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1 Introduction and Survey Design 
This report represents the third phase of the Community Living Research Project’s (CLRP) study 
of community living services in British Columbia.  An intial literature review was followed by in 
depth qualitative studies across the province looking at the four key areas of focus for the   
CLRP:  residential supports; day and employment supports; supports to seniors; and, transition 
supports.1

The NCI draws from a range of data sources that focus on outcomes at the level of people with 
intellectual disabilities (consumers), families and the developmental service system. Currently, 
28 states and 4 counties are participating in the NCI (Human Services Research Institute [HSRI], 
2009);

  The study reported on here was a large scale quantitative study focussed on the four 
areas noted above as well as more general demographics to provide both a profile of the people 
who access services and supports and to gauge their satisfaction with current supports and the 
impact of services on key life domains such as choice and control.   
 
The questionnaire targeted family members of adult persons with developmental disabilities 
(PWDs). While the main focus of the survey was the person with a disability, the survey also 
asked questions pertaining to the family itself, for example demographic information and 
information regarding services the family itself may receive such as respite.  Potential 
participants were identified from the Community Living British Columbia’s (CLBC) list of those 
receiving services; CLBC is responsible for providing and facilitating access to services and 
supports for over 10,000 PWDs. A stratified random sample of 2,000 participants was selected 
and CLBC staff mailed out questionnaires to participants across British Columbia in the Spring 
of 2008 with approximately 3 months to respond. An information line was also provided to assist 
people in completing the questionnaire. Participants were provided the option of completing the 
paper questionnaire, or accessing an identical questionnaire on-line.  The surveys were returned 
directly to the research team and contained no identifying information on those completing the 
survey or the person receiving services. 
 
The design of the Survey of Family Members of People with a Disability Who Are Receiving 
Services From Community Living British Columbia draws from two well-tested surveys and 
several straightforward questions that the research team developed for this project. One of the 
surveys is the Adult Family Survey from the National Core Indicators project in the United 
States. The other is Statistics Canada’s Participation and Activity Limitation Survey (PALS). We 
drew from these surveys because their questions are clear and straightforward and have been 
used successfully for many years, now. 
 
The Adult Family Survey is one of several surveys conducted annually under the National Core 
Indicators project (NCI) in the United States. The NCI is an initiative of the National Association 
of State Directors of Developmental Disabilities Services (NASDDDS) Board of Directors and 
was launched in December 1996. The NCI aims to provide state developmental disabilities 
authorities with tools to measure and improve system performance and services to people with 
developmental (intellectual) disabilities and their families. 
 

2

                                                 
1 Previous reports can be found at 

 the number of participating states and counties has varied from year to year. In any given 

http://www.cic.arts.ubc.ca/ . 
2 Human Services Research Institute. (2009). National core indicators. Retrieved December 15, 2009 from 
http://www.hsri.org/nci/index.asp?id=home. 

http://www.cic.arts.ubc.ca/�
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year between about 4,000 and 6,500 family members of adults 18 years and older with 
intellectual disabilities have responded to the Adult Family Survey (HSRI & NASDDDS, 2009).3

We also drew from the adult component of the Participation and Activity Limitation Survey 
(PALS) of 2006, which is Statistics Canada’s ‘flagship’ survey on disability. Linked to the 
Census of Population and building on the Health and Activity Limitation Survey (HALS) of 1986 
and 1991, the 2001 and 2006 versions of PALS are stratified, random, cross-sectional samples 
that gathered a wide range of information on: the general demographic characteristics of 
respondents with and without disabilities (e.g., age; gender; level of personal and family income 
and low household income status; labour force status; type of occupation; industrial sector of job; 
number of hours usually worked per week; when last worked for those not working; highest level 
of education; and many other basic demographic characteristics); the disability-specific 
characteristics of respondents (e.g., type of disability; severity of disability; need for and 
availability of various aids/devices, environmental modifications and human assistance at home, 
school, work and other situations in the community, including accessible transportation to and 
from those situations); disability-related barriers to social and economic participation in various 
contexts (e.g., employment, training, transportation, leisure and recreation activities); types and 
frequency of participation in leisure and recreation activities; and disability-specific experiences 
of discrimination in employment and other contexts. We drew from the PALS questions on 
sources of personal income and the frequency of receiving help in activities of everyday living, 
i.e., meal preparation, housework and heavy chores, getting to appointments and running errands, 
personal finances (banking, paying bills), home-based nursing care or medical treatment 
(injections, catheter care), moving about and self-care. In 2006, PALS obtained data from 
approximately 22,500 adults 15 years and older with disabilities (Statistics Canada, 2009).

 
The survey gathers information on: the demographic characteristics of the respondent and the 
respondent’s family member with an intellectual disability; the exchange of information between 
individuals/families and the service system; the process of planning for services and supports; 
consumer and family control in decision-making about services; issues concerning access to and 
delivery of services and supports; individuals’ connections with the community; outcomes for 
families; families’ overall level of satisfaction with services and supports; and specific aspects of 
the service system’s capabilities and effectiveness. For the present research we used most of the 
Adult Family Survey questions, with some minor modifications.  
 

4

                                                 
3 Human Services Research Unit and National Association of State Directors of Developmental Disabilities 
Services. (May 2009). Adult Family Survey: Final report – May 2009, 2007-2008 data. Authors: Cambridge, MA; 
Portland, OR; Alexandria, VA. 
4 Statistics Canada. (2009). Participation and Activity Limitation Survey public use microdata file user guide. 
Ottawa: Minister of Industry. 

 
 
We also drew from these sources to enable comparisons to be drawn between the service and 
outcome situation of people with intellectual disabilities in British Columbia (BC) and in the 
United States. Concerning income sources and the frequency of help received with activities of 
everyday living, the PALS questions on our survey enable the situation of people with 
intellectual disabilities receiving developmental services in BC to be compared with that of 
people with intellectual and other disabilities more broadly in BC and elsewhere in Canada.  
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On some matters that were not addressed by the NCI or PALS, the research team developed 
additional questions. These pertain mainly to selected kinds of services and supports received by 
people with an intellectual disability (Section C of our survey), transition planning (Section E) 
and extent of the individual’s social connectedness with others, living and personal support 
arrangements, personal safety, support for decision-making and the nature of the individual’s 
regular activities (Section F). 
 
Though targeted primarily at family members of the person with a disablility, a small percentage 
of the questionnaires were completed by support workers and the person with a disability 
themselves (see below for exact breakdown of respondents).  This meant that those without an 
available family member to fill out the questionnaire could be included.  Where this had potential 
to significantly alter the outcomes differential analysis was undertaken of support worker 
responses and family members, where significant these differences are discussed in the report. 
 
This report presents the key results from the survey.  Where the research team felt it significant 
the data was analysed for interactions between key variables such as age (above and below 50), 
residential type, region, degree of help required etc. and these are indicated in the text.  For ease 
of reading, statistical test results are included in footnotes rather than in the main body of the 
text.  The survey was designed to have both discrete questions and clusters of questions 
indicative of a specific area of inquiry (eg. Choice and Control, Information and Planning) so 
that composite indices could be used to gain an overall score for each given area.  The analysis 
below indicates where the indices are used and correlations between indices and discrete 
variables such as age or type of residence are also noted. The main body of the report simply 
presents the key results of the analysis.  The final section of the report provides some discussion 
and interpretation of significant or surprising outcomes as well as a synthesis of some of the key 
outcomes, and differences due to variables such as region and age. 
 

2 Description of the Survey Sample 
A total of 852 surveys were completed. The majority of these (n = 681, 80%) were returned by 
mail; whereas, 171 (20%) were completed electronically through an on-line format. Table 1 
represents the sampling distribution of the survey according to the areas identified by CLBC’s 
regional map. The table indicates a small degree of over sampling in the Coastal and Vancouver 
Island regions and undersampling in the Interior and Northern regions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 1 
Sampling distribution of the survey according to the CLBC regions 



Page 9 of 68 
 

 
Across mail and on-line surveys, 73% (n = 607) of surveys were answered by family members. 
Support staff comprised the next largest group of respondents (n = 191, 23%). Finally, a small 
number of persons with disabilities (PWDs; n = 29, 4%) completed the survey. An 
overwhelming majority (44%) of respondents identified themselves as the biological mother of 
the PWD who was the subject of the survey. Approximately, 72% of respondents reported being 
the primary caregiver, with 28% stating they were not. 
 

3 Age of  Respondents and PWDs 
Looking only at primary caregivers, ages ranged between 19 and 97 with a mean age of 57. 
Respondents were also asked to report how old the PWD to whom the survey was addressed 
was. PWDs ranged in age from 19 to 90 with a mean age of 385

4 Family Member Residence 

. 

Table 2 identifies by region, the residency of family members, PWDs who do not live at home, 
and all PWDs living at home or not. 
 
Table 2 
Sampling distribution of family members and PWDs by region 
Region Family members PWDs not living at 

home 
PWDs living or not 

living at home 
Coast 49% 43% 49% 
Vancouver 
Island 

24% 25% 24% 

Interior 21% 24% 20% 
North 6% 9% 7% 
 
 
Close to 59% of respondents stated that the PWD did not live at home with them. Please note 
that 152 participants identified themselves as nonrelatives (i.e., caregivers or 
managers/supervisors). Of those PWDs not living at home, 34% were said to live in a group 
home, 28% in an independent home/apartment, 24% in a family model home, 3% in an agency 

                                                 
5 Initial analyses revealed an age range from 2 to 97. Because this survey intended to collect information regarding 
adult PWDs, ages below 19 were excluded for this question. 

Region Percentage of total 
CLBC clientele 

Percentage of region 
sampled by the 

survey 

Percentage of the 
survey’s total sample 

Coast 45.9 8.6 49.0 
Vancouver 
Island 

22.0 8.9 24.4 

Interior 23.8 6.7 20.0 
North 8.4 6.2 6.5 
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owned apartment, 1% in long-term care facilities, and 10% in an other type of home. Follow-up 
analyses failed to reveal a significant relationship between the type of residence PWDs lived in 
and the region in which they resided6

For those living in an independent home/apartment, 49% said it was rented, 25% said it was 
owned by the respondent, and in 11% of the cases, it was owned by the PWD. There was no 
significant relationship between type of independent home/apartment ownership and residence 
region

. These results indicate that PWDs have access to similar 
types of residences regardless of which region they live in. 
 

7

5 Degree of Help Required for PWDs 

.  
 
For PWDs not living at home, equal numbers (i.e., 21%) were said to either live alone or with 
three other people. Sixteen percent were identified as living with one other person, 15% live with 
two people, and 23% live with 4 or more people. 

The majority (34%) of participants indicated the PWD needs a moderate amount of help with 
daily activities. Close to an equal number of participants said a little (22%), complete (22%), or 
no help (21%) was required. Table 3 provides a detailed description of how participants 
responded to each of the care needs. 
 

• Fifty-six percent said that help in all activities was needed everyday. 
• In-terms of help needed everyday for more specific needs, 61% said food preparation, 

60% reported self-care, and 55% indicated life skills. 
• Everyday assistance with planning and decision making was identified by 48% of 

participants. 

5.1 Health 

5.1.1 Help with Everyday Activities 
The majority (29.6%) of participants indicated 2 to 3 people were needed to help with everyday 
activities; whereas, another large proportion (24.0%) said no one was needed. Nineteen percent 
said 1 person was needed, while 20% indicated that 4 or more staff were needed to provide 
assistance. 

5.1.2 Comparing PWDs Under and Over The Age of 50 
The sample was divided into two age categories according to the age of PWDs: under 50 years of 
age and over 50 years of age. The general rating of PWDs’ health was compared for these two 
age categories. Health was rated on a 5-point scale from 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent). The perceived 
health of those under 50 years of age was found to be significantly higher than those over 50 
years of age8

                                                 
6 χ2 (15, N = 408) = 14.00, p = .53 
7 χ2 (9, N = 185) = 13.67, p = .13 
8 For those under 50 years of age, the mean rating was 3.23 (SD = .96), which was significantly higher than those 
over the age of 50 (M = 2.97, SD = .95), t(815) = 3.22, p < .001. 

. 
 



Page 11 of 68 
 

Table 3 
Frequency of Support Needed for Specific Activities 
 

 

5.1.3 General Health of Family Members 
The majority of respondents (43%) indicated their own health was good9

Sixty-six percent of respondents reported PWDs to be healthy. Specifically, 39% said the PWD 
was in good health, 27% reported very good health, 9% said excellent, while 3% said health was 
poor. There was no significant relationship between the perceived health of PWDs and their 
regional residence

, whereas, 18% said it 
was very good, 12% said fair, 7% said excellent, and 2% said poor. Interestingly, 19% reported 
that they did not know how to rate their health. Additional analyses failed to find a significant 
relationship between respondents’ general health and their region of residence, ÷2 (N = 798, 20) 
= 30.54, p = .06 
 

10

                                                 
9 Note there was an error on the on-line survey in which the response option very good was not available. This only 
applied to the question pertaining to the respondent’s own health. 
10 χ2 (12, N = 805) = 8.29, p = .76 

. A follow-up analysis was conducted to investigate whether or not there was 
a significant difference in how family members and support workers perceived the health of 

141 18.3% 87 11.3% 469 60.8% 74 9.6%

154 20.3% 159 21.0% 357 47.2% 87 11.5%

286 39.6% 75 10.4% 200 27.7% 161 22.3%

151 20.1% 242 32.2% 288 38.3% 71 9.4%

243 32.5% 193 25.8% 217 29.0% 94 12.6%

285 44.2% 17 2.6% 114 17.7% 229 35.5%

189 29.4% 42 6.5% 258 40.2% 153 23.8%

156 21.4% 59 8.1% 437 59.9% 78 10.7%

117 15.4% 149 19.6% 420 55.3% 74 9.7%

120 15.7% 262 34.2% 307 40.1% 77 10.1%

220 33.6% 80 12.2% 154 23.5% 201 30.7%

219 33.2% 91 13.8% 121 18.3% 229 34.7%

110 15.4% 116 16.2% 397 55.5% 92 12.9%

148 20.4% 123 16.9% 352 48.4% 104 14.3%

78 17.5% 15 3.4% 109 24.4% 244 54.7%

Preparing meals

Everyday housework (e.g.,
dusting, cleaning up)

Heavy household chores (e.g.,
spring cleaning, yard work)

Getting to appointments and
running errands (e.g., shopping
for groceries)

Personal finances (e.g., bank
transactions, paying bills)

Specialized nursing care or
medical treatment at home (e.
g., injections, therapy, blood,
urine testing, catheter care)

Moving about

Self-care (e.g., washing,
dressing, taking medications)

Life skills

Recreation/leisure support

Education support

Employment support

In all of his/her activities

Planning and decision-making
(e.g., about activities, services,
supports)

Other support not listed above

Count Row %

Less than once a week

Count Row %

At least once a week

Count Row %

Everyday

Count Row %

Dont know
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PWDs. Results failed to indicate a significant difference suggesting that both family members 
and support workers rated PWDs to be in good health11

6 Decision Making 

. 

When it comes to making decisions, 50% of respondents reported their family member always 
turns to them. Respondents also reported that PWDs either never (39%) or seldom (17%) turned 
to CLBC facilitators when making decisions. Table 4 provides more detail regarding the 
frequency to which various individuals are involved in helping PWDs make decisions. 
 
Table 4 
Frequency of Involving Other Individuals in Making Decisions 

 
 

6.1 Representation Agreement 
Participants were asked if there was a representation agreement or if they were the legal 
committee of the PWD. Table 5 presents the frequency distribution of responses. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 5 
Frequency distribution of responses regarding representation agreements and legal committee 
Question Response Options 
                                                 
11 t (332.25) = 1.51, p = .13 
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 Yes No Don’t Know 
Does your family member have a 
representation agreement? 
 

22% 45%0 33% 

Are you the legal committee 
(legal guardian/trustee) for this 
person? 

47% 44% 10% 

 

7 Additional Diagnoses 
PWDs had an average of 2 (SD = 1.44, Mo = 2, Min = 0, Max = 8) additional diagnoses. Table 6 
shows the percentage of PWDs with the additional diagnoses listed. 
 
Table 6 
Percentage of Each Diagnoses  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8 Ethnicity 
An overwhelming majority (79%) of PWDs were reported to be Caucasian/White. Seven percent 
were identified as being Aboriginal. Eight percent were described as being Asian. Finally, just 
over 6% were identified as other. 

 

20.8%

18.2%

12.2%

8.1%

20.9%

2.6%

26.4%

22.8%

21.5%

1.6%

17.9%

26.7%

4.2%

Diagnosed with Mental Illness

Diagnosed with Autism

Diagnosed with Cerebral Palsy

Diagnosed with Brain Injury

Diagnosed with Seizure
Disorder/Neurological
Problems

Diagnosed with Chemical
Dependency

Diagnosed with Vision or
hearing impairments

Diagnosed with Physical
Disabilit ies

Diagnosed with
Communication Disorder

Diagnosed with Dementia

Diagnosed with Down
Syndrome

Diagnosed with Other
conditions

Don't  Know

Percentage
Diagnosed
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9 Household Income 
Participants were asked to identify their yearly household income over the previous year. 
Interestingly, 21% of the sample was from the highest income bracket, which was $75 000 or 
more. Twenty-two reported a total household income of $50 000 to $74 999, 31% stated $25 000 
to $49 999, 15% reported $15 000 to $24 999, while 11% said their yearly income was below 
$15 000. A significant relationship was found between household income and PWD regional 
residence12

When asked to rate the sufficiency of their household income, many participants (35%) said they 
were comfortable, but could not afford luxuries, while 16% said they could do more or less what 
they wanted. Twenty-three percent said they had just enough to get by, whereas, 12% reported 
not having enough money to make ends meet. Not surprisingly, there was a relationship between 
income level and income sufficiency

. Of the sample's northern participants, there was a higher percentage from the lowest 
income (below $15 000) than expected and more in the highest two brackets (i.e., greater than 
$50 000). For the interior, there were fewer than expected participants in the three brackets 
indicating incomes above $25 000 and more than expected in the lower two brackets. Coastal 
participants reported higher than expected household incomes. Finally, Vancouver Island 
residents had incomes consistent with expectations. 
 
Although direct comparisons could not be made, it should be noted that the average household 
income in British Columbia and Canada for 2006 was $34,936 and $35,821, respectively. For 
those without disabilities the provincial average was $36,644, while the national average was 
$37,309. For individuals with disabilities, the provincial average was $27,545 with the national 
average being $28,503. For this sample, the average income bracket that was selected was 
between $25,000 and $49,999. 
 

13

10 Interactions Between Respondents and PWDs 

. Results indicated that the higher the household income, 
the more likely respondents were to report their income being sufficient, if not more than 
sufficient. 

Respondents were asked how often they see their family member. The majority (68%) reported 
visiting more than 12 times a year. Six percent, 7%, 9%, and 4% reported seeing their family 
member 7 to 12 times, 4 to 6 times, 1 to 3 times, or less than once a year, respectively. 
 
In terms of communication, 72% of respondents said they communicated more then 12 times a 
year with their family member. Five percent, 4%, 7% and 7% reported communicating 7 to 12, 4 
to 6, 1 to 3, or less than once a year with their family member, respectively. 

11 Safety and Well-Being 
Seventy-three percent of respondents felt that given the current level of support, PWDs were 
either safe or very safe. While 6% were undecided, 14% said PWDs were somewhat safe and 
only 2% felt their family member was not safe. Whereas many participants had no (22%) or 

                                                 
12 χ2 (12, N = 693) = 24.20, p  < .05 
13 χ2 (16, N = 705) = 245.06, p < .01 
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hardly any (14%) concerns about their family members’ well being, most had some concerns: 
occasionally (32%), frequently (14%) and constantly (14%).  
 

12 PWD Activities 
Participants were asked to indicate whether or not their family member participates in a number 
of activities. Table 7 provides a detailed description of whether or not PWDs are participating in 
certain daytime activities. 
 
Respondents were asked how often their family member engages in activities with individuals 
who do not have developmental disabilities. While 13% said daily, 37% reported at least once a 
week.  Ten percent said once a month, 8% said less than once a month, and 22% said never. 
 
Table 7 
Whether or not PWDs Engage in Particular Daytime  
Activities 
 

 
 

13 Services and Support Received 
Eighty-two percent of participants indicated that they received PWD benefits, which was the 
only financial support that the majority of participants received. Equally, 17% of participants 
reported receiving Canada or Quebec Pensions Plan and Old Age security pension. It should also 
be noted that 20% of participants said they received other income that was not listed. Table 8 
provides the detailed frequency in which each support was received. 
 
 
Table 8 
Financial Services and Supports Received 

 

No Yes 

Count Row % Count Row % 
Works for pay at a job or 
business 665 78.1% 187 21.9% 

Looks for work at a job or 
business 796 93.4% 56 6.6% 

Volunteers in the community 576 67.6% 276 32.4% 
Participates in a day program 413 48.5% 439 51.5% 
Goes to school 768 90.1% 84 9.9% 
Stays home 530 62.2% 322 37.8% 
Other 655 76.9% 197 23.1% 
Dont know 829 97.3% 23 2.7% 
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13.1 Financial Supports 
Participants were asked to indicate whether or not they received each financial service and 
disability-related support that was listed in Table 8. On average, participants identified receiving 
1.47 services or supports (SD = 1.09). Fifty-seven percent reported receiving one support, while 
20% reported receiving 2, and close to 14% reported receiving from 3 to 6 services or supports. 
 

13.2 Care Services and Supports14

Only 21% of participants indicated that they received in-home support. There was no 
relationship between receiving in-home support and in which region the PWD resided

 

15

In terms of out-of-home respite, 67% of participants did not receive this service. Interestingly, 
access to this service was dependent on which region PWDs lived in

.  
 

16

The majority of participants (58%) indicated that they received day/employment supports, which 
was not related to residential location

. Specifically, participants 
on Vancouver Island received respite more than expected. The coastal region received respite 
relative to expectations. Those living in the interior and to a larger extent those living in northern 
areas received fewer out-of-home respite services than expected. 
 

17

Half of participants (51%) reported receiving support for life skills. Interestingly, this type of 
support was dependent on region with a higher frequency of participants in the northern and 

. 
 

                                                 
14 Note that participants indicating they did not know if the following services were received were excluded from the 
analyses. 
15 χ2(3, N = 773) = 6.64, p = .08. 
16 χ2(3, N = 758) = 15.81, p < .01. 
17 χ2(3, N = 769) = 5.39, p = .15. 

643 81.8% 94 12.0% 49 6.2% 786 100.0%

38 6.0% 497 78.9% 95 15.1% 630 100.0%

9 1.4% 614 95.0% 23 3.6% 646 100.0%

9 1.4% 613 95.6% 19 3.0% 641 100.0%

112 16.7% 539 80.6% 18 2.7% 669 100.0%

112 16.6% 549 81.3% 14 2.1% 675 100.0%

42 8.8% 416 87.0% 20 4.2% 478 100.0%

56 8.6% 562 86.2% 34 5.2% 652 100.0%

106 16.1% 540 81.8% 14 2.1% 660 100.0%

125 19.7% 476 75.0% 34 5.4% 635 100.0%

Persons with disability
benefits (PWD)

Persons with persistent and
multiple barriers to
employment benefits (PPMB)

Employment insurance

Workers compensation

Retirement benefits from the
Canada or Quebec Pension
Plan

Old age security pension

Guaranteed Income
supplement or spouse's
allowance

Disability pension from the
Canada or Quebec Pension
Plan

Other income, such as
retirement pension, dividends
or interest on bonds, deposits
and savings, alimony, child
support, scholarships, etc.

Other income not mentioned
above

Count Row %

Yes

Count Row %

No

Count Row %

Don't Know

Count Row %

Total
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interior regions receiving life skill support18

Few participants (11%) reported receiving educational supports. Whether or not educational 
supports were received was not dependent on residential location

. This type of support was underreported for the 
coast and Vancouver Island. 
 

19

Close to half of participants (48%) received recreational supports, which was not found to relate 
to region of residence

.  
 

20

Forty-five percent of participants reported having access to transportation support. Access to 
transportation support was not related to where PWDs lived

. 
 

21

Thirty-one percent of participants identified having residential support in which their family 
member received care in a residence outside their home. Analyses indicated that such support 
was dependent on where PWDs lived

.  
 

22

Mental health care was received by 23% of participants. Access was not found to be related to 
regional residency

. Specifically, a higher number of PWD residents in the 
northern and interior regions received this support compared to expectations, while fewer than 
expected residents in the coastal region received such residential support. Those living on 
Vancouver Island received this support similar to expectations. 
 

23

13.3 Therapeutic Services and Supports 

. 
 
 

Participants were also asked about more specific types of therapy that their family member may 
or may not have accessed. Table 9 provides the detailed frequency of each service received. 
Access to physical24, occupational25, and behavioural therapy26 was not found to relate to 
geographical region. A relationship was found for speech services27

                                                 
18 χ2(3, N = 754) = 13.14, p < .01. 
19 χ2(3, N = 752) = 6.99, p = .07. 
20 χ2(3, N = 766) = 1.97, p = .58. 
21 χ2(3, N = 780) = 2.69, p = .44. 
22 χ2(3, N = 766) = 8.92, p < .03. 
23 χ2(3, N = 738) = 1.93, p = .59. 
24 χ2(3, N = 722) = 3.27, p = .35. 
25 χ2(3, N = 721) = 3.74, p = .29. 
26 χ2(3, N = 737) = 4.85, p = .18. 
27 χ2(3, N = 727) = 8.07, p = .05. 

. However, caution should be 
used when interpreting the result due to a low frequency of respondents who received such 
services. The results suggested that higher than expected number of participants have this service 
in the interior and Vancouver Island. 
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Table 9 
Frequency of receiving specific types of therapy 

 
 
A quarter of participants (25%) indicated that they had requested paid supports, which had not 
yet been received at the time of the study. Such outstanding requests were not related to region28. 
Of those who were waiting for paid supports, participants, on average, reported they had been 
waiting for 1 to 2 years. Regional location does not appear to impact the length of time 
participants are waiting for services29

14 Transition Planning 

. 

Participants were asked about their experience regarding their family member’s transition from 
high-school to other adult related activities (e.g., work, post-secondary education, etc.). Twenty-
eight percent of participants identified their family member as having a transition plan, while 
60% did not, and 13% were not sure. In terms of the need for such a plan, 48% agreed that a 
transition plan was needed for their family member, while 34% did not, and 18% were unsure. 
 
On a scale from 1 (not at all involved) to 5 (completely involved) participants were asked to 
indicate how involved various types of people were in the development of a transition plan30

• Generally, respondents agreed to strongly agreed that they had as much input and say in 
the planning process as they wanted

. 
Respondents identified themselves as being highly involved. The second most involved 
individual was the family member for whom the plan was for. Third, was a CLBC 
facilitator/social worker, followed by teacher(s) from the family member’s school, paid support 
workers, school counsellor, and an employer.   
 
Looking at specific experiences related to developing the transition plan, participants were asked 
to rate on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) the degree to which they 
disagreed or agreed with a number of statements. 

31. There was a regional difference, in that interior 
participants reported having less input than Vancouver Island participants32

• Participants tended to agree that all the people and agencies (e.g., government) they 
thought should have been involved were. Although initial analyses suggested there were 

. There were 
no other differences in comparing the four regions to each other. 

                                                 
28 χ2(3, N = 727) = 1.85, p = .60. 
29 χ2(12, N = 198) = 7.54, p = .82. 
30 Mean involvement ratings were as follows: survey respondent 3.74 (SD = 1.13), family member 3.74 (SD = 1.59), 
CLBC facilitator/social worker 3.34 (SD = 1.65), teachers 2.76 (SD = 1.73), paid support workers 2.58 (SD = 1.71), 
school counsellor 1.70 (SD = 1.32), and employer 1.57 (SD = 1.81). 
31 Mean rating was 4.32 (SD = 1.08). 
32 F(3, 223) = 3.03, p < .05. 
Mean rating was 3.71 (SD = 1.36). 

81 10.5% 671 87.3% 17 2.2% 769 100.0%

60 7.8% 691 90.3% 14 1.8% 765 100.0%

33 4.3% 722 94.8% 7 .9% 762 100.0%

162 20.7% 603 77.2% 16 2.0% 781 100.0%

Physical therapy

Occupational therapy

Speech therapy

Behavuioural support

Count Row %

Yes

Count Row %

No

Count Row %

Don't Know

Count Row %

Total
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regional differences33

• Overall, participants felt their opinions were respected and taken into consideration

, post hoc analyses controlling for multiple comparisons failed to 
find any differences. 

34. 
There was a single regional difference35

• Participants typically believed the transition plan accurately portrayed their family 
members’ needs and strengths and that practical strategies were developed

, in that interior residents reported feeling less 
respected than Vancouver Island residents. 

36. An overall 
regional difference was found37

• Participants generally agreed that overall the transition process was positive

. Compared to Vancouver Island residents, interior 
residents felt their transition plans were less accurate and practical. 

38. There 
were no regional differences with respect to the overall positive perception of developing 
a transition plan39

15 Services and Support 

. 

15.1 Information and Planning 
Table 10 provides a detailed frequency distribution of how participants responded to each 
question regarding the information and assistance in planning they receive. Highlights from the 
table include:  
 

• With respect to the questions about receiving information, the majority of participants did 
not choose the always category. 

• Close to an equal number of people reported that they only sometimes or seldom received 
information about available supports, 39% and 38% respectively.  

• Forty-six percent of participants always found the information easy to understand, while 
31% said it was sometimes easy to understand.  

• Close to an equal number of people reported that they always, sometimes, or seldom 
received enough information.  

• Follow-up analyses revealed there were no regional differences on the three items related 
to receiving information: receiving information40, information is easy to understand41, 
and receiving enough information42

                                                 
33 F(3, 220) = 3.23, p < .05. 
34 Mean rating was 4.11 (SD = 1.18). 
35 F(3, 217) = 6.19, p < .01. 
36 Mean rating was 4.03 (SD = 1.17). 
37 F(3, 213) = 2.86, p < .05. 
38 Mean rating was 3.76 (SD = 1.34). 
39 F(3, 217) = 2.30, p = .08. 
40 χ2(6, N = 723) = 10.43, p = .11. 
41 χ2(6, N = 625) = 3.03, p = .81. 
42 χ2(6, N = 668) = 5.13, p = .53. 

. 
 
Across all questions involving planning, the majority of participants said always to having 
service plans, being involved in developing those plans, and having assistance. 
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15.1.1 Planning Assistance 
Half of participants identified CLBC facilitators/social workers as the ones assisting in planning. 
Twenty-five percent, reported that agency staff provided assistance, while 25% said it was 
someone other than a facilitator or agency staff. 
 
Table 10 
Response frequencies to questions regarding information and  
planning 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

15.1.2 Information and Planning by Residential Setting and Type of Respondent 
Analyses were conducted to examine if responses to an index of questions pertaining to 
information and planning were different according to whether the respondent was a family 
member (i.e, including persons with disabilities) or a support workers, as well as the type of 
residential setting the PWD lived in. Results from a mixed ANOVA failed to indicate a 
significant interaction between type of respondent and residential setting on an index of 
information planning43. However, there was a main effect for residential setting44, indicating that 
those living in group homes and family model homes reported higher degrees of information and 
planning than those living in independent or at home settings. There was also a main effect for 
type of respondent45

                                                 
43 F(3, 734) = .45, p = .72. 
44 F(3, 734) = 7.69, p < .001. 
45 F(1, 734) = 8.85, p < .01. 

, which indicated that support workers rated information and planning higher 
than family members across all residential settings. 
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15.2 Access and Delivery of Supports 
Table 11 provides a detailed frequency distribution of how participants responded to each 
question regarding their access to and the delivery of supports. Highlights from the table include: 
 

• Participants appeared divided when answering questions in regards to services meeting 
needs. For example, 38% said always, while 40% said that their family sometimes gets 
the services needed.  Thirty-eight percent reported that services always meet their 
family’s needs, whereas, 40% said their needs are only met sometimes. Further, 34% said 
services are always available when needed, while 40% said services are only available 
sometimes. 

• Overwhelmingly, the majority of participants indicated that they always had access to 
health (79%) and dental (79%) services and medications (89%). 

• When asked if frequent staff changes were a problem, 24% said always, while 43% and 
33% said sometimes and seldom, respectively. There were no regional differences for 
this question46

15.2.1 Residential Setting Comparisons 

.  
• The majority of participants (80%) identified staff as always respectful.  
• Seventy-seven percent of participants reported that they believed their family member’s 

day/employment setting is always healthy and safe. 
 
 

Additional analyses were conducted to assess whether or not there were any differences in 
participants’ responses according to PWDs’ residential setting (i.e., whether they lived in a group 
home, agency owned apartment, independent home or apartment, family model home, long-term 
care/extended care facility, other type of setting, or they lived at home with their family). Table 
12 provides a frequency distribution of the types of residential settings PWDs live in. Due to the 
small number of respondents from agency owned apartments, long-term care facilities, and other 
type of settings, these residencies were excluded from subsequent residential comparisons. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 11 
Response frequencies to questions regarding access and delivery of  
supports 
 

                                                 
46 χ2 (6, N = 558) = 2.73, p = .84. 
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Table 12 
Frequency distribution of PWDs’ residential settings 
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Using an overall index of the access to and delivery of services items, differences according to 
residential type were found47

Additional analyses were done on the 17 individual items asking participants about their access 
to and delivery of supports. After controlling for multiple comparisons

. Follow-up analyses controlling for multiple comparisons revealed 
that those living at home reported less frequent access and delivery of supports than those living 
in group homes and family model homes. Further, those living in an independent home or 
apartment also reported less frequent access to and delivery of supports than those living in 
group homes and family model homes.  
 

48

• When you ask the service/support coordinator for assistance, does he/she help you get what 
you want? The initial analysis revealed a significant difference among the residential settings 
and this item

 differences according to 
residential setting were found on seven of the items as follows: 
 

49

• Does your family member get the services and supports he/she needs? The initial analyses 
indicated difference among the different residential settings on this item

. Follow-up analyses found one significant difference, indicating those living 
in group homes reported getting more frequent assistance from a service/support coordinator 
than those living at home. 

50

• If you have ever asked for services or supports in an emergency or crisis, was help provided 
to you right away? A significant difference on this item was found when comparing the 
various residential settings

. Follow-up 
analyses revealed that those living at home reported getting what is needed less frequently 
than those living in group homes, agency owned homes, independent homes or apartments, 
and family model homes. 

51

• Are support staff generally respectful and courteous? An overall analysis found there to be 
significant differences among the residential settings on this item

. Follow-up analyses identified that those living at home reported 
getting help right away in emergency situations less frequently than those living in group 
homes. 

52

                                                 
47 F(6, 799) = 21.41, p < .001. 
48 Adjusted α = .003. 
49 F(6, 614) = 3.80, p < .003. 
50 F(6, 679) = 14.78, p < .003. 
51 F(6, 390) = 3.61, p < .003. 
52 F(6, 648) = 3.55, p < .003. 

. Follow-up analyses 
indicated that those living at home reported that support staff were respectful and courteous 
less frequently than those living in group homes. 
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• If your family member doesn’t live with you, do you feel his/her residential setting is a safe 
and healthy environment? Initial analyses revealed significant differences on this item among 
the various residential settings53

• If your family member does not speak English or uses a different way to communicate, are 
there enough support workers available who can communicate with him/her? Initial analyses 
identified significant differences according to the different residential settings

. Follow-up analyses found that those living in group homes 
reported they felt their residential setting was a safe and healthy environment more 
frequently than those living in independent homes or apartments and those living at home 
with their family. 

54

• Does your family member have access to the special equipment or accommodations that 
he/she needs (e.g., wheelchairs, ramps, communication boards)? Initial analyses indicated a 
significant difference based on residential setting

. Due to the 
low number of participants in some types of residential settings follow-up contrast analyses 
were only conducted on those groups with more than 10 participants. Results revealed that 
compared to those living at home, those living in group homes reported more frequent access 
to support workers able to communicate in means other than English. 

55

15.2.2 Degree of Help Comparisons 

. Follow-up analyses identified that those 
living in group homes reported more frequent access to special equipment than those living at 
home with their family. 
 

An analysis was conducted to see if there were differences among residential setting groups, as 
described in the previous analyses, and the degree to which PWDs needed (i.e., none, little, 
moderate, complete) help with daily activities on the index of access to and delivery of services. 
Results failed to find an interaction between residential setting and degree of help56. Differences 
were not found across the residential settings57. Follow-up analyses revealed that those living at 
home reported less access and delivery of services than those in group homes and family model 
homes. Further, those in independent homes had less access than those in group homes and 
family model homes. Finally, differences were found across the degrees of help was found58

15.2.3 Comparing Those Under and Over The Age of 50 

. 
Follow-up analyses revealed that both those requiring no or little help reported less access to and 
delivery of supports than those needing either moderate or complete help. There was no 
difference between those requiring moderate or complete help.   

An analysis was conducted to assess whether or not there was a difference between PWDs under 
the age of 50 and over the age of 50 on the index of access to and delivery of services. 
Interestingly, PWDs under the age of 50 were found to have less frequent access to and delivery 
of services compared to those over the age of 5059

                                                 
53 F(6, 321) = 4.31, p < .003. 
54 F(6, 197) = 5.65, p < .003. 
55 F(6, 274) = 4.70, p < .003. 
56 F(16, 773) = 1.35, p = .16. 
57 F(6, 773) = 17.81, p < .001. 
58 F(3, 778) = 7.05, p < .001. 
59 t(810) = 1.57, p < .001. 

.  
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15.2.4 Access and Delivery of Support by Residential Setting and Type of Respondent 
A significant interaction between residential settings and type of respondent (i.e., family 
member/person with disability or support worker) was found on the the idex of access and 
delivery of support items60

15.3 Choice and Control 

. Looking specifically at the types of residency, there were no 
differences between families and support workers, with the exception of when the PWD lived at 
home. In these cases, support workers reported greater access and delivery of supports than 
family respondents. Looking only at the responses of support workers, access and delivery of 
support was reported greater in group homes than those living at home. No other comparisons 
were significant. Looking at only the family responses, access and delivery of supports was 
reported higher in group and family model home settings when compared to both independent 
and living at home environments. 
 

Table 13 provides a detailed frequency distribution of how participants responded to each 
question regarding the choices and control they have over their supports. Highlights from the 
table include: 
 

• Forty-five percent of participants indicated that they seldom or never get to decide how 
the money for their family member is spent. Thirty-two percent said always and 24% said 
sometimes. There were no regional differences in this opinion61

• Participants were split, with 40% saying they always and 40% saying they seldom or 
never choose the agencies or service providers. There were regional differences in this 
choice

. 

62

• Thirty-one percent of participants identified that they always have control over the hiring 
or management of support workers, while 53% said they seldom or never have such 
control. This frequency of control was not found to be dependent on the regional 
setting

. Specifically, more than expected Vancouver Island residents indicate they 
always get to choose, while fewer than expected interior residents indicated that always 
get to choose. 

63

15.3.1 Residential Setting Comparisons 

. 
• Fifty-one percent of participants said they are always included in making important 

decisions with agencies providing day or employment services. In terms of residential 
services, 67% of participants said they are always included in important decision making. 

 

Using an overall index of choice and control items shown in Table 13, differences based on 
residential setting were found64

                                                 
60 F(3, 734) = 2.82, p = .04 
61 ÷2 (6, N = 462) = 10.21, p = .12. 
62 ÷2 (6, N = 384) = 13.66, p < .05. 
63 ÷2 (6, N = 260) = 8.72, p < .19. 
64 F(6, 798) = 2.51, p < .05. 

. However, follow-up analyses controlling for multiple 
comparisons failed to identify any significant pairwise comparisons. This would indicate that the 
differences detected in the overall analyses are small.   
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Additional analyses were done on the items comprising the overall index. However, certain items 
were only asked of participants according to whether or not they lived at home with their 
family65. Three of the items comprising the choice and control index were asked of all 
participants. Subsequently, no differences among the residential settings were found on these 
items. Four of the items were only asked of participants living at home, and therefore, no 
residential setting group comparisons were made. Five items were asked of those participants not 
living at home. Residential setting group analyses on these items were conducted and differences 
were found on one item. When asked if participants had control and/or input in hiring and 
managing support workers, a significant difference was found66

15.3.2 Degree of Help Comparisons 

. Follow-up analyses revealed 
that those living in group homes reported having less frequent control of hiring and managing of 
support workers than those living in independent homes or apartments. 
 

Analyses were conducted to see if there were differences among residential setting groups and 
the degree to which PWDs needed (i.e., none, little, moderate, complete) help with daily 
activities on the index of choice and control. Results failed to find an interaction between 
residential setting and degree of help67. An overall difference was found across the residential 
settings68. However, despite finding this overall difference, follow-up analyses controlling for 
multiple comparisons failed to identify any significant pairwise comparisons. An overall 
difference was found across the degrees of help69

                                                 
65 Note this question streaming was controlled for when the overall index for choice and control was developed. 
66 F(4, 147) = 4.32, p < .01. 
67 F(16, 772) = 1.25, p = .23. 
68 F(6, 772) = 2.80, p < .05. 
69 F(3, 772) = 3.10, p < .05 

. Follow-up analyses revealed that both those 
requiring no or little help reported less access to and delivery of supports than those needing 
either moderate or complete help. There was no difference between those requiring moderate or 
complete help.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 13 
Response frequencies to questions regarding choice and control  
of supports 
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15.3.3 Comparing Those Under and Over The Age of 50 
An analysis was conducted to assess whether or not there was a difference between PWDs under 
the age of 50 and over the age of 50 on the index of choice and control. PWDs under the age of 
50 were found to have reported more frequent choice and control compared to those over the age 
of 5070

15.3.4 Choice and Control by Residential Setting and Type of Respondent 

. 

No significant interaction between residential setting and type of respondent (i.e., family 
member/person with a disability or support worker) on the index of choice and control items was 
found71

15.4 Community Connections 

. These results indicate that there are no differences in reports of choice and control 
across the residential settings that are dependent on whether or not the respondents were families 
or support workers. 

Table 14 provides a detailed frequency distribution of how participants responded to questions 
about the connections their family and family members have to the community. Highlights from 
the table include: 
                                                 
70 t(807) = 7.42, p < .001. 
71 F(3, 732) = 1.19, p = .31. 
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• Close to an equal number of participants (38%) reported that support staff either always 
or seldom/never helped them to connect with available community supports. This level of 
assistance was not found to be dependent on region72

• In terms of staff helping PWDs connect with community supports, 42% said always and 
32% said seldom or never. Again, regional location was not found to be related to such 
support

.  

73

15.4.1 Residential Setting Comparisons 

.  
• The majority of participants (57%) felt their family member had access to community 

activities. 
• Forty-two percent and 41% of survey respondents reported, respectively, that their family 

member always or sometimes participated in community activities. 
 

Using an overall index of the community connections items shown in table 14, differences based 
on residential setting were found74

• If you want to use typical supports in your community (e.g., through recreational 
departments or churches/synagogues/mosques), do either the staff who help you plan or 
who provide support, help connect you to these supports? Significant differences on this 
item were found according to the residential setting groups

. Follow-up analyses indicated that those living at home 
reported less frequent community connection than those living in group homes and family model 
homes. In addition, those living in independent homes or apartments reported less frequent 
community connections compared to those living in group homes. 
 
Additional analyses were conducted to evaluate residential setting group differences on each of 
the items comprising the community connections index. Interestingly, group differences were 
found on all of the individual items. Overall, the results indicate that fewer community 
connections are being made in contexts where the PWD lives with his/her family. Following is a 
description of the nature of the individual differences that were found. 
 

75

• If your family member wants to use typical supports in your community ((e.g., through 
recreational departments or churches/synagogues/mosques), do either the staff who help 
you plan or who provide support, help connect him/her these supports? Initial analyses 
indicated significant differences on this item according to residential setting groups

. Follow-up analyses 
revealed that those living at home with their family reported less frequency in getting 
help compared to those living in group homes, independent homes or apartments, and 
family model homes. 

76

                                                 
72 χ2 (6, N = 770) = 7.24, p = .30. 
73 χ2 (6, N = 765) = 11.83, p = .07. 
74 F(6, 776) = 16.22, p < .001. 
75 F(5, 505) = 14.32, p < .001. 
76 F(5, 516) = 15.61, p < .001. 

. 
Follow-up analyses identified that those living at home reported getting help to connect 
to community supports less frequently than those living in group homes, independent 
homes or apartments, and family model homes. 
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Table 14 
Response frequencies to questions regarding community connections 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

• If your family member would like to use family, friends, or neighbours to provide some of 
the supports he/she needs, do either the staff who help you plan or who provide supports 
help him/her do this? Initial analyses indicated significant differences on this item 
according to residential setting groups77

• If you would like to use family, friends, or neighbours to provide some of the supports 
your family needs, do either the staff who help you plan or who provide support help you 
do this? Initial analyses indicated significant differences on this item according to 
residential setting groups

. Follow-up analyses revealed that those living at 
home reported getting help to use these supports less frequently than those living in group 
homes, independent homes or apartments, and family model homes. 

78

• Do you feel that your family member has access to community activities? Initial analyses 
indicated significant differences on this item according to residential setting groups

. Post hoc analyses revealed that those living at home reported 
getting help to use these supports less frequently than those living in group homes, 
independent homes or apartments, and family model homes. Further, those living in 
independent homes or apartments reported less frequency of receiving such help than 
those living in group homes. 

79

                                                 
77 F(5, 470) = 23.54, p < .001. 
78 F(5, 439) = 15.54, p < .001. 
79 F(5, 719) = 14.08, p < .001. 

. 
Post hoc analyses identified that those living at home reported getting less frequent 
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access to community activities than those living in group homes, independent homes or 
apartments, family model homes, and other types of living settings. 

• Does your family member participate in community activities? Initial analyses indicated 
significant differences on this item according to residential setting groups80

15.4.2 Degree of Help Comparisons 

. Post hoc 
analyses indicated that those living at home reported less frequency in participating in 
community activities than those living in group homes and family model homes. 

An analysis was conducted to see if there were differences among residential setting groups (i.e., 
group home, independent home or apartment, family model home, other, and lives at home with 
family) and the degree to which PWDs needed help (i.e., none, little, moderate, complete) with 
daily activities on the index of community connections. The reader should note that for this 
analysis, those living in agency owned apartments, and long-term care facilities were excluded 
from the analyses. Agency owned apartments were excluded because no participants in this 
living arrangement required complete care. Additionally, those living in long-term care facilities 
did not report needing no or little help and had to be excluded. In other words, there were no data 
in these cells which would limit the ability to conduct the necessary analyses if left in. Results 
failed to indicate that there was a significant interaction between residential setting and degree of 
help on the frequency in which participants felt connections with the community81. An overall 
difference was found across the different residential settings82. Follow-up analyses indicated that 
those living in group homes reported more frequent community connections than those living 
independent homes or apartments, other types of homes, or at home with their family. Further, 
those living at home with their family reported less frequent community connections than those 
living in family model homes. No overall difference was found across the various degrees of 
help was found83

15.4.3 Comparing Those Under and Over The Age of 50 

. This result indicates that the degree of help PWDs receive does not have an 
impact on the frequency in which they report feeling connected with the community. 

An analysis was conducted to assess whether or not there was a difference between PWDs under 
the age of 50 and over the age of 50 on the index of community connections. Interestingly, 
PWDs under the age of 50 were found to report less frequent community connections compared 
to those over the age of 5084

15.4.4 Community Connections by Residential Setting and Type of Respondent 

.  

There was no interaction between residential settings and type of respondent (i.e., family 
member/person with a disability or support worker on the index of community connection 
items)85. Looking specifically at the residential types across types of respondents, group and 
family model homes resulted in more community connections than the independent and living at 
home environments. Looking at the type of respondent, support workers reported a higher degree 
of community connections than family members across all residential settings86

                                                 
80 F(5, 730) = 5.37, p < .001. 
81 F(12, 744) = 1.74, p = .05. 
82 F(4, 744) = 23.41, p < .001. 
83 F(3, 744) = .620, p = .60. 
84 t(784) = 8.32, p = .01. 
85 F(3, 714) = 1.30, p = .28. 
86 F(1, 714) = 36.83, p < .001. 

.  
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15.5 Satisfaction with Services and Supports 
Table 15 provides a detailed frequency distribution of how satisfied participants are with the 
service and supports their family and family members receive. Overall, relatively few are seldom 
or never satisfied. Highlights from the table include: 
 

• Fifty-one percent of participants were always satisfied, while 33% were sometimes 
satisfied with the day/employment services they receive. This level of satisfaction was 
not related to region87

• A large proportion of participants were either always (56%) or sometimes (31%) satisfied 
with day/employment services their family member receives. No regional differences in 
this satisfaction were found

. 

88

• Fifty-one percent of participants were satisfied with the residential services they receive. 
The reader should note that 20% of participants reported not receiving residential 
services. There was no relation between region and the residential service families 
received

. 

89

• With respect to residential services for PWDs, 59% of participants were always satisfied. 
Participants were equally satisfied with PWD residential services, regardless of where 
they lived

. 

90

• Overall, 45% of participants were always satisfied, while 34% were sometimes satisfied 
with the services their family receives. There were no regional differences found

. 

91

• Overall, the majority of participants (49%) were always satisfied and 34% were 
sometimes satisfied with the services PWDs received. This overall satisfaction was found 
to be related to regional residency

. 

92

15.5.1 Residential Setting Comparisons 

. In particular, fewer participants than expected from 
the interior and Vancouver Island regions reported being seldom or never satisfied, while 
more than expected participants from the northern and coastal regions reported being 
seldom or never satisfied.  

 

Analyses were conducted to examine whether or not there were any differences in an overall 
index of satisfaction with services and supports according to the type of PWD residency. Results 
indicated that there was a significant difference93

                                                 
87 χ2 (6, N = 512) = 7.80, p = .25. 
88 χ2 (6, N = 638) = 5.85, p = .44. 
89 χ2 (6, N = 375) = 8.47, p = .21. 
90 χ2 (6, N = 485) = 5.44, p = .49. 
91 χ2 (6, N = 591) = 11.81, p = .07. 
92 χ2 (6, N = 705) = 12.86, p = .05. 
93 F(6, 787) = 13.78, p < .001. 

. Post hoc analyses identified that those living at 
home reported less frequent satisfaction with services than those living in group homes and 
family model homes. Those living in independent homes or apartments also reported less 
frequent satisfaction with services compared to those living in group homes and family model 
homes. 
 
Table 15 
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Response frequencies to questions regarding satisfaction with  
services and supports. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Further analyses were conducted on each of the individual items comprising the satisfaction 
index. Overall, the differences suggest that those living at home tend to be less satisfied than 
those living in group setting. The results obtained for each item were as follows: 
 

• Are you satisfied with the day/employment services and supports that your family 
receives? A significant difference was found among residential setting groups on this 
item94

• Are you satisfied with the day/employment services and supports that your family member 
receives? Residential setting groups were found to significantly differ on this item

. Follow-up analyses indicated that those living at home, reported less frequent 
satisfaction with the day/employment services the family receives than those living in 
group homes. 

95

• Are you satisfied with the residential services and supports that your family receives? A 
significant difference among the residential setting groups was indicated on this item

. 
Follow-up tests identified that those living in group homes reported more frequent 
satisfaction with day/employment services PWDs receive than those living in 
independent homes or apartments and those living alone. 

96

• Are you satisfied with the residential services and supports that your family member 
receives? Initial results indicated that the residential setting groups differed on this 

. 
Follow-up analyses revealed that those living at home reported less frequent satisfaction 
with family residential services than those living in group homes and family model 
homes. Further, those living in independent homes or apartments also reported less 
frequent satisfaction than those living in group homes. 

                                                 
94 F(6, 511) = 6.69, p < .001. 
95 F(6, 632) = 5.72, p < .001. 
96 F(6, 367) = 9.16, p < .001. 
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item97

• Overall, are you satisfied with the services and supports your family currently receives? 
Results revealed significant differences among the residential setting groups on this 
item

. Follow-up analyses identified that those living at home reported less frequent 
satisfaction with the residential supports PWDs received than those living in group 
homes, agency owned apartments, and family model homes. Additionally, those living in 
independent homes or apartments reported less frequent satisfaction than those living in 
group homes. 

98

• Overall, are you satisfied with the services and supports your family member currently 
receives? Residential setting groups were found to differ significantly on this item

. Follow-up analyses indicated that those living at home reported less frequent 
overall satisfaction with family services than those living in group homes and family 
model homes. Further, those living in independent homes or apartments also reported less 
overall satisfaction with family services than those living in group homes.   

99

• Are you familiar with the process for filing a complaint or grievance regarding services 
you receive or staff who provide them? Results indicated that there were differences 
among residential setting groups on this item

. 
Follow-up analyses identified that those living at home reported less overall satisfaction 
with PWD services than those living in group homes and family model homes. Similarly, 
those living in independent homes or apartments reported less overall satisfaction than 
those living in group homes. 

100

• Are you satisfied with the way complaints/grievances are handled and resolved? 
Residential setting groups were found to significantly differ on this item

. Follow-up analyses revealed that those 
living at home were less familiar with the complaint/grievance process than those living 
in group homes. 

101

15.5.2 Degree of Help Comparisons 

. Follow-up 
analyses identified that those living at home were less satisfied with the way 
complaints/grievances are handled than those living in group homes.  

Analyses were conducted to see if there were differences among residential setting groups and 
the degree to which PWDs needed (i.e., none, little, moderate, complete) help with daily 
activities on the index of satisfaction with services and supports. Results failed to find an 
interaction between residential setting and degree of help102. Overall differences for residential 
setting were found103. Follow-up analyses revealed that both those living at home with their 
family and in independent homes or apartments reported less frequent satisfaction with services 
and supports than those living in group homes and family model homes. Differences across the 
degree of help were also found104

                                                 
97 F(6, 476) = 13.88, p < .001. 
98 F(6, 589) = 8.75, p < .001. 
99 F(6, 701) = 14.40, p < .001. 
100 F(6, 384) = 3.36, p < .01. 
101 F(6, 297) = 6.34, p < .001. 
102 F(16, 761) = .99, p = .47. 
103 F(16, 761) = 11.11, p < .001. 
104 F(3, 761) = 3.94, p < .01. 

. Follow-up analyses revealed that both those requiring no or 
little help reported less access to and delivery of supports than those needing either moderate or 
complete help. There was no difference between those requiring moderate or complete help.   
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15.5.3 Comparing Those Under and Over The Age of 50 
An analysis was conducted to assess whether or not there was a difference between PWDs under 
the age of 50 and over the age of 50 on the index of satisfaction. Interestingly, PWDs under the 
age of 50 were found to have less frequent satisfaction with services and supports compared to 
those over the age of 50105

15.5.4 Satisfaction with Services and Supports by Residential Setting and Type of 
Respondent 

. 
 

An interaction on the index of satisfaction with services and supports items was found between 
residential settings and the type of respondent (i.e., family members/persons with a disability or 
support workers)106. There were no significant differences between families and support workers 
within each of the residential settings except for living at home. In this setting, support workers 
reported greater satisfaction than families107

15.6 Overall Perceptions of Outcomes 

. Looking just at the responses from families, greater 
satisfaction was reported in group and family model homes compared to both independent and 
living at home settings. For support workers, greater satisfaction was reported for both group and 
family model homes compared to the independent home setting. 

Table 16 provides a detailed frequency distribution of whether or not participants perceived the 
services received to have positive outcomes. Highlights from the table include: 
 

• Sixty percent of participants perceived the services their family received to have a 
positive outcome. This trend was consistent across all regions108

• In terms of services for PWDs, 65% of participants thought these services made a 
positive difference. There were no regional difference for this measure

.  

109

• Overall, 57% of participants felt the services provided for their family always had a 
positive outcome, while only 14% said it seldom or never had a positive outcome for 
their family. This finding was consistent across all regional locations

. 
• The majority of participants thought residential services had a positive outcome for both 

their families and PWDs. 

110

• Overall, 61% of participants reported the outcomes of service always having positive 
outcomes for their family member, while only 13% said these services seldom or never 
had a positive outcome. Overall satisfaction was similar across the regions

. 

111

• Fifty-three percent of participants indicated that having these services always helped to 
keep their family member at home. Follow-up analyses did not reveal any significant 
differences according to regional location

.  

112

                                                 
105 t(798) = 15.76, p < .001. 
106 F(3, 724) = 3.95, p < .01. 
107 t(444) = -5.64, p < .001. 
108 χ2 (6, N = 537) = 6.43, p = .38. 
109 χ2 (6, N = 623) = 3.78, p = .71. 
110 χ2 (6, N = 599) = 6.80, p = .34. 
111 χ2 (6, N = 677) = 6.18, p = .40. 
112 χ2 (6, N = 277) = 11.69, p = .07. 

. 
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• Interestingly, 70% of participants also said that if they did not have these services their 
family member would always still be at home. This trend was found to be consistent 
across all regions113

15.6.1 Residential Setting Comparisons 

. 
 

Analyses were run to evaluate if there were differences on the perceived outcomes of services 
according to residential setting groups. A significant difference was found114

                                                 
113 χ2 (6, N = 230) = 8.81, p = .19. 
114 F(6, 787) = 10.44, p < .001. 

. In detail, those 
living both at home and in independent homes or apartments reported less frequency in feeling 
that services resulted in positive outcomes compared to those living in group homes and family 
model homes. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 16 
Response frequencies to questions regarding whether or not  
services and supports resulted in positive outcomes 
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Analyses were conducted on each of the individual items comprising the outcomes index to 
identify differences according to residential setting groups. Similar to the trends reported in the 
previous sections, taken together, the results below indicate fewer positive outcomes for those 
living at home compared to group settings. Differences were found on four of the six items and 
are described below in detail. 
 

• Do you feel that the residential services and supports have made a positive difference in 
the life of your family? A significant difference among the residential setting groups was 
found115

• Do you feel that the residential services and supports have made a positive difference in 
the life of your family member? A significant difference among the residential setting 
groups was found

. Follow-up analyses identified that those living at home felt residential services 
had a less positive outcome for families than those living in group homes and family 
model homes. 

116

• Overall, do you feel that services and supports have made a positive difference in the life 
of your family? A significant difference among the residential setting groups was 
found

. Follow-up analyses revealed that those living at home felt 
residential services had a less frequent positive impact on PWDs than those living in 
group homes and family model homes. 

117

• Overall, do you feel that services and supports have made a positive difference in the life 
of your family member? A significant difference among the residential setting groups was 

. Follow-up analyses identified that those living at home reported less frequent 
overall positive feelings about family services and supports than those living in group 
homes and family model homes. 

                                                 
115 F(6, 399) = 10.01, p < .001. 
116 F(6, 460) = 9.69, p < .001. 
117 F(6, 596) = 8.51, p < .001. 
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found118

15.6.2 Degree of Help Comparisons 

. Follow-up analyses identified that those living at home reported less frequent 
positive feelings about services to PWDs than those living in group homes. 

 

An analysis was conducted to see if there were differences among residential setting groups and 
the degree to which PWDs needed (i.e., none, little, moderate, complete) help with daily 
activities on the index of the frequency participants experienced positive outcomes from 
services. Results failed to find an interaction between residential setting and degree of help119. 
Differences across residential settings were found120. Follow-up analyses revealed that both 
those living at home with their family and in independent homes or apartments reported less 
frequent positive outcomes from services and supports than those living in group homes and 
family model homes. Differences were also found across the degrees of help121

15.6.3 Comparing Those Under and Over The Age of 50 

. Follow-up 
analyses revealed that both those requiring no or little help reported less access to and delivery of 
supports than those needing either moderate or complete help. There was no difference between 
those requiring moderate or complete help.   
 

An analysis was conducted to assess whether or not there was a difference between PWDs under 
the age of 50 and over the age of 50 on the index of access the frequency participants 
experienced positive outcomes from services. Interestingly, PWDs under the age of 50 were 
found to report experiencing positive outcomes from services and supports less frequently than 
those over the age of 50122

15.6.4 Perceived Outcomes by Residential Setting and Type of Respondent 

. 
 

An interaction between residential settings and type of respondent (i.e., family member/person 
with a disability or support worker) was found on the index of perceived outcomes123

                                                 
118 F(6, 672) = 8.73, p < .001. 
119 F(16, 761) = 1.21, p = .26. 
120 F(6, 761) = 7.80, p < .001. 
121 F(3, 761) = 5.93, p < .001. 
122 t(810) = 1.57, p < .01. 
123 F(3, 723) = 6.78, p < .001. 

. Looking at 
each of the residential settings no differences between families and support workers were found, 
with the exception of the living at home setting. In particular, support workers reported more 
positive outcomes than family respondents. Looking next at only family responses, a higher 
degree of positive outcomes were reported in both group and family model settings compared to 
independent and living at home settings. For support workers, a higher degree of positive 
outcomes were reported in group, family model, and living at home settings when compared to 
the independent home setting. 
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16 Residential Settings For Those Under and Over The Age of 50  
The relationship among age categories of PWDs and their type of residential setting was 
assessed. Results indicated there was a significant relationship124

17 Access to Day/Employment Supports For those Under and Over the 
Age of 50 

. Looking at those who live at 
home with their family, far more PWDs (i.e., 404) than what was expected were under the age of 
50; whereas, fewer than expected PWDs were over the age of 50. Interestingly, across those 
under and over the age of 50, more PWDs than expected lived in group homes. Across the other 
residential settings, the age categories were consistently distributed given estimates projected 
according to the sample size and distribution.   
 

The relation between age categories and access to day/employment supports was assessed. 
Results revealed a significant relation125

18 Discussion 

.  Fewer participants over the age of 50 received 
supports than what would have been expected given the sample distribution. This is also means 
the more PWDs under the age of 50 received services than expected. 
 

This section highlights some of the key findings of the report and discusses the possible reasons 
for these and the implications they may have.  The key foci of this section correspond to the four 
areas of inquiry of the Community Living Research Project: Aging; Transition; Residential 
supports and Day and Employment supports.  Brief discussion is also included on regional 
variations and on information and planning, given the centrality of this to the CLBC system. 
 

18.1 Aging 
The over fifty population is more likely to live in group homes than the under fifty population, 
this is likely due to a combination of the deinstitutionalization programmes of the 1980s and 
1990s and the lack of family home options.  Similarly, seniors reported better access to services 
than those under 50, again this may be a legacy of deinstitutionalization and a lower likelihood 
that they remained in the family home, where access to services was generally lower than in 
residential services. An exception to this was in the area of access to day and employment 
services where those over 50 reported less access than those under 50.  This may be a combined 
effect of those who have ‘retired’ from day services and the greater focus on these services for 
younger people.  On the other hand, those over fifty scored lower on measures of choice and 
control which may reflect a combination of the type of services they access, with seniors 
generally over-represented in more traditional models, and a more active family involvement for 
those under fifty.  Seniors also reported greater satisfaction levels and more positive outcomes 
from the services they received.  As for community connections, those over fifty reported higher 
levels of connection than those under which at first glance seems surprising; however, given that 
                                                 
124 χ2 (6, N = 801) = 68.71, p < .001. 
125 χ2 (1, N = 780) = 8.57, p < .01. 
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seniors are more likely to live in group homes, which had generally had better outcomes on this 
index than other types of residential models, this result is not unexpected. 
 
With regards to income support, the survey indicates that while 16.6 % of respondents were 
receiving Old Age Security (OAS) only 8.8 were receiving Guaranteed Income Supplement 
(GIS), the low income supplement.  While the OAS is a continuous benefit related to age, the 
GIS requires individuals to apply through Service Canada and to either file an income tax return 
or re-apply each year.  In the general population many eligible individuals do not take up this 
benefit due to a lack of awareness. It is likely that many of the seniors with intellectual 
disabilities who are not receiving this benefit now would be eligible upon application.  This 
would provide a significant increase in income for these seniors but would likely require CLBC 
and community agencies to provide information and assistance to these individuals to ensure the 
claim is properly filed each year. 
 

18.2 Transition 
With regards to transition planning a relatively low number of respondents (28%) indicated they 
had a plan, well below what one might expect given the emphasis placed on transition in recent 
years.  What was somewhat surprising was that 34% indicated that they did not feel a plan was 
necessary, though this may simply reflect the age of the respondents with older respondents 
perhaps not seeing the need for a plan (it should be noted that the question was retrospective).  
Not surprisingly, the individuals themselves and their family members were most likely to be 
involved in the planning, with CLBC facilitators/social worker being next followed, somewhat 
surprisingly, by teachers.  Overall, when planning did take place respondents were satisfied with 
the process and felt they were heard and respected, though some regional variation occurred (see 
below).  Overall the data suggests that when done, transition planning is a valued and useful 
process, however it is also clear that transition planning is far from universal. 
 

18.3 Residential Supports 
The survey indicates a significant number of adults still residing with family (41%). Of the 
remaining 59%, group homes remain the largest residential type for those not in the family 
home.  A significant number (28%) were living in an independent home/apartment, 25% of 
which were owned by the respondents (largely family members) and an encouraging 11% owned 
by the PWD themselves.  This shows a significant trend toward more individualized residential 
options developed by individuals and families. The numbers in independent settings was also, 
somewhat surprisingly, greater than the rapidly expanding family model home option (24%).   
The numbers within residential settings also shows a move away from larger settings with only 
23% living in settings with 4 or more persons.  Overall satisfaction with residential supports was 
not particularly strong with only 58.8% indicating they were always or usually satisfied with the 
residential supports their family member receives. 
 
While the numbers in smaller settings is encouraging, the data also raises concern about the 
access to supports and service delivery where there was a general trend of poorer results for 
those living in family homes and independent settings than those in group homes and family 
model homes. This was true not only of access to assistance and services but also of crisis 
support, respect from support staff, and health and safety.  These results are somewhat surprising 
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for the latter issues.  With regards to access to needed supports this likely reflects the fact that 
those at home or living more independently receive less than those in more formal services.  It 
should be noted though that what was asked was access to needed services indicating that this is 
perceived as a gap and not merely an absence of need.  This may indicate a need for a greater 
focus on supporting those living independently and in the family home, which would likely 
decrease the number of persons moving into formal, and generally more costly, services.   
 
Similarly satisfaction levels with both day/employment and residential supports and perception 
of positive outcomes of services and supports were generally lower amongst those living at home 
or independently than those in more formal services.  This is somewhat surprising and suggests, 
as above, that more attention needs to be paid to the availability and quality of supports to those 
not in group homes or family model homes.  It also may suggest that many of those are not living 
in the family home by choice so much as a lack of other options. 
  
Also of concern was the residential comparisons related to community connections of those 
living in the family home and, to a lesser degree, those living in independent apartments.  Both  
reported having fewer community connections and receiving less assistance in making 
connections than those in group homes and family model homes.  This is not completely 
surprising as previous research in other jurisdictions have found similar results.  It does however 
again suggest a need for more assistance to be given to those not in formal services to enable 
them to be part of the community rather than simply reside in it. 
 
On a more positive note, those living in the family home or independently did report more choice 
and control in hiring and managing staff.  This confirms what would be expected of these 
settings. 
 

18.4 Day and Employment Services 
The largest response category for day activities was ‘participates in a day programme’ at 51.5% 
followed by ‘stays at home’ with 37.8 %.126

Only 55.7% of respondents indicated they were usually or always satisfied with the day 
employment supports their family member receives, though 65% felt they always or usually had 
positive outcomes for their family member. These results suggest more could be done to enhance 

  Only 21.9% indicated they worked for pay which 
could be full or more commonly part time, with a further 6.6% indicating they were looking for 
work.  While these figures are generally in line with national averages they paint a bleak picture 
given the emphasis on real work for real pay over the past two decades.  What is somewhat 
surprising is the number of participants doing volunteer work at 32.4%, larger than the total 
working-looking for work percentiles combined.  This begs the question, if people are able to do 
volunteer work, why are they not working or looking for paid work?  Part of this may be related 
to concern over loss of benefits but given the $500.00 exemption without penalty to benefits it 
seems reasonable to assume that a significant number of people who could work at least part 
time are not.  While the survey cannot answer the question of why people are not working, it 
would seem reasonable to suggest that much more could be done in this area. 
 

                                                 
126 Note that respondents could select more than one choice so these figures do not indicate that these are the only 
activities the individual may participate in but the most frequent response category. 
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these services.  As above, those in more formalized services reported greater satisfaction levels 
than those living in the family home or independently. 
 

18.5 Regional Differences 
The survey indicates that there is not a great deal of regional variation in terms of access to or 
outcomes from services and supports.  There were some regional variations when regions were 
compared directly to each other. Notable here was the area of transition planning where the 
interior region was found to have lower scores for degree of input, and not surprisingly then, they 
also reported that plans were less accurate and practical and that families felt less respected when 
compared to Vancouver Island region.  Similarly, in relation to choice of providers, the island 
fared better than average while the interior was worse than average on this measure. 
 
Overall satisfaction levels with services for the PWD were found to be related to region. In 
particular, fewer participants than expected from the interior and Vancouver Island regions 
reported being seldom or never satisfied, while more than expected participants from the 
northern and coastal regions reported being seldom or never satisfied. Participants were split, 
with 40% saying they always and 40% saying they seldom or never were satisfied with services. 
There were regional differences with regards to choice of the agencies or service providers. 
Specifically, more Vancouver Island residents than expected indicated they always get to choose, 
while fewer than expected interior residents indicated that always get to choose. 
 

18.6 Information and Planning 
As noted in the report, some 77% percent reported that they only sometimes or seldom receive 
information about available supports and only 48% found the information they received was 
always easy to understand.  On the other hand a majority of respondents, roughly 60-70% on the 
relevant questions, reported always having a service plan, being involved in developing those 
plans, and having assistance.  CLBC facilitators were the most common source of assistance with 
roughly 50%, with community agencies the next most common at 25%.  While staff were 
overwhelming seen as respectful and courteous (81.1%) their effectiveness was rated much 
lower with only 50.2% of respondents indicating they are always or usually effective.  These 
results suggest that people are turning to facilitators frequently but the level of effectiveness of 
the planning process needs to be improved.  The results also indicate that community agencies 
and others are frequently involved in developing plans with people.  It is important that this role 
be recognized and supported both to facilitate good planning and to ensure facilitators are not the 
sole source of support for planning. 
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19 Concluding Remarks 
The quantitative data provides a reliable measure of the issues surveyed with strong 
methodological and statistical control.  As such it represents the most comprehensive and reliable 
picture of community living in British Columbia to date.  Statistics however cannot tells us the 
contextual and rich story behind the numbers; thus, for a more comprehensive picture, readers 
are encouraged to consult the detailed qualitative studies undertaken by the Community Living 
Research Project (CLRP) (http://www.cic.arts.ubc.ca/).  
 
The data presented in this report provides a snapshot of CLBC service users and their families at 
a particular point in time.  While useful in and of itself the long term value of the data would be 
realized if regular follow up surveys were undertaken using a consistent methodology and 
survey.  This would allow for spotting trends and for valid assessment of improvements or areas 
where little or negative progress is being made. 
 
The current survey had a great deal of data which for brevities sake could not be fully included in 
this report. In addition, there are a number of further correlations which could be analysed to 
provide a more finely tuned analysis.  Lastly, the survey was designed to allow for inter-
jurisdictional comparison where the NCI survey was utilized. The CLRP hope to undertake 
further analysis of the data along these lines as time and resources permit. 
 
In closing, the CLRP would like to thank all those who took part in the survey and those that 
assisted in its development and implementations. 

http://www.cic.arts.ubc.ca/�
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20 Appendix – Family Member Survey 
 
 

THE UNIVERSITY OF BRITISH COLUMBIA 
 

SURVEY OF FAMILY MEMBERS OF PEOPLE WITH DISABILITY 
 WHO ARE RECEIVING SERVICES  

FROM COMMUNITY LIVING BRITISH COLUMBIA 
 

Overview 
This questionnaire is for families of people with developmental disabilities receiving 
services through Community Living British Columbia (CLBC). If a family member is not 
available or unable to complete this survey, we invite support staff to complete this 
survey. The purpose of the survey is to help us understand self-advocates’ and families’ 
satisfaction with the services they receive and concerns they may have. The survey will 
also give us a picture of how different regions and groups of people are doing around 
the province. The research team is based at the University of British Columbia, Faculty 
of Social Work, and is working independently from CLBC. A random sample of three 
hundred families is being invited to complete the survey. 
 
We expect that the survey will only take about 30 minutes to complete. Your opinions 
will make it possible to improve services and supports to people with developmental 
disabilities and their families in British Columbia. All responses you provide will remain 
confidential. We are not asking you to provide any identifying information such as your 
name, the name of your family member, or the name of his/her service providers. No 
one other than the research team will see the survey. All survey responses will be kept 
in a locked filing cabinet in a locked office in the School of Social Work building at UBC. 
Your answers will not affect the services and support your or your family member with a 
disability are receiving. 
 
The information we collect from the completed surveys will be stored in an electronic 
database. Findings will be written in a report. The report will be shared. We might also 
write an article in a journal or a magazine; or present the information at a conference. 
Your name will NOT be included in any reports or presentations. 
 
If you have any concerns with this project please contact the UBC Office of Research 
Services at 604-822-8598 or rsil@ors.ubc.ca. If you have any questions or concerns 
about anything to do with the project you can ask Leah Wilson, Project Coordinator, at 
604-827-3494 or clrs@interchange.ubc.ca. This project is funded by both the Ministry of 
Children and Family Development and CLBC. 
 
We invite you to complete this survey in one of two ways. First, this survey is available 
on line by going to www.communitylivingresearch.swfs.ubc.ca. Simply click on the 

 

mailto:rsil@ors.ubc.ca�
mailto:clrs@interchange.ubc.ca�
http://www.communitylivingresearch.swfs.ubc.ca/�
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link titled “Family Member Survey.” You will be provided with on screen instructions as 
you continue. Once you are done, simply click on the Complete button and your 
responses will be instantly sent to us. Alternatively, you may complete the survey by 
pen and paper. Simply fill out the survey provided in this envelope. When you are done, 
please return the survey to us in the pre-addressed and stamped envelope. To ensure 
that we can use your responses please return the survey to us no later than April 30, 
2008. Both the online and paper survey are identical. You may complete which ever one 
you find to be more convenient. Please only complete one survey. 
 
By returning a completed survey, you are agreeing to participate in this study. Thank 
you for your time and assistance.  
 
Dr. Tim Stainton, 
Principal Investigator
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Family-Member Survey 
 
If you would like to complete the survey by pen-and-paper please read the following 
instructions.  However, if you would like to complete the survey online, then please go to 
www.communitylivingresearch.swfs.ubc.ca. Click on the “Family Survey” link and you 
will be provided with instructions. 
 
 
Instructions 
 
 
If there is more than one person with a developmental disability receiving 
services in your family, please answer the questions considering the oldest 
person receiving services. 
 

For most questions all you need to do is fill in the circle that applies to you. 
Please fill in the circle completely using a pen or pencil.  
 
 
 
 
If you change your mind or make a mistake, simply put an X through your 
response and then fill in another circle to indicate your answer. 
 
If you do not feel comfortable answering a particular question, skip it. However, 
for us to get complete information it is important that you try to answer each 
question as accurately as possible. 
 
 
When you have completed the questionnaire, please return it to us in the 
enclosed pre-addressed and pre-stamped envelope. Please try to return the 
survey as soon as possible. 
 
 
 
If you need help understanding this survey please contact the Project 
Coordinator at XXX-XXX-XXXX or XXXX@interchange.ubc.ca. 
 
 
THANK YOU! 
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Section A: Information about your family member with a disability. 
 

Please answer the following questions about your family member with a disability. 
 
1. Does this person live at home with you? 
 

Yes (Go to 4.) No (Go to 2.) 

  
 
 

2. In what kind of a place does this person live? 
 

 Group home 

 Agency owned apartment 

 Independent home or apartment (If yes, then please go to question 2 a.) 

 Family model home, e.g., home sharing 

 Long-term care or extended care facility, e.g., nursing home 

 Other (please describe) ____________________________________ 
 

 
2 a. If your family member does live in an independent 

home/apartment, is it … 
 

 Owned by you 

 Owned by your family member 

 Rented 

 Other arrangement (please describe) __________________ 
 

 
3. In which community does your family member live? (E.g., Vancouver, 

Terrace, etc.) 
 

______________________________________________________________ 
 
 

4. How old is your family member with a disability? 
 

__________________ years 
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5. To what degree does he/she need help with daily activities (e.g., bathing, dressing, 
eating)? 

 
None Little Moderate Complete Don’t know 

     
 
 
6. What is the gender of this person? 
 

Male Female 

  
 
 
7. In general, how would you rate his/her health these days? 
 

Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor Don’t know 

      
 
 
8. In addition to a developmental disability, has this person been diagnosed with any 

of the conditions listed below? (Check all that apply) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Mental illness (e.g., depression) 

 Autism 

 Cerebral palsy 

 Brain injury 

 Seizure disorder / neurological problem 

 Chemical dependency 

 Vision or hearing impairments 

 Physical disabilities 

 Communication disorder 

 Dementia (e.g., Alzheimer’s disease) 

 Down syndrome 

 Other conditions not listed 

 Don’t know 
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9. How would you describe this person’s ethnicity or race? (Check all that apply) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Section B: Information About Yourself 
 
Please answer the following questions about YOURSELF 
 
 
1. In which community do you live (e.g., Vancouver, Terrace, etc.)? 
 

__________________________________________ 
 
 
2.  What is your age? ______________ years 
 
 
3.  How are you related to the person whose information you have provided in the 

previous section? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Caucasian / White 

 East Asian (e.g., China, Japan, Korea, etc.) 

 South Asian (e.g., India, Pakistan, etc.) 

 Aboriginal (e.g., Métis, Inuit, Treaty or Non-Treaty First Nations)  

 Other (please describe) _______________________________ 

 Mother (Biological) 

 Mother (Adoptive) 

 Mother (Foster) 

 Father (Biological) 

 Father (Adoptive) 

 Father (Foster) 

 Sibling 

 Spouse 

 Other (please describe) _____________________ 

Yes No 
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4.  Are you a primary caregiver? 
 
 
5. Does your family member have a Representation Agreement? 
 

Yes No Don’t Know 

   
 
 
6. Are you the legal committee (legal guardian/trustee) for this person? 
 

Yes No Don’t Know 

   
 
 
7. What is your total household income last year from all sources? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8. All things considered, would you say your household income…. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9. In general, how would you rate your health these days? 
 

Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor Don’t know 

  

 Less than $15,000 

 $15,000 to $24,999 

 $25,000 to $49,999 

 $50,000 to $74,999 

 $75,000 or more 

 Is not enough to make ends meet? 

 Gives you just enough to get by on? 

 Keeps you comfortable, but permits no luxuries? 

 Allows you to do more or less what you want? 

 I do not want to answer this question. 

 Don’t know. 
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Section C: Kinds of Services and Supports Received 
 

Please check whether or not your family or your family member with a developmental 
disability is currently receiving any of the services or supports described below. 
 
Financial supports – your family receives… 

Yes No 
Don’t 
Know 

1. Persons with disability benefits (PWD). 
     

2. Persons with persistent and multiple barriers to employment benefits 
(PPMB).    

3. Employment insurance 
   

4. Worker’s compensation 
   

5. Retirement benefits from the Canada or Quebec Pension Plan 
   

6. Old age security pension 
   

7. Guaranteed income supplement or spouse’s allowance 
   

8. Disability pension from the Canada or Quebec Pension Plan 
   

9.  Other income, such as retirement pension, dividends or interest on 
bonds, deposits and savings, alimony, child support, scholarships, 
etc. 

   

10. Other income not mentioned above 
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11. In-Home-Support – people are paid to come to your home to 
provide assistance to your family member with a disability. 

   

12. Out-of-Home Respite Care – someone is paid to care for your 
family member with a developmental disability outside of your home 
to give your family a break.    

13. Day/Employment Supports – your family member with a 
developmental disability goes to a day program, workshop, or 
receives vocational supports such as job training or job coaching at a 
job in the community. 

   

14. Life Skills Supports – your family member with a developmental 
disability receives basic life skills support, e.g., help with money 
management, problem solving, getting along with others, learning 
bus routes, learning about self-care 

   

15. Education Supports – your family member with a developmental 
disability receives help from someone to attend classes, do school 
work …    

16. Recreation Supports – your family member with a developmental 
disability receives help from someone who is paid to help him/her 
take part in community leisure and recreation activities, e.g., 
attending or participating in sports, going to plays or movies, visiting 
museums, libraries or parks ... 

   

17. Transportation – someone arranges for transportation for your  
family member with a developmental disability to go to a day 
program, work, medical appointments, etc.    

18. Residential Supports – your family member with a developmental 
disability receives care and support in a residence outside of your 
home.    
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Other Services/Supports – your family member with a disability 
receives… 
 

   

19. Mental health care    

20. Physical therapy    

21. Occupational therapy    

22. Speech therapy    

23. Behavioural support    

 
 
24. Have you requested paid supports for your family member with a disability or for your 

family (e.g., respite) which have not yet been provided? 
 

 Yes (please go to question 25) 

 No (please go to the next section) 

 Don’t know / can’t remember (please go to the next section) 
 
 
25. If you have requested paid supports, please describe what supports you have 

requested. 
 

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
26. How long have you been waiting for the supports you requested? 
 

Less than 6 
months 

7 to 12 
months 1 to 2 years 3 to 4 years Over 4 years 

Don’t know / 
Can’t 

remember 
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Section D: Questions About Services and Supports 
 

Please answer the following questions about services you and/or your family member 
receive. Check one response for each question. If a question does not apply to you, 
please check the last column (NA). 
 

Information and Planning 

Always 
or 

Usually 
Some-
times 

Seldom 
or 

Never 
Don’t 
Know NA 

1. Do you receive information about the 
services and supports that are available to 
your family? 

     

2. If you receive information, is it easy to 
understand?      

3. Do you get enough information to help you 
participate in planning services for your 
family? 

     

4. If your family member has a service plan, 
did you help develop the plan?      

5. If your family member has a service plan, 
does the plan include things that are 
important to you? 

     

6. Do the staff who assist you with planning 
respect your choices and opinions?      

7. Do the staff who assist you with planning 
help you figure out what you need as a 
family to support your family member? 

     

8. Are the staff who help you with planning 
generally respectful and courteous?      

9. Are the staff who assist you with planning 
generally effective?      

10. Can you contact the staff who assist you 
with planning whenever you want to?      

 
11. Who assists you in planning? 
 

 CLBC Facilitator (Social Worker) 

 Agency Staff 

 Other (please Specify) ______________________________________ 
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Access and Delivery of Supports      

12. When you ask the service/support 
coordinator for assistance, does he/she 
help you get what you need? 

     

13. Does your family get the services and 
supports you need?      

14. Do the services and supports offered meet 
your family's needs?      

15. Are supports available when your family 
needs them?      

16. Does your family member get the services 
and supports he/she needs?      

17. If you have ever asked for services or 
supports in an emergency or crisis, was 
help provided to you right away? 

     

18. Do you have access to good health 
services for your family member?      

19. Do you have access to appropriate dental 
services for your family member?      

20. Does your family member have access to 
necessary medications?      

21. Are frequent changes in support staff a 
problem for your family?      

22. Are support staff generally respectful and 
courteous?      
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23. Are frequent changes in support staff a 
problem for your family member with a 
disability? 

     

24. Do you feel that your family member's 
day/employment setting is a healthy and 
safe environment? 

     

25. If your family member doesn't live with you, 
do you feel his/her residential setting is a 
safe and healthy environment? 

 

     

26. If your family member does not speak 
English or uses a different way to 
communicate, are there enough support 
workers available who can communicate 
with him/her? 

 

     

27. If English is not your first language, are 
there support workers or translators 
available to speak with you in your 
preferred language? 

     

28. Does your family member have access to 
the special equipment or accommodations 
that he/she needs (for example, 
wheelchairs, ramps, communication 
boards)? 

     

Choice and Control      

29. Do you or your family member know how 
much money is spent by CLBC on behalf of 
your family member with a developmental 
disability? 

     

30. Do you or your family member get to 
decide how this money is spent?      
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31. If your family member gets day or 
employment services, does the agency 
providing these services involve you in 
important decisions? 

 

     

If your family member IS NOT living at home with you please skip questions 32 to 
35 and then continue. 

32. Do you or your family member choose the 
agencies or providers that work with your 
family? 

     

33. Do you or your family member choose the 
support workers that work with your family?      

34. Do you or your family member have control 
and/or input over the hiring and 
management of your support workers? 

 

     

35. Do you or your family member want to 
have control and/or input over the hiring 
and management of your support workers? 

     

If your family member IS LIVING at home with you, please skip questions 36 – 40 
and then continue. 

36. Do you or your family member choose the 
agencies or providers that work with your 
family member? 

     

37. Does the agency providing residential 
services involve you in important 
decisions? 

     

38. Do you or your family member have control 
and/or input over the hiring and 
management of your family member's 
support workers? 

     

39. Do you or your family member choose the 
support workers that work with your family 
member? 
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40. Do you or your family member want to 
have control and/or input over the hiring 
and management of your family member's 
support workers? 

 

     

Community Connections      

41. If you want to use typical supports in your 
community (for example, through 
recreation departments or 
churches/synagogues/mosques), do either 
the staff who help you plan or who provide 
support help connect you to these 
supports? 

     

42. If your family member wants to use typical 
supports in your community (for example, 
through recreation departments or 
churches/synagogues/mosques), do either 
the staff who help plan or who provide 
support help connect him/her to these 
supports? 

     

43. If your family member would like to use 
family, friends, or neighbours to provide 
some of the supports he/she needs, do 
either the staff who help you plan or who 
provide support help him/her do this? 

     

44. If you would like to use family, friends, or 
neighbours to provide some of the supports 
your family needs, do either the staff who 
help you plan or who provide support help 
you do this? 

     

45. Do you feel that your family member has 
access to community activities?      
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46. Does your family member participate in 
community activities?      

Satisfaction      

47. Are you satisfied with the day/employment 
services and supports that YOUR FAMILY 
receives? 

     

48. Are you satisfied with the day/employment 
services and supports that YOUR FAMILY 
MEMBER receives? 

     

49. Are you satisfied with the residential 
services and supports that YOUR FAMILY 
receives? 

     

50. Are you satisfied with the residential 
services and supports that YOUR FAMILY 
MEMBER receives? 

     

51. Overall, are you satisfied with the services 
and supports YOUR FAMILY currently 
receives? 

     

52. Overall, are you satisfied with the services 
and supports YOUR FAMILY MEMBER 
currently receives? 

     

53. Are you familiar with the process for filing a 
complaint or grievance regarding services 
you receive or staff who provide them? 

     

54. Are you satisfied with the way 
complaints/grievances are handled and 
resolved? 
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Outcomes      

55. Do you feel that the day/employment 
services and supports have made a 
positive difference in the life of YOUR 
FAMILY? 

     

56. Do you feel that the day/employment 
services and supports have made a 
positive difference in the life of YOUR 
FAMILY MEMBER? 

     

57. Do you feel that the residential services 
and supports have made a positive 
difference in the life of YOUR FAMILY? 

     

58. Do you feel that the residential services 
and supports have made a positive 
difference in the life of YOUR FAMILY 
MEMBER? 

     

59. Overall, do you feel that services and 
supports have made a positive difference in 
the life of YOUR FAMILY? 

     

60. Overall, do you feel that service and 
supports have made a positive difference in 
the life of YOUR FAMILY MEMBER? 

     

Skip questions 61 and 62 if your family member IS NOT living at home with you. 

61. Have services made a difference in helping 
keep your family member at home?      

62. Would your family member still be at home 
if you did not receive any services?      
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Section E: Transitional Planning 
 
Overview 
 
The following section asks about transition plans. A transition plan is a document that facilitates 
and supports your family member’s transition from one phase of his/her life into another phase 
by outlining his/her strengths, desires, aspirations, and support needs. A transition plan may be 
part of his/her education plan or may be a stand-alone plan. 
 
Typically for adults, key transitions are from: 

• High school to work; and 
• High school to other post-secondary options. 

For example, there may be a plan for your family member that lays out goals, strategies, and 
responsibilities that need to be addressed as he/she moves from high school into the workforce 
or other post secondary options. 
 
1. Did your family have a transition plan? 
 

 Yes (Go to question 2) 

 No (Go to question 4 on the next page) 

 Don’t Know (Go to question 4 on the next page) 
 
2. To what degree were the following people involved in the transition planning 
 
 Not at all  

involved 
Completely  

involved 

Yourself      

Your family member      

One or more of your family member’s teachers      

A school counsellor      

Individual(s) paid to directly help your family 
member because of his/her disability      

An employer      

A facilitator or social worker from Community 
Living British Columbia      

Other (please specify)      

_____________________________________      
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3. If your family member had a transition plan please indicate the degree to which you 
agree or disagree with the following statement. If your family member did not have a 
transition plan please skip to question 4. 

 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Strongly  

Agree 

You had as much input and say in the planning 
process as you wanted.      

All the people and agencies – governmental 
and other – that you think should have been 
involved in your family member’s transition plan 
were involved. 

     

The input you provided was respected and 
taken into consideration.      

The transition plan did a good job of describing 
your family member’s needs and strengths and 
in setting out goals, priorities, and practical 
strategies to move beyond school. 

     

Overall, the transition planning process was a 
positive experience for you.      

 
 
4. Do you think your family member needed a transition plan? 
 

 Yes 

 No 

 Don’t Know  
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Section F: Other Details 
 

If your family member with a disability lives at home with you, please skip questions 1 to 
3. 
 
1. Typically, how often do you see your family member each year? 
 

Less than 
once 1 to 3 times 4 to 6 times 7 to 12 times More than 

12 times Don’t know 

      
 
 
2. Typically, how often do you have contact with him/her each year by telephone, email, 

or other ways of communicating? 
 

Less than 
once 1 to 3 times 4 to 6 times 7 to 12 times More than 

12 times Don’t know 

      
 
 
3. How many people does your family member live with? 
 

He/She 
lives alone 1 person 2 people 3 people 4 to 8 

people 
9 or more 

people 
Don’t 
know 

       
 
 
4. How many staff persons or workers help him/her with day-to-day activities? 
 

None 1 person 2 to 3 
people 

4 to 5 
people 

6 or more 
people Don’t know 

      
 
 
5. With the current support your family member receives from family, friends, and CLBC, 

please indicate how safe you feel he/she is. 
 

Not Safe Somewhat 
Safe Neutral Safe Very Safe Don’t know / 

No opinion 
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6. Do you have any concerns about this person’s well-being? 
 

No concerns Hardly any 
concerns 

Occasional 
concerns 

Frequent 
concerns 

Constant 
concerns 

Don’t know / 
No opinion 

      
 
 
How often does your family member receive the following kinds of supports? 
 
 Less 

than 
once a 
week 

At least 
once a 
week Everyday 

Don’t 
Know 

7. Preparing meals 
    

8. Everyday housework (e.g., dusting, cleaning 
up)     

9. Heavy household chores (e.g., spring 
cleaning, yard work)     

10. Getting to appointments and running errands 
(e.g., shopping for groceries)     

11. Personal finances (e.g., bank transactions, 
paying bills)     

12. Specialized nursing care or medical 
treatment at home (e.g., injections, therapy, 
blood, urine testing, catheter care) 

    

13. Moving about 
    

14. Self-care (e.g., washing, dressing, taking 
medications)     

15. Life skills 
    

16. Recreation / leisure support 
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17. Education support     

18. Employment support     

19. In all of his/her activities     

20. Planning and decision-making (e.g., about 
activities, services, supports)     

21. Other support not listed above (please 
describe)     

_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
How often does your family member turn to these people when he/she has important 
decisions to make? 
 
 

Never Seldom 
Some-
times Usually Always 

Not 
Applic-

able 
Don’t 
Know 

22. Yourself        

23. Your 
spouse/partner        

24. His/her siblings        

25. His/her 
spouse/partner        

26. His/her child(ren)        

27. His/her other 
relations, including 
in-laws 

       

28. His/her friends        

29. His/her 
neighbour(s)        
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30. CLBC facilitator 
(social worker)        

31. Health 
professional(s)        

32. Psychologist(s) or 
counsellor(s)        

33. No One        

34. Other (please 
describe)        

_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
35. What are the regular activities of your family member? (Check all that apply) 
 

 Works for pay at a job or business 

 Looks for work at a job or business 

 Volunteers in the community 

 Participates in a day program 

 Goes to school 

 Stays home 

 Other (please describe) _____________________________________________ 

 Don’t know 

 
 
36. With support from a paid caregiver or support worker, how often does your family 

member participate in activities with individuals who do not have developmental 
disabilities (e.g., church / synagogue / mosque, recreation like swimming, bowling and 
clubs)? 

 

Never 
Less than 

once a 
month 

At least 
once a 
month 

At least 
once a week Daily Don’t know 

      



37. If there is one thing that could be done to make your life better, what would it 
be? 

 
___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________ 

 
38. Please feel free to add any additional comments. 
 

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________ 

 
39.  As the person filling out this survey, I am 

 
 The family member of a person with a developmental disability 

 A support staff member 
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 A person with a developmental disability 
 
 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME!! 
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