005; Freedman et al., 2008). Therefore, one 
component of an age-friendly community is that it provides neighbourhood environments 
that facilitate independence in IADL among seniors, and thereby allow them to age in place.  

2.5 Neighbourhood Features Impacting IADL 
There are several neighbourhood features that impact a senior’s ability to retain 
independence in IADL. Commonly cited features in the literature include the mix of land 
uses, the pedestrian environment comprising traffic, street crossings, and infrastructure, 
and the availability, accessibility, and affordability of public transportation. Throughout a 
series of focus groups conducted by the Hamilton Council on Aging with seniors, service 
providers, and other community members and organizations (HCoA, 2010; HCoA, 2013a; 
HCoA, 2013b, HCoA, 2014a; HCoA, 2014b; O’Connor, 2013) many of these features were 
also identified as important for seniors in the Hamilton context.  

2.5.1 Mix of Land Uses  
The presence of a mix of land uses in a senior’s neighbourhood can be a crucial factor in an 
older person’s ability to remain independent (Beard et al., 2009). The land use mix and 
proximity to important destinations enhance neighbourhood walkability and improve 
mobility in the older adult population (Menec et al., 2011; Rosso, Auchincloss, & Michael, 
2011). The importance of land use mix is especially evident for older adults with functional 
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limitations. Clarke and George (2005) found that with declining physical function, older 
adults reported more independence in instrumental activities when they lived in an 
environment with more land-use diversity. Those who lived in an environment 
characterized by limited land-use mixtures experienced more difficulty with IADL. 
Therefore, neighbourhoods that incorporate land use diversity can reduce disability later 
in life, allowing seniors to retain independence in IADL (Clarke & George, 2005). 
 
In their photovoice study with seniors, Novek and Menec (2014) note that the important 
destinations participants photographed included a variety of businesses and services in 
their communities, such as grocery stores, banks, libraries, shopping malls, hardware 
stores, restaurants, and postal services. Grocery stores in particular, were frequently 
photographed, reflecting their essential role in everyday life (Novek & Menec, 2014). 
Similarly, using focus groups with older adults, Michael et al. (2006) found that shopping 
and diverse services within a local neighbourhood, including grocery stores, a library, and 
public transit stop, provided participants with the ability to walk to daily activities.  
 
Diverse land use providing local amenities was also identified as important for seniors in 
the Hamilton context (HCoA, 2013a). Specifically, focus group participants indicated that 
amenities should be within walking distance in neighbourhoods where seniors live (HCoA, 
2010; O’Connor, 2013; HCoA, 2014a). Essential amenities and services were identified as a 
grocery store, bank, library, healthcare services (HCoA, 2010; O’Connor, 2013), pharmacy 
(HCoA, 2010), and seniors’ centre (HCoA, 2013b). In addition, participants expressed the 
need for services that are mobile, in particular a mobile library that travels to senior-
centric areas (HCoA, 2013a). 

2.5.2 Pedestrian Environment 
The pedestrian environment was also identified in the literature as being important for 
seniors in conducting IADL without help. Michael et al. (2006) suggest that maximizing the 
attractiveness and safety of a walking path may be more important than minimizing the 
distance to a destination. The attractiveness and safety of the pedestrian environment is 
impacted by the traffic, street crossings, and pedestrian infrastructure in a neighbourhood.  

Traffic 
The presence of busy, trafficked streets is one neighbourhood characteristic negatively 
impacting the pedestrian environment for older adults. In Hamilton, traffic was identified 
as a particular concern for older adults (HCoA, 2010). Heavy traffic can make older adults 
feel unsafe (Clarke et al., 2009; Szanton et al., 2014) which creates barriers for outdoor 
mobility (Clarke et al., 2009). When seniors feel uncomfortable leaving their homes, they 
become unable to engage in activities associated with sustaining an independent living 
situation (Szanton et al., 2014). For example, Li, Fisher, Brownson, and Bosworth (2005) 
found that perceived safety from traffic was associated with a greater amount of 
neighbourhood walking by older adults. Similarly, in the WHO (2007) study, the volume 
and speed of road traffic was described as a barrier for older adults in most cities. These 
findings are supported by the research by Michael et al. (2006), which found that concerns 
about busy, trafficked streets made older adults feel unsafe, resulting in decreased walking 
and other activities in their neighbourhoods. In this study, many participants indicated 
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they avoided roads with heavy traffic, especially during rush hour. The presence of buffers 
that put distance between the pedestrian and traffic, such as wide sidewalks and planting 
strips, improved the perception of pedestrian safety and increased walking activity 
(Michael et al., 2006).  

Street Crossings 
Perceived safety of the pedestrian environment is also influenced by street crossings. For 
older adults, maintaining independence in urban settings is often dependent on 
maintaining the ability to cross the street safely (Langlois, Keyl, Guralnik, & Wallace, 1997). 
For instance, Clarke et al. (2009) cite the lack of four-way cross signals as an environmental 
barrier that can prevent independence in older adults. In addition, Michael et al. (2006) 
found that concerns about inadequate street crossings made older adults feel unsafe and 
also served to decrease the amount of walking and other activities among seniors in their 
neighbourhoods. Most participants in this study noted that the existing pedestrian signals 
in their neighbourhoods did not provide enough time to safely cross the street (Michael et 
al., 2006). These results echo concerns expressed in the Hamilton focus groups where 
participants indicated the walkability of neighbourhoods was negatively impacted by 
inadequate time to cross the street at traffic lights (HCoA, 2010). Similarly, seniors in the 
WHO (2007) study mentioned concerns about the ability to cross the road safely, citing 
problems with pedestrian crossing lights that change too quickly or lack visual countdowns 
to let pedestrians know how much time they have to cross the road. 
 
There are several physical design changes characteristics of street crossings that can 
accommodate older pedestrians and increase their safety. Traffic lights should provide 
pedestrian access (Michael et al., 2006; WHO, 2007) and allow adequate time to cross the 
street, reflecting the walking speeds of older pedestrians (Langlois et al., 1997; Michael et 
al., 2006; WHO, 2007; HCoA, 2014a). Crossings should also include visual and auditory 
signals (WHO, 2007), as well as traffic islands (Langlois et al., 1997; WHO, 2007) and non-
slip strips to assist older pedestrians in crossing the street (WHO, 2007). 

Pedestrian Infrastructure 
The quality and maintenance of pedestrian infrastructure has a direct role in facilitating or 
impeding seniors in their daily activities (Freedman et al., 2008; Hodge, 2008). Michael et 
al. (2006) found that concerns about inadequate pedestrian infrastructure created feelings 
of being unsafe among older adults and also resulted in decreased walking and other 
activities in their neighbourhoods. In addition, older people in the WHO (2007) study 
indicated their ability to walk in their local environments was negatively affected by 
sidewalks that are narrow, uneven, cracked, have high curbs, or have obstructions. 
Similarly, the importance of well maintained pedestrian infrastructure was emphasized in 
the Hamilton focus groups. Participants expressed concerns about falling due to lack of 
snow and ice removal, sidewalks that are not wide enough or that have uneven surfaces 
(HCoA, 2010), and cyclists using sidewalks (O’Connor, 2013). In addition, a lack of safe 
walking paths in big box shopping locations and the absence of benches in neighbourhoods 
were identified as barriers to neighbourhood walkability (HCoA, 2010). Additionally, 
participants identified other pedestrian accessibility issues in Hamilton such as inadequate 
signage for way finding and poor lighting (HCoA, 2014a). 
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The role of pedestrian infrastructure in supporting seniors’ IADL is especially important for 
seniors with physical limitations. In the study by Clarke et al. (2008), older adults with 
severe lower extremity impairment were more likely to report mobility disability when 
even one street in their neighbourhood was in fair or poor condition, characterized by 
cracks, potholes, or broken curbs (Clarke et al., 2008). Similarly, Clarke et al. (2009) found 
that the presence of uneven or discontinuous sidewalks, the lack of curb cuts and barrier-
free sidewalks, and the lack of pedestrian amenities, including benches and streetlights, can 
create barriers for outdoor mobility in later adulthood. Eliminating these barriers is 
associated with reduced odds of mobility disability in later life. Therefore, mobility 
disability can be reduced in older adults, and thereby impact a person’s ability to function 
independently in IADL, if adequate, well-maintained pedestrian infrastructure is present in 
their communities (Clarke et al., 2008; Clarke et al., 2009). 
 
Senior-friendly pedestrian infrastructure is characterized by well-maintained sidewalks 
and proper, unbroken curbs (Freedman et al., 2008; Hodge, 2008; Szanton et al. 2014; 
WHO, 2007). Curbs should taper off to the road (curb cuts) (Novek & Menec, 2014; WHO, 
2007) and ramps should be present where necessary (Hodge, 2008). Sidewalks should 
utilize pavements that are smooth and level, and they should be wide enough to 
accommodate wheelchairs (WHO, 2007). Furthermore, walking surfaces should be free of 
obstacles that might cause falls (Hodge, 2008; WHO 2007), such as snow (Novek & Menec, 
2014; WHO, 2007), dog droppings, and trees (WHO, 2007). In addition, steep slopes should 
be minimized (Beard et al., 2009; Hodge, 2008; Szanton et al., 2014) and adequate lighting 
(Hodge 2008; Szanton, et al., 2014), signage, and signals should be provided (Hodge, 2008). 
Furthermore, the availability of well-maintained outdoor seating, spaced at regular 
intervals is important, so that older people have somewhere to rest while walking (WHO, 
2007).  

2.5.3 Public Transportation  
Since older adults are less likely to continue to drive as they age, public transportation is 
often important to their independence (Broome et al., 2010; Novek & Menec, 2014). For 
instance, using focus groups with older residents, Michael et al. (2006) found that adequate 
public transportation was essential to remaining independent in one’s neighbourhood. As 
an alternative to driving, participants emphasized the importance of public transportation 
in connecting them to valued activities (Michael et al., 2006). 

Older adults have specific needs impacting their use of public transportation (Broome et al., 
2010). Since aging is associated with a number of reduced abilities (Broome et al., 2010; 
Hodge, 2008; Menec et al., 2011) older adults may find tasks associated with transit use 
more difficult (Broome et al., 2010; Hodge, 2008). As a result, they may feel unable to use 
public transit safely and may therefore require assistance in conducting instrumental 
activities of daily living (Hodge, 2008). The most important features of public transit use 
affecting seniors’ independence in IADL are grouped into three categories: availability, 
accessibility, and affordability.  
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Availability 
Availability is the presence of public transit and special transit for older adults and those 
with disabilities (Hodge, 2008; WHO, 2007). In Hamilton, the presence of public 
transportation in local neighbourhoods was identified as important for seniors (O’Connor, 
2013). Moreover, participants in the WHO (2007) study identified specialized services as 
age-friendly features of cities. In addition, White et al. (2010) found that the presence of 
public transit in a neighbourhood was associated with higher odds of not feeling limited in 
instrumental activities of daily living for seniors with functional limitations. 
 
Availability of transit is also affected by the reliability, frequency, and convenience of the 
transit service. The WHO (2007) considers transit that is reliable and frequent and includes 
service at night and on weekends to be a contributing factor to the age-friendliness of 
communities. This idea is supported by the findings of Emlet and Moceri’s (2012) study 
where poor transit availability, characterized by a lack of reliable and frequent service, was 
identified as a barrier in the community. Convenient transit for seniors must also include 
routes that allow older people to reach key destinations (WHO, 2007). This was a concern 
in Hamilton, where focus group participants indicated that the destinations of transit do 
not always match where older adults need and want to go (HCoA, 2010). Older adults in the 
study by Broome et al. (2010) identified an appropriate bus route as that consisting of 
direct service to shopping centres, the town centre, nursing homes, and hospitals. The 
types of destinations prioritized here reflect activities particularly relevant to this age 
group (Broome et al., 2010), and therefore transit routes need to provide access to these 
destinations so that seniors are able to conduct their daily activities (WHO, 2007).  
 
Hodge (2008) also notes that special transit systems, like Paratransit, tend to have 
availability limitations with regards to convenience and frequency. Their use is often 
restricted to certain types of trips, such as to access health services. In addition, special 
transit is sometimes inconvenient as it may require booking well in advance of the trip, and 
may not have operating hours in the evenings, Sundays, and holidays (Hodge, 2008). Some 
concerns about special transit availability are present in Hamilton as well. Focus group 
participants noted that the special transit service in Hamilton, the Disabled and Aged 
Regional Transportation System (DARTS), has restrictive criteria for accessing the service 
(HCoA, 2014b) and a booking system that is difficult to navigate (HCoA, 2010). 

Accessibility 
Accessibility is being able to use public transit easily and safely (Hodge, 2008). Lack of 
accessible transit is commonly identified in the literature as a barrier to seniors’ 
independence in daily life (Beard et al., 2009; Clarke & George, 2005; Clarke et al., 2009; 
Emlet & Moceri, 2012; Novek & Menec, 2014). An accessible transit system includes transit 
stops and stations that have legible and well-placed signage (WHO, 2007) that is in large 
print (HCoA, 2014a) and surfaces that are free from impediments that might cause falls 
(Hodge, 2008). Accessible transit stops also include shelter, benches, and lighting (WHO, 
2007). In addition, stations and vehicles are age-friendly with ramps and other assistive 
devices (Hodge, 2008) including bus floors that lower and low steps (WHO, 2007).  
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The need for an accessible transit system was highlighted in the Hamilton focus groups 
(HCoA, 2010; HCoA, 2014a; O’Connor, 2013). In particular, participants explained that 
seniors face difficulties while travelling to bus stops (HCoA, 2010), waiting at bus stops that 
are not senior-friendly (O’Connor, 2013) such as those without shelter, and getting on and 
off buses (HCoA, 2010). 

Affordability 
Affordability is the cost of using transit services. If the cost of public transit is unaffordable 
for a senior, it can create a barrier to mobility within and outside his/her neighbourhood 
(Hodge, 2008; WHO, 2007). In Novek and Menec’s (2014) study with older adults in 
Manitoba, the cost of special transit services impacted older adults’ perception and 
utilisation of this service. In one community where the service cost $2.00 per trip, 
participants viewed it fostering independence and connecting older adults with social 
activities and health services. In another community, the service cost $6.00 per trip, which 
served to create a significant financial barrier to using this service (Novek & Menec, 2014). 
In Hamilton, low-cost transit (HCoA, 2014b) and special transit (HCoA, 2014a) for seniors 
was a priority for focus group participants. 

2.6 Knowledge Gaps and Study Goals 
Communities around the world, including the City of Hamilton, are confronting challenges 
associated with an aging population. The age-friendly community trend seeks to provide 
supportive and enabling neighbourhoods for seniors. This is especially important because 
as people age, these types of neighbourhoods can help seniors remain independent in their 
instrumental activities of daily living, and thereby support aging in place. The literature 
describes several important neighbourhood features of the built environment that promote 
independence in IADL including diverse land uses, a safe and appealing pedestrian 
environment, and available, accessible, and affordable public transit. For the City of 
Hamilton, age-friendly planning has become a priority to address the needs of its growing 
senior population. The focus groups conducted by the Hamilton Council on Aging (HCoA) 
have helped to identify many concerns and opportunities about making Hamilton an age-
friendly city. Many features discussed in these focus groups coincide with the literature on 
neighbourhood features influencing IADL.  
 
This study utilizes the themes from the literature, as well as the features that are important 
specifically in the Hamilton context, to investigate if two Hamilton neighbourhoods are 
supporting IADL among seniors. Understanding which neighbourhood features are 
positively or negatively influencing the potential for seniors to carry out IADL is necessary 
to identify where improvements to infrastructure, community programs, and City policies 
can be made so that Hamilton neighbourhoods facilitate IADL and provide more age-
friendly environments for residents. 
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3.0 Research Method 
This section outlines the research method used for this report, which has been designed 
based on a Queen’s University School of Urban and Regional Planning Master’s report 
completed by Johannes Bendle (2012). The report evaluates the senior-friendliness of two 
neighbourhoods in Victoria, British Columbia. Bendle developed a set of criteria, based on 
established frameworks in the literature, to reflect the key characteristics that make a 
neighbourhood senior-friendly across various aspects of seniors’ lives. The criteria were 
used to create an evaluation tool modeled on Hodge’s (2008) pro forma scheme for rating 
neighbourhoods according to their capacity to meet seniors’ needs. The findings were then 
used to provide the City of Victoria and other local organizations with recommendations 
for improving the senior-friendliness of the neighbourhoods. The method employed by 
Bendle is appropriate for this report, which has a similar purpose to Bendle’s report. 
Adaptations to the method, as described below, have allowed for the effective evaluation 
the senior-friendliness of Hamilton neighbourhoods based on observable criteria relating 
to instrumental activities of daily living. These criteria are established in the literature and 
relevant in the Hamilton context, as verified by the HCoA focus groups.  

3.1 Case Study 
This research employs a qualitative case study strategy. A case study investigates a 
contemporary phenomenon within its real life context (Yin, 2009) to understand it in-
depth (Baxter, 2010).  

3.1.1 City Selection 
The City of Hamilton was selected as a case study for two reasons. First, Hamilton has an 
aging population. With its number of seniors expected to double in the next two decades, 
seniors represent the fastest growing segment of Hamilton’s population (HCoA & City of 
Hamilton, 2014). Second, the City of Hamilton has made age-friendly planning a priority. In 
2008, the Hamilton Council on Aging (HCoA) was formed. This senior-led, voluntary 
organization advocates for an improved aging experience for older adults in Hamilton. The 
HCoA partnered with the City of Hamilton to develop Hamilton’s Plan for an Age-Friendly 
City (HCoA & City of Hamilton, 2014), which was adopted by City Council in September 
2014. The Plan identifies principles for policy development and service delivery.  

3.1.2 Neighbourhood Selection 
Within the city of Hamilton, two neighbourhoods were selected for evaluation of their 
senior-friendliness: Macassa and Glenview West. The geographic limits of this research 
correspond to the neighbourhood boundaries identified by the City of Hamilton (2010), 
which also correspond to census tracts (Statistics Canada, 2011). The neighbourhood 
boundaries of Macassa are shown in Appendix A and the boundaries of Glenview West are 
shown in Appendix B. Macassa is located on the Niagara Escarpment in the upper part of 
the city, known by many residents as the ‘Mountain’. Glenview West is located below the 
Niagara Escarpment, to the east of the downtown core. The location of the two 
neighbourhoods within Hamilton is shown in Appendix C. 
 
The selection of neighbourhoods was primarily based on the age of residents. 2011 Census 
data of population by age group at the census tract level facilitated the selection of a 
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neighbourhood with a high proportion of current seniors and a neighbourhood with a high 
proportion of future seniors. The Macassa neighbourhood was selected for having a high 
proportion of current seniors, with 36% of residents aged 65 and older, compared to the 
average neighbourhood proportion of seniors at 16% in the Hamilton census metropolitan 
area (CMA) (Statistics Canada, 2011). Evaluating this neighbourhood explores how well it 
is currently serving the needs of its many senior residents.  
 
The Glenview West neighbourhood (see Appendix C) was selected for having a high 
proportion of middle-age residents, or ‘future’ seniors. 34% of residents in Glenview West 
are between the ages of 40 and 64, compared to the average neighbourhood proportion of 
this age group at 29% in the Hamilton CMA (Statistics Canada, 2011). Selecting a 
neighbourhood with a high proportion of future seniors is important because as Canadians 
age, they tend to remain in their present dwellings (Hodge, 2008). Therefore, the 
evaluation of Glenview West investigates how prepared this neighbourhood is to serve the 
needs of its future seniors as they age in place. 
 
In addition to age of residents, the neighbourhoods were selected for their similarities in 
urban form. Since approximately two-thirds of Canada’s population currently lives in 
suburban neighbourhoods, suburbs are common locales for seniors, and their age-
friendliness warrants consideration when planning for infrastructure, sustainability, public 
health, land use, and community design (Gordon & Jansen, 2013). Thus, the selected 
neighbourhoods are both classified as ‘automobile suburbs’ (Gordon, n.d.), consisting of 
low transit use rates and high automobile use rates in comparison to the active cores of a 
CMA. In addition, automobile suburbs have a density of fewer than 17 units per hectare 
(Gordon & Jansen 2013.). The similarities in urban form, as well as similar sizes of areas 
and population (see Table 1), allow for comparisons between the neighbourhood 
evaluations.  
 
Table 1: Neighbourhood characteristics (Gordon, n.d. & Statistics Canada, 2011). 
 
 Macasa Glenview West 
Area 0.81km2 0.73 km2 
Population 2575 2830 
Proportion of population aged 65 and older 36.29% 20.70% 
Proportion of population aged 40 to 65 24.46% 34.04% 
Density 13.46 du/ha 16.99 du/ha 
Proportion of population using active 
transportation as main form of transportation  

8.70% 4.10% 

Proportion of population using automobiles 
as main form of transportation  

80% 86% 

3.2 Neighbourhood Evaluation Tool  
The neighbourhood evaluation tool is adapted from the tool developed by Bendle (2012) 
(see Appendix D), which utilizes a rating scheme to assess the presence, prevalence, and 
quality of the neighbourhood features associated with senior-friendly communities. For the 
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purposes of this study, Bendle’s evaluation criteria were adjusted to concentrate on those 
neighbourhood features associated with supporting senior’s IADL. The criteria were 
determined through a review of the literature relating to neighbourhood features 
impacting IADL, in conjunction with a review of focus group summaries conducted with 
seniors and service providers by the Hamilton Council on Aging in 2010, 2013, and 2014. 
The issues related to IADL in the focus groups were utilized to ensure the criteria contain 
the key attributes identified as being necessary to create senior-friendly communities in 
the specific Hamilton context. This allows the method to be generalizable to other 
neighbourhoods in the city.  
 
The evaluation tool was also adjusted to address the limitations of Bendle’s study. In 
particular, Bendle noted that the tool’s criteria did not adequately represent the quality of 
the transportation system for seniors. Therefore, the public transportation category was 
expanded to include additional features related to senior-friendliness and IADL, such as the 
adequacy of routes, and the presence of special transit.  
 
The criteria included in the evaluation tool for this study are categorized into three groups: 
Mix of Land Uses, Pedestrian Environment, and Public Transportation. Each evaluative 
criterion is given a quantitative value ranging from 0 to 2, which neighbourhood features 
are scored against. The three criteria categories and 32 individual criterions add up to a 
possible total value of 64. The evaluation tool is shown in Appendix D. 

3.3 Neighbourhood Evaluations 

3.3.1 Selection of Neighbourhood Route 
Prior to conducting site visits, the researcher used Google Maps to determine a 
representative route of the neighbourhood to facilitate efficient observation of the criteria. 
The neighbourhood routes are shown in Appendix E and Appendix F. For each 
neighbourhood, the route includes all main streets and a sampling of residential streets. 
Observing the main streets was a priority because bus routes in both neighbourhoods 
travel along these roads and they also contain non-residential land uses, thereby allowing 
the researcher to observe criteria under the Mix of Land Uses and Public Transportation 
categories. To adequately observe criteria relating to the neighbourhoods’ overall 
Pedestrian Environments, both main streets and residential streets were included in the 
routes.  

3.3.2 Site Visits 
Neighbourhood site visits were conducted in February 2015 to evaluate the 
neighbourhoods based on the evaluation tool. Site visits entailed separate observational 
analyses in each neighbourhood, conducted via windshield surveys and walking surveys. 
Each neighbourhood was visited twice, once during the day from approximately 10 am to 
11 am, and once in the evening from approximately 7 pm to 8 pm, to allow for a more 
complete understanding of the neighbourhood features and their relationship to senior-
friendliness.  
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Morning site visits began with a windshield survey of neighbourhood, whereby the 
researcher drove the route to become familiar with the route and the neighbourhood. Next, 
the researcher walked along the neighbourhood route and observed the built environment. 
The observational analyses were documented by the completion of detailed field notes 
relating to each of the three categories of criteria in the evaluation tool. Evening site visits 
also included a windshield survey and a walking survey. For the evening walking survey, 
the research walked on the opposite side of the street to ensure the observational analyses 
were comprehensive. On Thursday, February 19th, the morning and evening site 
observations of Macassa were carried out. Weather conditions on this day consisted of -
16°C, -24°C with the wind-chill, and partially cloudy. On Friday, February 20th, the morning 
and evening site observations of Glenview West were conducted. Weather conditions on 
this day consisted of -16°C, -27°C with the wind-chill, and sunny. 
 
After completing the site visits, the neighbourhoods were evaluated against the scoring 
system of the evaluation tool. Numerical values were assigned to each criterion under the 
Mix of Land Uses and Pedestrian Environment categories, and to some criteria under the 
Public Transportation category. 

3.3.4 Review of Public Transportation Information 
In addition to neighbourhood observational analyses, the evaluation of the Public 
Transportation category for both neighbourhoods required additional information about 
the bus service for each neighbourhood. Information on neighbourhood routes and 
schedules, fares, and types of vehicles used was collected for both the Hamilton Street 
Railway (HSR) bus system and the specialized bus service, the Disabled and Regional 
Transportation System (DARTS). This information was available through the Transit 
section of City of Hamilton’s website and was reviewed against each applicable criterion 
under the Public Transportation category of the evaluation tool. 

3.4 Document Analysis: Hamilton’s Plan for an Age-Friendly City 
A document analysis of Hamilton’s Plan for an Age-Friendly City was conducted. The 
document analysis primarily utilized an inductive approach. The researcher reviewed the 
document and coded content into recurring themes (Bryman, Teevan, & Bell, 2009) based 
on the categories of neighbourhood features related to IADL, as identified in the literature 
review. This served to identify the framework currently in place for creating age-friendly 
neighbourhoods in Hamilton that facilitate seniors remaining independent in IADL. In 
addition, these themes were compared to the results of the neighbourhood evaluations to 
determine if potential improvements to the current framework are needed to address 
those existing features found to have a negative influence on IADL among seniors. 

3.5 Researcher Bias 
There are potential sources of researcher bias that may have impacted this study. Firstly, 
the researcher’s interest in this topic has stemmed from personal experiences with seniors. 
As a result of these experiences, the researcher holds opinions about which factors of the 
built environment contribute to senior-friendly neighbourhoods. To mitigate this source of 
bias in the research, well-established evaluation criteria from the literature were used to 
create the neighbourhood evaluation tool. Secondly, personal qualities of the researcher, 
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specifically the researcher’s age, may have also impacted the study. The researcher, as a 
young adult rather than a senior, made qualitative interpretations of neighbourhood 
senior-friendliness. While the evaluation tool was based off established criteria and an 
existing tool from the literature, having seniors validate the findings of this research could 
have further mitigated this bias. Time constraints prevented the recruitment of seniors to 
participate in this study. Future research could entail older adults validating these findings 
and/or using the evaluation tool to conduct the neighbourhood evaluations themselves.  
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4.0 Findings and Analysis 
This section presents the scores of the neighbourhood evaluations. It also includes 
discussion of these findings and an analysis of Hamilton’s Plan for an Age-Friendly City in 
relation to the research questions and existing literature.  

4.1 Neighbourhood Evaluations 
The neighbourhood evaluations indicate that Macassa features more attributes that are 
associated with senior-friendliness than Glenview West. Macassa performed better in the 
Mix of Land Uses and Pedestrian Environment categories, while both neighbourhoods had 
the same score for the Public Transportation category. Overall, Macassa received a score of 
46 out of 64, whereas Glenview West received a score of 39 out of 64. The overall 
neighbourhood evaluation scores indicate the level to which the neighbourhoods support 
IADL among seniors, as measured by the presence of certain neighbourhood features, and 
are intended to be considered concurrently with the analysis provided below. .   

4.1.1 Mix of Land Uses 
A diversity of land uses in a senior’s neighbourhood is an important facilitator to their 
independence in everyday activities (Beard et al., 2009), especially for seniors with 
functional limitations (Clarke & George, 2005) and those who do not drive (Novek & 
Menec, 2014). The essential mix of uses includes: grocery stores, retail amenities, 
pharmacies, banks, post offices, libraries, senior’s centres, and medical clinics. Macassa and 
Glenview West were evaluated on whether these uses are present and the scores for this 
category are shown in Table 2.  
 

Table 2: Scores for the Mix of Land Uses category by neighbourhood. 1 

Category Neighbourhood Feature Scoring Scores 

Mix of Land Uses 
  

Macassa Glenview West 

Type of Use 

Grocery Store(s) None = 0; 1 = 1; 2+ = 2 2 0 

Retail Amenities None = 0; 1-4 = 1; 5+ = 2  2 2 

Pharmacy None = 0; any = 2  2 2 

Bank None = 0; any = 2  2 2 

Post Office None = 0; any = 2  2 0 

Library No = 0; Mobile = 1; Yes = 2 1 0 

Senior's Centre None = 0; any = 2  0 0 

Medical Clinic None = 0; any = 2  0 2 

  
Total = 16 11 8 

 
 
The Macassa neighbourhood scored an 11 out of 16 in this category. While the interior of 
the neighbourhood is mainly residential, the four arterial streets bordering the 

                                                        
1 An establishment that included one or more other features within it was scored for each 
feature present (e.g. the Walmart store in Macassa scored points for a grocery store, 
pharmacy, and other retail amenities).  
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neighbourhood contain a variety of amenities. In particular, three of the major 
intersections feature large grocery stores, for a total of five grocery stores available to 
serve the residents of Macassa (“Food Basics”, “FreshCo”, “Walmart”, “NoFrills”, and 
“Metro”). Along these arterial streets, there are also a variety of other retail amenities 
including restaurants, coffee shops, hair salons, nail salons, and other shops, as well as 
banks (“RBC” and “CIBC”), pharmacies (“Walmart”, “Shoppers Drug Mart”, “Upper Gage 
Pharmacy”, and “Rexall”), and a post office. Therefore many of the important amenities for 
seniors’ daily needs are present in this neighbourhood. In addition, while Macassa does not 
feature a permanent branch of the Hamilton Public Library, a mobile branch, known as the 
Bookmobile, services it. This library on wheels visits the Macassa Lodge, a long-term care 
facility in the centre of the neighbourhood, on every second Thursday from 10:15am to 
10:45am and is open to the public (Hamilton Public Library, 2015). This type of service was 
identified as important in the Hamilton context (HCoA, 2013a).  
 
While the Macassa neighbourhood provides many important land uses to facilitate its high 
proportion of senior residents in IADL, it is lacking some important uses. First, there is no 
senior’s centre in the neighbourhood. In addition, while there are some medical services 
available in the neighbourhood including a medical laboratory and dentist, there is no 
medical clinic in the area to provide access to a doctor for the older residents of Macassa. 
 
Compared to the Macassa neighbourhood, Glenview West is missing more of the important 
land uses needed for senior-friendly neighbourhoods, thereby generating a score of only 8 
out of 16 in this category. Notably, there are no grocery stores present in the 
neighbourhood boundaries or along the borders. Access to grocery stores within a senior’s 
neighbourhood has been identified as particularly important to IADL in the literature 
(Novec & Menec, 2014) and has similarly been prioritized for Hamilton seniors (HCoA, 
2010; O’Connor, 2013). Therefore, the absence of this important neighbourhood amenity 
may limit the independence of older adults in this neighbourhood, especially those who 
rely on walking to access their daily needs. Glenview West does have other retail amenities 
including a nail salon, hair salons, restaurants, a coffee shop, and convenience stores, as 
well as a bank (“RBC”) and one amenity that Macassa does not provide – a medical clinic 
with family physicians (“Parkdale Medical Centre”). However, the neighbourhood is also 
lacking other important land uses including a senior’s centre, library, and post office. The 
absence of these uses suggests that Glenview West is not equipped with the appropriate 
amenities to support the independence of its future senior residents as the population ages. 

4.1.2 Pedestrian Environment 
Since seniors often rely on walking for their daily activities, the pedestrian environment is 
important in allowing them to retain independence in IADL (Hodge, 2008). Evaluations 
considered traffic, street crossings, and pedestrian infrastructure. In this category, Macassa 
scored a 19 out of 28 and Glenview West scored a 15 out of 28 as shown in Table 3. 
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Table 3: Scores for the Pedestrian Environment category by neighbourhood. 

Category Neighbourhood Feature Scoring Scores 

Pedestrian 
Environment  

 
Macassa 

Glenview 
West 

Traffic 
Volume and Speed of Traffic High = 0; Moderate = 1; Low = 2 1 1 

Traffic Buffer: Wide Sidewalks and/or 
Planting Strips No = 0; Partial = 1; Yes = 2  1 2 

Street 
Crossings 

Four-Way Signalized Major 
Intersections No = 0; Yes = 2  2 2 

Visual Countdowns None = 0; Partial = 1; All = 2  0 1 

Auditory Signals None = 0; Partial = 1; All = 2  0 1 

Traffic Islands No = 0; Yes = 2  2 0 

Non-slip Strips No = 0; Yes = 2  2 0 

Pedestrian 
Infrastructure 

Sidewalks None = 0; Partial = 1; All = 2  1 1 

Sidewalk Condition/Maintenance Poor = 0; Fair = 1; Good = 2 1 1 

Slope for Walking 
Steep = 0; Moderate Grade = 1; 
Flat = 2 2 0 

Resting Places None = 0; Few = 1; Many = 2 1 1 

Curb Cuts No = 0; Yes = 2  2 2 

Lighting Poor = 0; Fair = 1; Good = 2 2 1 

Signage Poor = 0; Fair = 1; Good = 2 2 2 

 Total = 28 19 15 

 

Traffic 
The volume and speed of traffic was scored as high, moderate, or low. A score for the high 
traffic level represents a neighbourhood where the majority of the road network has 
continuous movement of vehicles at speeds of greater than 60 km/h. This type of traffic 
would typically be seen on provincial highways, parkways, and major arterial roads. A 
score for the moderate level of traffic represents a neighbourhood where the majority of 
the road network supports the fairly constant movement of vehicles at speeds of less than 
60 km/h. This type of traffic would typically be seen on minor arterial roads and collector 
roads. A score for the low traffic level represents a neighbourhood where the majority of 
the road network has an inconsistent movement of vehicles at low speeds of approximately 
40km/h. This type of traffic would typically be seen on local roads.  
 
The volume and speed of traffic in both neighbourhoods was classified as moderate. The 
traffic levels remained the same during both the daytime and evening neighbourhood 
visits. Each neighbourhood had a mix of major arterial, minor arterial, collector, and local 
roads, as classified on Schedule C to the Urban Hamilton Official Plan (City of Hamilton, 
2009). In each neighbourhood, the inner residential streets, or local roads, had minimal 
traffic. Moderate levels of traffic were observed on the major and minor arterial roads and 
on the collector roads.  It is likely that traffic would be heavier during rush hour times in 
both neighbourhoods, especially along the major arterial roads, however most often, traffic 
levels can be characterized as moderate.  The absence of heavy traffic supports the senior-
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friendliness of these neighbourhoods. Heavy traffic can make older adults feel unsafe 
(Clarke et al., 2009; Szanton et al., 2014) and prevent them from carrying out their daily 
activities (Szanton et al., 2014). Therefore, it is anticipated that the impact of traffic on 
seniors’ perceptions of safety in these neighbourhoods would be less substantial given its 
moderate level. However, traffic was identified as a particular concern for seniors in 
Hamilton (HCoA, 2010), and therefore these conditions are not optimal for senior residents 
of these neighbourhoods. 
 
Traffic buffers are important in improving the perception of safety for older adults and 
ensuring they feel comfortable in walking the streets and conducting day-to-day activities 
(Michael et al., 2006). Glenview West has adequate buffers from traffic along its busiest 
streets. Pedestrians on Queenston Road are separated from cars by planting strips between 
the sidewalk and the road, while wide sidewalks on Parkdale Avenue South and King Street 
East provide sufficient space between pedestrians and traffic. In Macassa, most of the 
arterial streets have adequate traffic buffers, including planting strips and wide sidewalks, 
however one portion of Upper Gage Avenue is lacking a sufficient traffic buffer. From 7th 
Avenue on the west side of Upper Gage to Fennell Avenue East, the sidewalk is narrow and 
does not have a planting strip separating pedestrians from traffic. Vehicles travel close to 
the sidewalk, especially larger vehicles and HSR buses. When conducting the 
neighbourhood evaluations, the researcher was able to feel the wind created by passing 
buses along this portion of the street. Without an adequate buffer, seniors who must travel 
along this portion of the road to access amenities or transit may feel uncomfortable, which 
may pose a barrier to IADL (Szanton et al., 2014).  

Street Crossings 
The physical design of street crossings also has a role in the perceived safety of the 
pedestrian environment for older adults. The intersections of the major roads in both 
neighbourhoods have four-way signalized pedestrian crossings, which contribute to 
perceptions of safe crossings (Clarke et al., 2009; Michael et al., 2006). However, in 
Macassa, the crossings have no visual countdowns or auditory signals. In Glenview West, 
some of the crossings have these features, but not all. This is of particular importance 
because focus group participants in Hamilton described concerns about inadequate time to 
cross the street at traffic lights (HCoA, 2010; HCoA, 2014a). Therefore, countdowns to let 
pedestrians know how much time they have to cross are necessary for seniors’ perceptions 
of safety (WHO, 2007). The absence of this feature poses a barrier to senior-friendliness in 
these neighbourhoods, especially in Macassa where no crossings were equipped with these 
signals. Traffic islands and non-slip strips on the pavement improve the safety of major 
street crossings for seniors in Macassa. The crossings in Glenview West do not have these 
features.  
 
Maintaining daily independence for seniors is often dependent on maintaining the ability to 
cross the street safely (Langlois et al., 1997). For example, in Macassa, accessing grocery 
stores requires crossing arterial streets. Similarly, in Glenview West, getting to some public 
transit stops requires crossing arterial streets. If seniors feel unable to safely cross these 
roads, they will be less likely to be able to carry out components of their IADL (Langlois et 



 20 

al., 1997). Therefore, the different shortcomings of street crossings in these 
neighbourhoods described in this section pose barriers to IADL for seniors. 

Pedestrian Infrastructure 
In addition to traffic and street crossings, the quality and maintenance of pedestrian 
infrastructure is a component of the pedestrian environment that serves to facilitate or 
impede seniors in their daily activities (Freedman et al., 2008; Hodge, 2008). Sidewalks are 
the primary element of this infrastructure and, to be effective, they need to be present 
(Hodge, 2008). Both neighbourhoods received partial marks for the presence of sidewalks. 
Sidewalks adequately service most areas of the neighbourhoods; however there are some 
areas that lack sidewalks for pedestrian use. In Macassa, many of the retail amenities are in 
the form of big box stores, which are primarily designed to serve customers arriving by 
automobiles. Large parking lots separate the sidewalks on the street from the sidewalks at 
the building entrances. Navigating these parking lots without clearly marked walking paths 
can constrain seniors’ independence, especially for those with difficulty walking, hearing, 
or seeing (Hodge, 2008). Indeed, the lack of safe walking paths in big box shopping 
locations was identified as a barrier to neighbourhood walkability for seniors in Hamilton 
(HCoA, 2010). Therefore, while Macassa contains many of the uses important to seniors’ 
IADL, without proper sidewalk access to these amenities, seniors may be unable to access 
them independently. 
 
In Glenview West, similar breaks in the connectivity of the sidewalk network warranted 
partial marks for the provision of sidewalks. While Glenview West does not have big box 
stores, some retail amenities are also separated from the sidewalk by parking lots, with no 
defined sidewalk for pedestrian access. In addition, on Lawrence Road between Martin 
Road and the neighbourhood’s edge, there is only one sidewalk on the north side of the 
road. The sidewalk on the south side ends at Martin Road. This is a particular problem 
because there is no signalized intersection at this end point, and no sign warning 
pedestrians to cross the street at the previous signalled intersection. Inadequate pedestrian 
infrastructure in this part of the neighbourhood may negatively impact perceptions of 
safety, which can serve to inhibit seniors’ activities (Michael et al., 2006). 
 
In addition, the condition of sidewalks can impact the ability of older adults to walk in their 
neighbourhoods. Sidewalks that are uneven, narrow (HCoA, 2010; WHO 2007), cracked 
(WHO, 2007), have steep curbs (Novek & Menec, 2014; WHO, 2007) or have obstructions 
(WHO, 2007), can present concerns for older adults. The condition of the sidewalks in both 
neighbourhoods appeared to be good, with no significant cracks or potholes, as well as 
curb cuts present at every intersection where the sidewalk tapers to the road surface. 
However, sidewalks in good condition for seniors must also include proper winter 
maintenance (Hodge, 2008; Novek & Menec, 2014). The City of Hamilton has a Snow 
Removal By-law, which requires all residential and commercial property owners or 
occupants to clear their public sidewalks within 24 hours of a snowfall. However, in both 
neighbourhoods, winter maintenance was notably lacking. Most sidewalks had some 
covering of snow, including sidewalks along arterial streets. Seniors in Hamilton have 
expressed concerns about falling due to lack of snow and ice removal (HCoA, 2010). This 
fear of falling can limit seniors’ independence (Hodge, 2008). The poor winter maintenance 
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is especially problematic for the Glenview West neighbourhood where there are areas of 
moderate and steep slopes, which present difficulties for older adults who often have 
reduced physical abilities (Beard et al., 2009; Hodge, 2008; Szanton et al., 2014).  
 
Poor winter maintenance of sidewalks in both neighbourhoods at the time of the 
evaluations negatively impacted scores for the condition/maintenance of sidewalks. It 
should be noted that if this research was conducted during the other seasons, it is likely 
that these scores would improve, and therefore the neighbourhoods would be considered 
more senior-friendly during other times of the year.  
 
The pedestrian environments in each neighbourhood benefit from clear building and street 
signage for wayfinding, defined easily visible signs with large letters and standardized 
symbols. This was identified as important for senior-friendly neighbourhoods in Hamilton 
(HCoA, 2014a). Seniors’ abilities can be reduced when they become confused or distracted 
by traffic, noise, or other environmental stimuli. Clear signage is important in ensuring 
seniors have confidence to navigate their neighbourhoods (Hodge, 2008). Macassa has 
some signs - on Fennell Avenue East and Upper Sherman Avenue, as well as in the parking 
lot of the Macassa Lodge, where the bookmobile stops - directing drivers to be cautious of 
seniors crossing. These types of signs may be useful in making older pedestrians feel safe 
crossing the street and accessing their daily activities.  
 
The pedestrian environments in both neighbourhoods also benefit from adequate lighting. 
Many seniors restrict their out-of-home activities after dark due to personal limitations, 
such as reduced night vision, and perceptual factors, such as a fear of crime. Adequate 
lighting can reduce these anxieties among seniors so they feel safe when leaving their 
homes for evening activities (Hodge, 2008). Lighting in Macassa was classified as good, 
with both streetlights and lights from businesses providing bright illumination prominent 
neighbourhood features including street markings, sidewalks, signs, and bus stops. Lighting 
in Glenview West was classified as fair, with lighting mainly provided from streetlights. 
Some prominent neighbourhood features were brightly illuminated and others received 
only dim lighting. This level of lighting is acceptable for pedestrians, although not optimal 
for older adults (HCoA, 2014a). 
 
Both neighbourhoods fall short in providing resting places for seniors. In Glenview West 
there is one bench in front of the medical office (“Parkdale Medical Centre”). In Macassa, 
the Macassa Lodge has a bench along the sidewalk; although at the time of observation, it 
was overturned and not usable. The absence of benches in neighbourhoods was described 
as a barrier to neighbourhood walkability in Hamilton (HCoA, 2010). A senior’s level of 
competence in walking for activities can be reduced or compromised when they become 
tired, and may result in falls or missteps. The inclusion of benches along walkways allows 
seniors to rest and improves their perception of safety while walking (Hodge, 2008). 
Consequently, without adequate seating in Macassa and Glenview West, seniors may feel 
unable to carry out their instrumental activities. 
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4.1.3 Public Transportation 
Public transportation is often important to seniors’ independence (Broome et al., 2010; 
Michael, 2006; Novek & Menec, 2014; WHO, 2007). Since older adults are less likely to 
continue to drive as they age (Broome et al., 2010; Novek & Menec, 2014), public 
transportation can be crucial in allowing them to move about in their city (WHO, 2007) and 
access valued activities (Michael et al., 2006). The evaluation of public transportation 
considered the availability, accessibility, and affordability of public transit. Macassa and 
Glenview West both scored 16 out of 20 in this category as shown in Table 4. 
 

Table 4: Scores for the Public Transportation category by neighbourhood. 

Category Neighbourhood Feature Scoring Scores 

Public 
Transportation  

 
Macassa 

Glenview 
West 

Availability 

Bus Service Frequency None = 0; hourly = 1; half hourly = 2 2 2 

Bus Service Convenience 
of Routes Low = 0; Moderate = 1; High = 2 2 2 

Special Transit Service No = 0; Yes = 2  2 2 

Accessibility 

Bus Stop Shelters 
No shelters = 0; some stops have a 
shelter = 1; all stops have a shelter = 2 1 1 

Bus Stop Benches  
No bench = 0; some stops have a 
bench = 1; all stops have a bench = 2 1 1 

Bus Stop Signage Poor = 0; Fair = 1; Good = 2  1 1 

Bus Stop Lighting Poor = 0; Fair = 1; Good = 2  1 1 

Age-Friendly Vehicles No = 0; Yes = 2  2 2 

Affordability 

Reduced Senior Fares for 
Transit No = 0; Yes = 2  2 2 

Reduced Senior Fares for 
Special Transit No = 0; Yes = 2  2 2 

 
Total = 20 16 16 

Availability 
Both neighbourhoods performed well in the availability of public transportation, which 
includes presence of public transit and special transit for older adults and those with 
disabilities (Hodge, 2008; WHO, 2007). Macassa is serviced by four bus routes along the 
arterial roads of the neighbourhood: route 41/41A along Mohawk Road East, route 23 
along Upper Gage Avenue route 21 along Fennell Avenue East, and route 24 along Upper 
Sherman Avenue (see Appendix G). All of the bus routes have frequent service, with buses 
stopping at least every 20 to 30 minutes, seven days a week (City of Hamilton, 2015a). 
 
Glenview West is serviced by route 5 (includes 52 and 5E) running along King Street East 
and Cochrane Road, route 11 on Parkdale Avenue South, route 1 along Queenston Road, as 
well as route 10, the B Line Express, along Queenston (see Appendix H). As an express bus, 
route 10 operates during the daytime on weekdays and the other routes operate seven 
days a week, with buses stopping at least every 20 to 30 minutes. Route 1 and route 10 on 
Queenston, and route 5 along King Street East have especially frequent service throughout 
the day, with buses reaching stops as often as every 10 minutes (City of Hamilton, 2015a). 
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The four routes bordering Macassa intersect at the major intersections and also connect to 
other routes in the city, forming a convenient transit network that allows seniors in 
Macassa to access a variety of destinations. Importantly, the public transit system provides 
access to those uses important for seniors’ IADL that are absent from the neighbourhood, 
including a seniors centre (“Sackville Hill Seniors Centre”), medical clinic (“Mountain 
Medical Walk-in Clinic”), as well as permanent branches of the Hamilton Public Library 
(“Turner Park Branch” and “Sherwood Branch”).  
 
Similarly, the routes servicing Glenview West connect this neighbourhood to some of the 
important amenities for seniors that it is lacking within its boundaries. Specifically, route 5 
along King Street East connects the neighbourhood to a grocery store (“Metro”) and a post 
office, and routes 1 and 10 along Queenston Road connect the neighbourhood to branches 
of the Hamilton Public Library (“Red Hill Branch” and “Kenilworth Branch”), a grocery 
store (“FreshCo”), and a senior’s centre (“YWCA Hamilton Seniors Active Living Centre – 
Ottawa Street”). 
 
While transit does connect residents of both neighbourhoods to the important amenities 
missing from their boundaries, it does not outweigh the fact that they are absent within 
their neighbourhoods. Having key amenities within walking distance to seniors’ residences 
was a priority in the Hamilton focus groups (HCoA, 2010; O’Connor, 2013; HCoA, 2014a). 
The presence of transit is nonetheless important for senior-friendly neighbourhoods in 
Hamilton (O’Connor, 2013), especially routes that match where older adults need and want 
to go (HCoA, 2010). Both neighbourhoods are in areas of the city that are well connected by 
transit. This makes convenient routes available that allow seniors in these neighbourhoods 
to easily connect to other key destinations including downtown, shopping centres, 
hospitals, and nursing homes throughout Hamilton.  
 
In addition to regular transit availability, the Disabled and Aged Regional Transportation 
System (DARTS) is also able to serve both neighbourhoods. DARTS is a specialized transit 
system available to persons who, due to physical or functional limitations, are unable to use 
the fixed-route public transit (HSR). DARTS is also available for some trips to those who are 
unable to use HSR under certain conditions, such as during the winter months, for certain 
trips, and for a temporary condition. DARTS operates on a "door-to-door" system, whereby 
passengers specify their pick up location and travel destination. It is also a shared ride 
service, in which multiple passengers travel to varying destinations, and therefore rides are 
not direct trips (City of Hamilton, 2014). Unlike some special transit systems with limited 
operating hours and service to health facilities only (Hodge, 2008), DARTS operates 365 
days a year with service from 8:30 am to 2 am, Monday to Saturday, and 8:30am to 
12:30am on Sundays and holidays. DARTS can also serve any destination in the City of 
Hamilton, as well as three destinations in Burlington: Joseph Brant Hospital, Aldershot GO 
Station, and Fairview GO Station (City of Hamilton, 2014). 

Accessibility 
Both neighbourhoods have similar features relating to the accessibility of public transit. 
Senior-friendly, accessible transit stops should include shelter and benches (WHO, 2007). 
Only some bus stops in Macassa and Glenview West are equipped with shelters and 
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benches, while others simply provide a concrete pad for waiting transit users. This is 
especially of concern because stops without shelter and benches were described as a 
barrier to transit use among older adults in Hamilton (HCoA, 2010; O’Connor, 2013). 
Therefore, while both neighbourhoods are well-connected by transit to important 
amenities for seniors’ IADL, accessibility issues with bus stops may prevent them from 
reaching these destinations. 
 
In both neighbourhoods, lighting at night is adequate in terms of the general 
neighbourhood environment, with bus stops being lit from the streetlights. Since there is 
no lighting specifically intended to illuminate the bus stops, this area of accessibility in 
transit is sufficient, but not optimal for older adults. Appropriate lighting at bus stops can 
help reduce the anxieties of seniors regarding nighttime activities, and facilitate transit use 
(Hodge, 2008). 
 
Legible and well-placed signage is also important to the accessibility of transit for seniors 
(WHO, 2007). The bus stop signage in both neighbourhoods is reasonable. All bus stops are 
denoted with a sign that uses recognizable HSR colours and a bus symbol, and also includes 
the bus stop number and a Bus Check telephone number that can be called to hear the 
upcoming bus arrival times. Signage could be clearer and more informative to help seniors 
feel comfortable navigating public transit (Hodge, 2008). The numbers on the signs are not 
visible from a distance, which was a concern previously identified in a Hamilton focus 
group (HCoA, 2014a). In addition, the signs do not have a written bus stop label or indicate 
the routes that service the stop. Furthermore, bus stops equipped with shelters also 
included a map of bus service throughout the city. However, in both neighbourhoods, these 
maps were faded and not fully legible.  
 
Both Macassa and Glenview West have bus service provided by age-friendly vehicles. In 
2010, participants in Hamilton focus groups described difficulties with getting on and off 
buses (HCoA, 2010). Since then, all HSR bus routes use Accessible Low Floor (ALF) buses 
(City of Hamilton, 2015a). ALF buses are designed to serve riders who have trouble 
climbing stairs. Drivers are able to lower the bus to minimize the step for entry and exit. 
ALF buses are also designed with a ramp that extends to assist riders who use wheelchairs, 
scooters, walkers, and other mobility devices (City of Hamilton, 2013a). The specialized 
transit, DARTS, also uses accessible vehicles and includes service where the driver provides 
physical assistance to the passenger (City of Hamilton, 2014). Therefore, the accessible 
vehicles used by the Hamilton transit system serve to support seniors in conducting their 
daily activities. 

Affordability 
The senior-friendliness of both neighbourhoods is benefited from affordable senior transit 
fares, which was important to participants in the Hamilton focus groups (HCoA, 2014a; 
HCoA, 2014b). This ensures that the cost of using transit does not create a barrier to 
independence for seniors (Hodge, 2008; WHO, 2007). The normal cash fare is $2.55 for all 
users (seniors, students, and adults), but the HSR offers options for reduced fares for 
seniors. When using PRESTO cards, the electronic fare payment system, the senior fare is 
reduced to $1.65. There are also discounted monthly and yearly passes for seniors using 
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PRESTO (City of Hamilton, 2015b). PRESTO capabilities are unavailable on DARTS buses, 
however senior tickets in packs of 10 are available for $1.65 per ticket, and reduced 
monthly and yearly senior passes are also available (City of Hamilton, 2014). In addition, 
seniors aged 80 and over can obtain a Golden Age Bus Pass, which entitles them to free HSR 
bus service (City of Hamilton, 2015b), or free DARTS service for registered users (City of 
Hamilton, 2014). 

4.2 Document Analysis: Hamilton’s Plan for an Age-Friendly City 
With Hamilton’s rapidly aging population, City Council identified the development of an 
age-friendly initiative as a priority in the City’s 2012-2015 Strategic Plan. The City 
partnered with the Hamilton Council on Aging to develop Hamilton’s Plan for an Age-
Friendly City. This Plan is intended to help “municipal decision-makers, staff, and 
community stakeholders identify and address needs and priorities related to older adults” 
(HCoA & City of Hamilton, 2014, p.1). The Plan identifies principles for policy development 
and service delivery. It is focused around a series of goals, and commits to various 
objectives and actions to achieve these goals. This document has been reviewed in the 
context of features associated with IADL among seniors. The review also considers how the 
Plan may serve to improve the shortcomings of Macassa and Glenview West as identified in 
the neighbourhood evaluations.  

4.2.1 Mix of Land Uses 
The Plan prioritizes the creation of walkable, mixed use neighbourhoods. Objective 2.6 
aims to create complete communities with new developments and, where possible, with 
redevelopment in existing neighbourhoods. As such, Action 2.6.10 directs the City of 
Hamilton Planning and Economic Development department to ensure that areas zoned for 
mixed use provide a mix of complementary uses that allow “easy access between retail, 
employment, residential, public, social and health services, education and recreation uses” 
(HCoA and City of Hamilton, 2014, p.24). This will be done through the creation of a cross-
departmental ‘Complete Communities’ committee to explore integration of mixed use, 
transportation options, and housing choices. This includes “local walkable access to options 
for food, transportation, housing, recreation, education, retail, employment, and 
information services” (HCoA and City of Hamilton, 2014, p.24).  
 
These aims recognize a main concern identified in the Hamilton focus groups: to have 
diverse land uses that provide local amenities (HCoA, 2013a) within walking distance in 
seniors’ neighbourhoods (HCoA, 2010; O’Connor, 2013; HCoA, 2014a). As seniors age, 
functional limitations often present challenges for walking long distances, using transit, and 
driving. Therefore, to facilitate seniors’ independence in accessing daily activities, there is a 
considerable need to have an appropriate mix of land uses in neighbourhoods (Hodge, 
2008). These directives provided in the Plan are promising at establishing the type of 
communities that contain the amenities needed for seniors’ IADL. However, it may be more 
difficult for Action 2.6.10 to have an impact on the mix of uses in existing neighbourhoods, 
like Glenview West and Macassa, without strategies to encourage specific uses to locate in 
existing neighbourhoods. 
 
Action 2.6.12 does seek to create a type of amenity for seniors from existing 
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neighbourhood spaces. It details that partnership agreements between the municipality, 
school boards, the private sector, and the community should be formed to establish spaces 
for low cost leisure and recreational use, including the shared use of school grounds, 
schools that are closing, municipal facilities, and other private and public spaces (HCoA & 
City of Hamilton, 2014). This action has the potential to provide more spaces for facilities 
with similar functions to senior’s centres, which were identified as an important 
neighbourhood amenity for older adults in Hamilton (HCoA, 2013b), and were lacking in 
both Macassa and Glenview West.  

4.2.2 Pedestrian Environment 
Under Objective 2.6, which intends to create complete communities, the Plan includes 
actions that address the pedestrian environment, a feature of the built environment that is 
fundamental to a senior’s ability to carry out IADL independently. Action 2.6.1 supports 
making changes to the pedestrian environment using an older adult lens, including 
providing improved pedestrian crossings, signal times, and street furniture (HCoA & City of 
Hamilton, 2014). This action has the potential to diminish some of the barriers to the 
independence of older adults in Macassa and Glenview West, as well as other 
neighbourhoods in Hamilton. Incorporating some of the recommended age-friendly 
characteristics of the pedestrian environment such as outdoor seating (WHO, 2007) and 
crossings with visual and auditory signals (WHO, 2007) that have times reflective of the 
walking speeds of seniors (Langlois et al., 1997; Michael et al., 2006; WHO, 2007; HCoA, 
2014a) could help improve seniors’ comfort in conducting IADL independently in their 
neighbourhoods. 

Action 2.6.3 details that Neighbourhood Associations and BIAs will be encouraged to 
conduct walkability/accessibility of their particular environments using questionnaires 
provided by Public Health or the HCoA. Results of these audits will be forwarded to Public 
Works for consideration when repairs, reconstructions, and upgrades of streets are being 
planned (HCoA & City of Hamilton, 2014). This can address issues such as incomplete 
sidewalk networks, poor condition of sidewalks (i.e. cracks, potholes), lack of curb cuts or 
traffic buffers, and steep slopes of sidewalks. In addition, this may be especially useful for 
retrofitting big box locations with safe pedestrian walking paths in Macassa and other 
neighbourhoods. 

Improving the accessibility of sidewalks is also prioritized in Action 2.6.6. The City of 
Hamilton Public Works department will create an ad hoc committee, with representatives 
from the Seniors Advisory Committee and the Disabilities Advisory Committee, to make 
recommendations about improving sidewalks for users with mobility devices (HCoA & City 
of Hamilton, 2014). In addition, Action 2.6.9 details that Public Works will establish a 
wayfinding system for Hamilton in consultation with seniors (HCoA & City of Hamilton, 
2014). While both of the evaluated neighbourhoods in this study had adequate signage for 
wayfinding, this action is important given that it was identified as lacking elsewhere 
Hamilton (HCoA, 2014a). Appropriate senior-friendly signage is important for ensuring 
older adults are comfortable leaving their homes and conducting IADL in their 
neighbourhoods (Hodge, 2008). 
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While these actions address most of the issues with the pedestrian environment found in 
Macassa and Glenview West, the Plan is notably missing policies that seek to improve the 
winter maintenance of the pedestrian environment. Inadequate winter maintenance of 
sidewalks, bus stops, and intersections was recognized in the Plan (HCoA and City of 
Hamilton, 2014), and concerns were noted in earlier focus groups as well (HCoA, 2010). In 
the neighbourhood evaluations, both neighbourhoods failed to score well on this criterion, 
and without strategic direction to improve winter maintenance in Hamilton, snow and ice 
will continue to be a barrier to the independence of seniors in IADL in these 
neighbourhoods. 

4.2.3 Public Transportation 
Hamilton’s Plan for an Age-Friendly City also has strategies relating to public transportation. 
Objective 2.4 aims to improve the ease of using public transit (HCoA & City of Hamilton, 
2014). Older adults have specific needs impacting their use of public transportation 
(Broome et al., 2010), which is often crucial to their independence when they can no longer 
drive (Broome et al., 2010; Novek & Menec, 2014). Therefore this guiding objective is 
especially important for improving the senior-friendliness of Hamilton neighbourhoods. 

As previously described, reduced rates for senior transit users of the HSR and DARTS are 
already available. However, seniors in the Hamilton focus groups described the 
affordability of transit as a concern (HCoA, 2014a; HCoA, 2014b), which may be the result 
of lack of awareness or difficulty accessing these affordable options. As a part of Objective 
2.4, Action 2.4.1 outlines that the City of Hamilton HSR and Seniors Advisory Committee 
will work to increase the number of locations where seniors’ tickets and passes can be 
purchased (HCoA & City of Hamilton, 2014). Therefore, this directive facilitates seniors in 
accessing affordable fare options, and can diminish this barrier to transit use.  

Action 2.4.3 is an additional directive dedicated to improving the ease of using public 
transit for older adults, by aiming to improve information at bus stops (HCoA & City of 
Hamilton, 2014). The neighbourhood evaluations of Macassa and Glenview West revealed 
that information at bus stops is limited. Bus stop signage was in small print and neglected 
to indicate which routes serve the stops or any schedule information. In addition, maps of 
routes were only available at sheltered stations and were in poor condition. Reduced 
abilities associated with aging often manifest into difficulties navigating directions, transfer 
points, and schedules for senior transit users. Therefore, the absence of informative and 
legible signage can create a barrier to transit use for older adults (Hodge, 2008). Action 
2.4.3 can address the shortcomings of bus signage in these neighbourhoods, as well as 
other Hamilton neighbourhoods, and facilitate the use of public transportation among 
seniors. 

Objective 2.5 also intends to improve public transportation for seniors, specifically 
improving DARTS. Action 2.5.1 aims to improve and expand this special transit service 
(HCoA & City of Hamilton, 2014). While Hamilton seniors benefit from the presence of 
special transit that can service all destinations in the city, focus group participants 
expressed concern about other issues with the DARTS service including its restrictive 
criteria for eligibility (HCoA, 2014b) and a booking system that is difficult to navigate 
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(HCoA, 2010). This action can be useful in addressing these issues, which can serve to 
promote the independence of seniors with mobility issues. 

In addition to the public transportation system, the Plan considers other forms of shared 
transportation options to facilitate seniors in the city. Objective 2.3 intends to identify 
opportunities to expand community bus shuttles as a way of getting people directly to 
where they want to go. In particular, Action 2.3.2 outlines that the Hamilton Council on 
Aging and Hamilton Public Library will work with major grocery chains providing shuttle 
bus service to their grocery store, to extend the service to more public and convenient pick 
up venues, such as outside of libraries (HCoA & City of Hamilton, 2014). These directives 
are useful for neighbourhoods that lack the important mix of uses that facilitate 
independence for older adults, especially grocery stores. The importance of grocery stores 
to seniors’ daily lives was stressed in the Hamilton focus groups (HCoA, 2010; O’Connor, 
2013) and in the literature (Hodge, 2008; Michael et al., 2006; Novek & Menec, 2014). In 
addition, this type of service can also compensate for public transit routes that do not 
always connect older adults to where they need and want to go, a concern of focus group 
participants in Hamilton (HCoA, 2010). While both Macassa and Glenview West are 
serviced by comprehensive public transit that connects them to important destinations, 
community shuttle service in other neighbourhoods with less extensive transit can 
supplement the available service and provide seniors with access to important destinations 
like grocery stores.  
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5.0 Conclusions and Recommendations 
This report provided an analysis of the senior-friendliness of the City of Hamilton 
neighbourhoods Macassa and Glenview West. The City of Hamilton has an aging 
population, and this change in demographics requires neighbourhoods that support 
seniors’ abilities to retain independence in instrumental activities of daily living. 
 
The neighbourhoods were evaluated on the presence, prevalence, and quality of 
neighbourhood features impacting seniors’ IADL in the categories of a Mix of Land Uses, the 
Pedestrian Environment, and Public Transportation. Macassa received a higher score of 
senior-friendliness than Glenview West. Both neighbourhoods provided some of the 
amenities identified as important to facilitate seniors’ IADL. Glenview West had less of the 
important uses for seniors, and was notably missing a grocery store. In addition, the 
pedestrian environments in both neighbourhoods lacked some features to support seniors’ 
IADL, especially characteristics of street crossings and pedestrian infrastructure. Finally, 
both neighbourhoods scored well in the public transportation category, with available and 
affordable transit. A lack of accessible transit stops, however, was identified as a negative 
feature in each neighbourhood. 
 
Hamilton’s Plan for an Age-Friendly City provides several directives for the City and its 
partners to create age-friendly communities. Many of the objectives address the 
shortcomings of Macassa and Glenview West that were identified in the neighbourhood 
evaluations, however the Plan had no policies aimed to improve winter maintenance of 
sidewalks or to achieve a diversity of land uses in existing neighbourhoods. 
 
Based on these findings, the following section presents practical recommendations for 
policy- and decision-makers regarding age-friendly planning in Hamilton, as well as 
localized recommendations for the selected neighbourhoods. The recommendations also 
include suggested public and private agencies to be responsible for implementing the 
initiatives, as well as the recommended prioritization of initiatives. This prioritization is 
based on two factors: the resource-intensity of the initiatives, and the urgency of the 
recommended initiatives. For example, the poor winter maintenance of sidewalks requires 
immediate attention to improve safety and accessibility and is therefore a recommended 
short term priority. Conversely, providing community space for seniors is a recommended 
medium term priority because this initiative would require significant planning and 
coordination with community partners, and additionally, there is not an urgent need to 
provide community space for seniors since existing seniors centres are accessible by 
transit.  

5.1 General Recommendations for Hamilton 
 Develop a strategy to ensure proper winter maintenance of sidewalks. The approach 

may include strengthening the enforcement of the Snow Removal By-law and 
expanding the City’s snow removal responsibilities to include sidewalks with high 
pedestrian traffic. The approach may also include promoting the Snow Angels 
program, which connects seniors and persons with physical disabilities with 
volunteers who clear snow from their sidewalks. 
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o Responsible Agency: City of Hamilton (Municipal Law Enforcement/Public 
Works) 

o Priority: Short Term 
 

 Develop a strategy to achieve a diversity of land uses within existing 
neighbourhoods. The strategy may include policy changes or incentives to attract 
diverse uses.  

o Responsible Agency: City of Hamilton (Planning and Economic Development) 
o Priority: Medium Term 

 
 Expand the capacity of the City to implement senior-friendly initiatives by 

formalizing the Hamilton Council on Aging within the Corporation of the City of 
Hamilton. The HCoA could be made responsible for the implementation of certain 
programs and services that require specialized attention and resources that may not 
currently be available with the City, including staffing support and connections to 
existing resources and funding opportunities.  

o Responsible Agency: City of Hamilton and Hamilton Council on Aging 
o Priority: Medium Term 

5.2 Recommendations for Macassa 
 Create a community space for seniors by implementing Action 2.6.12 of Hamilton’s 

Plan for an Age-Friendly City.  Since the neighbourhood lacks a senior’s centre, the 
City could form a partnership with the Blessed Sacrament Catholic Elementary 
School or the Macassa Lodge long-term care facility to provide shared community 
space and offer programming typically available at senior’s centres.  

o Responsible Agency: City of Hamilton (Recreation Division), Blessed 
Sacrament Catholic Elementary School, Macassa Lodge 

o Priority: Medium Term 
 

 Install a traffic buffer in the form of a planting strip along the west side of Upper 
Gage Avenue, from 7th Avenue to Fennell Avenue East, to separate the sidewalk from 
the road.  

o Responsible Agency: City of Hamilton (Public Works) 
o Priority: Medium Term 

 
 Install visual countdowns and auditory signals at the four major intersections 

(Upper Sherman Avenue and Mohawk Road East; Mohawk Road East and Upper 
Gage Avenue; Upper Gage Avenue and Fennell Avenue East, and; Fennell Avenue 
East and Upper Sherman Avenue).  

o Responsible Agency: City of Hamilton (Public Works) 
o Priority: Short Term 

 
 Incorporate sidewalks, painted paths, and/or other features to create a protected 

pedestrian path connecting stores in big box plazas to neighbourhood sidewalks.  
o Responsible Agency: City of Hamilton (Public Works), Big Box Stores  
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o Priority: Short Term 
 

 Provide well-maintained resting places throughout the neighbourhood.  
o Responsible Agency: City of Hamilton (Public Works), Neighbourhood 

Businesses 
o Priority: Medium Term 

 
 Improve bus stop accessibility by installing more shelters, benches, and lighting at 

bus stops. Action 2.4.3 of Hamilton’s Plan for an Age-Friendly City should also be 
implemented to provide more informative signage.  

o Responsible Agency: City of Hamilton (Public Works/HSR) 
o Priority: Medium Term 

5.3 Recommendations for Glenview West 
 Create a community space for seniors by implementing Action 2.6.12 of Hamilton’s 

Plan for an Age-Friendly City.  Since the neighbourhood lacks a senior’s centre, the 
City could form a partnership with the Viscount Montgomery Public School and/or 
St. Eugene Catholic Elementary School to provide shared community space and offer 
programming typically available at senior’s centres.  

o Responsible Agency: City of Hamilton (Recreation Division), Viscount 
Montgomery Public School, St. Eugene Catholic Elementary School  

o Priority: Medium Term 
 

 As the population ages, extend Bookmobile service to the neighbourhood. 
o Responsible Agency: Hamilton Public Library 
o Priority: Long Term 

 
 Install visual countdowns and auditory signals at major intersections without these 

signals (Parkdale Avenue South and Queenston Road; Queenston Road and 
Cochrane Road; Cochrane Road and King Street East, and; Cochrane Road and 
Lawrence Road).  

o Responsible Agency: City of Hamilton (Public Works) 
o Priority: Short Term 

 
 Provide non-slip strips at major intersections.  

o Responsible Agency: City of Hamilton (Public Works) 
o Priority: Medium Term 

 
 As the population ages, place seniors crossing signs at important pedestrian 

crossings. 
o City of Hamilton (Public Works) 
o Priority: Long Term 

 
 Install a sidewalk along the south side of Lawrence Avenue. 

o City of Hamilton (Public Works) 
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o Priority: Medium Term 
 

 Incorporate sidewalks, painted paths, and/or other features to create a protected 
pedestrian path connecting neighbourhood sidewalks to stores separated from 
sidewalks by parking lots. 

o Responsible Agency: City of Hamilton (Public Works), Neighbourhood 
Businesses  

o Priority: Medium Term 
 

 Provide well-maintained resting places throughout the neighbourhood.  
o Responsible Agency: City of Hamilton, Neighbourhood Businesses 
o Priority: Medium Term 

 
 Improve bus stop accessibility by installing more shelters, benches, and lighting at 

bus stops. Action 2.4.3 of Hamilton’s Plan for an Age-Friendly City should also be 
implemented to provide more informative signage.  

o Responsible Agency: City of Hamilton (Public Works/HSR) 
o Priority: Medium Term 

 

5.4 Conclusions 
Confronted with an aging population, the City of Hamilton is tasked with preparing to 
accommodate its growing number of seniors. Hamilton’s Plan for An Age-Friendly City has 
started the movement to create neighbourhoods that better serve the needs of older adults. 
While the Plan has addressed some of the barriers to seniors’ IADL as described in the 
literature and in the Hamilton focus groups, this reseach has identified some areas that can 
be improved to facilitate seniors. The recommendations provided above are intended to 
improve the senior-friendliness of the Macassa and Glenview West neighbourhoods by 
removing the existing barriers and providing additional senior-friendly features. The 
provided citywide recommendations will also serve to improve winter maintenance and 
land use diversity in other neighbourhoods, and support senior-friendly initiatives across 
the city. In addition, the method used in this study can be applied to other neighbourhoods 
in Hamilton in order to identify neighbourhood-specific barriers to older adults. 
 
Creating senior-friendly neighbourhoods is a pressing issue in Canadian cities, including 
Hamilton. The aging population is resulting in a high proportion of older adults – a 
demographic often faced with reduced abilities that present challenges to conducting 
instrumental activities of daily living. This study seeks to identify these barriers so that 
enabling living environments can be established that will facilitate seniors in retaining 
their independence in IADL. 
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Appendix A: Macassa Neighbourhood Boundaries 
 

 
Source: Adapted from City of Hamilton (2010) and Google Maps (2015). 
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Appendix B: Glenview West Neighbourhood Boundaries 
 

 
Source: Adapted from City of Hamilton (2010) and Google Maps (2015). 
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Appendix C: Location of Selected Neighbourhoods  
 

 
Source: Adapted from City of Hamilton (2010) and Google Earth (2015). 
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Appendix D: Neighbourhood Evaluation Tool  
 

Category Neighbourhood Feature Scoring Scores 

Mix of Land Uses 
  

Macassa Glenview West 

Type of Use 

Grocery Store(s) None = 0; 1 = 1; 2+ = 2     

Retail Amenities None = 0; 1-4 = 1; 5+ = 2      

Pharmacy None = 0; any = 2      

Bank None = 0; any = 2      

Post Office None = 0; any = 2      

Library No = 0; Mobile = 1; Yes = 2     

Senior's Centre None = 0; any = 2      

Medical Clinic None = 0; any = 2      

  
 

Total = 16     

          

Pedestrian Environment 
   

  

Traffic 

Volume and Speed of Traffic High = 0; Moderate = 1; Low = 2     

Traffic Buffer: Wide Sidewalks and/or 
Planting Strips No = 0; Partial = 1; Yes = 2      

Street Crossings 

Four-Way Signalized Major Intersections No = 0; Yes = 2      

Visual Countdowns None = 0; Partial = 1; All = 2      

Auditory Signals None = 0; Partial = 1; All = 2      

Traffic Islands No = 0; Yes = 2      

Non-slip Strips No = 0; Yes = 2      

Pedestrian Infrastructure 

Sidewalks None = 0; Partial = 1; All = 2      

Sidewalk Condition/Maintenance Poor = 0; Fair = 1; Good = 2     

Slope for Walking Steep = 0; Moderate Grade = 1; Flat = 2     

Resting Places None = 0; Few = 1; Many = 2     

Curb Cuts No = 0; Yes = 2      

Lighting Poor = 0; Fair = 1; Good = 2     
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Signage Poor = 0; Fair = 1; Good = 2     

  

 
Total = 28     

          

Public Transportation 
   

  

Availability 

Bus Service Frequency None = 0; hourly = 1; half hourly = 2     

Bus Service Convenience of Routes Low = 0; Moderate = 1; High = 2     

Special Transit Service No = 0; Yes = 2      

Accessibility 

Bus Stop Shelters 
No shelters = 0; some stops have a 
shelter = 1; all stops have a shelter = 2     

Bus Stop Benches  
No bench = 0; some stops have a bench 
= 1; all stops have a bench = 2     

Bus Stop Signage Poor = 0; Fair = 1; Good = 2      

Bus Stop Lighting Poor = 0; Fair = 1; Good = 2      

Age-Friendly Vehicles No = 0; Yes = 2      

Affordability 
Reduced Senior Fares for Transit No = 0; Yes = 2      

Reduced Senior Fares for Special Transit No = 0; Yes = 2      

  
 

Total = 20     

          

  
TOTAL = 64     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix E: Macassa Walking Route 
 

 
Source: Adapted from City of Hamilton (2010) and Google Maps (2015). 
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Appendix F: Glenview West Walking Route 
 

 
Source: Adapted from City of Hamilton (2010) and Google Maps (2015). 
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Appendix G: Macassa Bus Service 
 

 
Source: Adapted from City of Hamilton (2015a). 
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Appendix H: Glenview West Bus Service 
 

 
Source: Adapted from City of Hamilton (2015a). 
 
 


