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Introduction 

Following two successful multi-Village survey initiatives, the first in 2018 and the second in 2021, the 

leaders of Villages across Washington, DC came together in 2022 to once again learn from their 

members, and from Village members throughout the District, in a multi-Village member survey.  This 

survey effort focused on the objectives listed below. 

2022 DC Village Member Survey Objectives 

Through this DC Village-wide survey, Villages in DC will have a deeper understanding of: 

1. Characteristics of members completing the survey 

2. Member engagement and satisfaction 

3. The impact of the Village on members’ lives 

4. Members' experiences with, and needs surrounding, transportation 

Supported by funding from the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments (MWCOG), 12 DC 

Villages conducted a survey of their members in June and July 2022.   

The 2022 Multi-Village Member Survey Report presents findings from the responses of 787 DC 

Village members and volunteers.  It contains a summary of methodology, an overview of Village 

representation and survey participation, and a summary of findings by objective.  It concludes with 

questions for reflection that are intended to spark conversation about the findings within and among 

Villages. 

The report is supplemented by an Excel workbook that presents aggregate findings by question.  

Villages may use the multi-Village summary Excel workbook for item-by-item comparison of data 

from their individual Village to the full sample.  The report is also supplemented by a stand-alone 

executive summary which includes top-level key findings from this document. 
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Methodology 

Survey Design  

Building on lessons learned and information gained in the 2018 and 2021 multi-Village survey 

efforts, this initiative was inspired and supported by Villages across Washington, DC.  The network 

of DC Villages turned to Sharp Insight, LLC, Capitol Hill Village’s independent evaluation partner, for 

assistance with the design, implementation, analysis, and reporting of the 2022 Multi-Village 

Member Survey.  Survey development was guided by Executive Directors from DC Villages and an 

Evaluation Team composed of one volunteer member from the following four Villages:  Capitol Hill 

Village, Foggy Bottom / West End Village, Kingdom Care Senior Village, and Northwest Neighbors 

Village.   

Village Executive Directors established the survey objectives (above), refined the survey items, and 

agreed upon implementation methods and the survey timeline.  The Evaluation Team provided 

feedback on the objectives and guidance for the content and wording of survey items.  The 

Evaluation Team also pilot tested the survey.  The final survey tool was designed to be used by all 

participating DC Villages, with the option for Villages to skip the volunteer driver-related questions if 

they do not have a volunteer driving program.  In addition, three DC Villages opted to add their own 

custom items to the survey.1   

Survey Implementation 

To maximize accessibility of the survey, Villages had the option to offer the survey in two formats:  

online (through SurveyMonkey) or interview-administered (read aloud by a trained volunteer and 

entered into SurveyMonkey by the volunteer).  Training videos and materials were created by Sharp 

Insight and distributed to any Village implementing an interview-administered survey.  Nine of 12 

Villages opted to offer an interview option.   

Villages were provided with sample promotion email messages and were responsible for publicizing 

and distributing the survey within their Village.  Evaluation Team members assisted with promoting 

the survey at their Villages.  Villages had the option to launch the survey on any date in June or July 

that was convenient for them.  The first survey launched on Monday, June 13, 2022 and closed on 

Monday, July 11, 2022.  The last survey launched on Monday, July 18, 2022 and closed on Sunday, 

July 31, 2022.  Seven other Villages closed their surveys on July 31, the final day of the survey 

period.   

Data Analysis  

After the final surveys closed on July 31, the data were cleaned and de-duplicated.  Because the 

survey did not collect member names, potential duplicate surveys were identified by IP address 

and/or by a review of eight key fields (year joined Village, lives alone or with someone, birth year, 

gender, LGBT community, income, education level, race / ethnicity).  In cases of duplicates, the first 

response recorded was kept, unless a later response was more complete.  In addition, surveys that 

 
1 Findings from custom items were shared with the appropriate Village individually and are not included in this report. 
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were largely incomplete were deleted.2  After duplicate and incomplete surveys were deleted,3 a total 

of 787 surveys remained in the sample for analysis.  The majority of these were from members, with 

only 26 non-members responding, resulting in a sample size of 761 members.4  Non-members were 

directed to the transportation items in the survey and then to the two final open-ended items at the 

end of the survey.  They did not see questions about satisfaction with the Village, the impact of the 

Village, transportation options, or demographics.  A total of 31 surveys were collected through 

interviews.   

The Evaluation Team reviewed preliminary findings after early analyses were complete, suggesting 

additional areas of inquiry and offering ideas for presenting findings to Village Executive Directors.  

They also participated in a culminating “data party” with Executive Directors to add their 

observations on the survey process and the key findings. 

Quantitative data analyses, including Chi-squared tests, independent t-tests, Mann Whitney U tests, 

and Kruskal-Wallis H tests were performed using SPSS 28.0. Statistical significance was achieved 

when the reported p-value was less than 0.05.  Qualitative data were manually coded and themed 

using Microsoft Excel.  All data were stored in password-protected databases for data security. 

Subgroup analyses were conducted based on personal characteristics and membership-related 

items.  When statistically significant, differences by subgroups are included in this report.   

Personal characteristics:  member age, gender, use of mobility support (yes / no), 

frequency of use of mobility support (always / occasionally), loneliness, confidence in ability 

to get the help needed to remain in home for as long as desired, desire to move in the next 5 

years, living alone vs. with 1 or more others. 

Membership-related items:  membership type (social / full), join date, engagement with the 

Village, satisfaction, impact(s) of Village membership, likelihood of recommending Village 

membership, and likelihood of renewing Village membership. 

Reporting of Preliminary Findings 

Each Village received a summary of their own preliminary survey data within two weeks of their 

survey’s end date.  This Excel workbook contained summary data only, with each question 

appearing on a separate tab.  To protect respondent confidentiality, all quantitative data were 

presented in the aggregate.  Open-ended responses were not included in the multi-Village report, to 

protect respondent privacy. 

  

  

 
2 For the purposes of these analyses, a survey was considered “complete” if at least one of the “impact of the Village” questions was 
answered (Q8, Q9, or Q10).   

3 A total of 115 incomplete or duplicate surveys were deleted. 

4 Eight individuals indicated that they were “unsure” if they were a member or not.  These respondents were included in the dataset 
as members. 
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Village Representation and Survey Participation  

Twelve DC Villages, ranging in size from 45 to 394 members, participated in the 2022 member 

survey.  Every participating Village had at least one-quarter of its membership participate in 

the survey.  The range of participation for each Village was between 27% and 62% of its members. 

The image below shows each Village’s representation in the full dataset.  Capitol Hill Village, the 

largest DC Village, had the largest representation, with 21% of survey responses.  Five Villages 

together comprised nearly half of the survey sample (46%).  And six Villages comprised the final 

one-third of the survey sample (33%). 

 

At the time of the survey, the total number of members at the 12 participating Villages was 2,273.  

Overall, a sample of 761 members responding represents one-third (33%) of the membership 

of participating Villages.   

1 Village: 21% of responses  

Capitol Hill 

5 Villages: 46% of responses  

Dupont Circle 

Foggy Bottom / West End  

Northwest Neighbors 

Palisades 

Waterfront 

Each was 9-10% of the sample 

6 Villages: 33% of responses 

Cleveland and Woodley Park 

East Rock Creek 

Georgetown 

Glover Park 

Kingdom Care 

Mount Pleasant 

Each was 2-7% of the sample 

(n=787) 

Twelve DC Villages, ranging in size from 45 to 394 

members, participated in the survey. 
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Objective 1:  Characteristics of Survey Respondents  

A total of 761 members completed the multi-Village survey, representing 12 of 13 Villages in 

Washington, DC.  This section outlines key characteristics of these members, as reported in the 

survey.  Many of these characteristics were also used for statistical analyses, as described under the 

Methodology section above, to determine if there were any differences in member responses.   

Social Identity (Demographic) Characteristics 

Characteristic Interpretation  
Number 

Responding 

Age 

54% were born in the 1940s 

25% were born before 1940  

21% were born after 1949 
 

n=647 

Gender 

77% identify as women 

22% identify as men 

1% identify as non-binary or prefer not to 

answer  

n=698 

Race / Ethnicity 

86% identify as white, non-Hispanic 

7% identify as Black or African American 

3% identify as Hispanic or Latino 

6% identify as another race or ethnicity, 

including American Indian, Asian, Middle 

Eastern, or a self-description 

3% prefer not to answer 

 

n=696 

LGBTQ 

7% identify as a member of the LGBTQ 

community 

92% did not identify as LGBTQ 

2% prefer not to answer  

n=691 

Highest 

Education 

65% have a master’s degree or higher 

24% have a bachelor’s degree 

9% attended some high school or college 

2% prefer not to answer 

n=699 

Annual Adjusted 

Gross Income 

11% reported income below $40,000 per year 

14% reported income between $40,000 and $74,999 

14% reported income between $75,000 and $99,999 

37% reported income of $100,000 or more 

24% prefer not to answer 

n=695 

1940s

54%

Women

77%

White

86%

LGBTQ

7%

Master's +

65%
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Loneliness 

A total of 322 individuals (46%) were 

considered “lonely” based on their responses 

to the short-form (three item) UCLA Loneliness 

Scale.  “Loneliness” is defined as a response of 

“some of the time” or “often” to at least one of the 

three questions below.  

   

 

Statistically Speaking 

Many of the characteristics in this section were used in statistical analyses to determine if there 

are statistical differences between groups of members in terms of their experiences.  These will be 

explored in greater depth in the related sections later in this report.   

The information presented below, and in similar text boxes throughout this report, does 

not necessarily mean there is a causal relationship between these characteristics.  Instead, 

it offers information about characteristics that are more likely to be found together. 

What is associated with loneliness? 

Members who are lonely, as defined by responding “some of the time” or “often” to at least one 

item on the UCLA Loneliness Scale, are more likely to live alone, to use mobility assistance, 

and/or to be full members.  They are also more likely to plan to move from their residence in the 

next five years and/or to be “not too confident” that they can get the help they need to remain in 

their home for as long as they’d like.  In addition, members who are lonely are more likely to be 

older than those who are not lonely, with an average age of 79 for those who are lonely compared 

to an average age of 77 for those who are not.   

 

  

Lonely
46%

Nearly half of respondents reported feeling 
lonely at least sometimes.

(n=693) 

70%

67%

Hardly ever, 60%

27%

28%

Some of the time, 34%

3%

5%

Often, 6%

… left out?

… isolated from others?

… that you lack 
companionship?

How often do you feel ...

(n=693) 
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Use of Mobility Support 

Nearly one-third of members (30%) report using a mobility support device 

(e.g., cane, walker, rollator, wheelchair, hiking poles).  Among members who 

report use of a mobility device, half “always” use the support and half do so 

“occasionally.”  (n=700) 

 

Statistically Speaking 

What are similarities and differences between members who use mobility support and those who 
don’t? 

Members who use mobility support are more likely to live alone and to be lonely (as defined 

above).   They are also more likely to be full members and to report benefiting from Village 

transportation.  In addition, members who use mobility support are, on average, approximately 4 

years older than those who don’t use mobility support, with an average age of 81 years for those 

who use mobility support compared to an average age of 77 years for those who do not. 

 

Residence 

Because one key objective of the Villages is to help members age in community, members were 

asked multiple questions about their residence on this year’s survey. 

More than half of members (55%) report that they live alone, 40% live with one other person, 

and 4% live with two or more other people.   

Nearly three-quarters of members are not pet owners, with 73% reporting that they do not have 

pets compared to 27% who have pets.  There was no statistically significant association between pet 

ownership and loneliness. 

Nearly nine out of 10 members (88%) were confident in their ability get the help they need to 

remain in their home as long as they desire, with 34% “very confident” and 54% “somewhat” 

confident.  However, 10% of members were “not too confident” and 2% were “not at all” confident 

that they could do so. 

 

 

 

 

34% 54% 12%

88% were confident they could get the help they needed to stay 

in their home as long as they desired (n=704) 

Very confident Somewhat confident Not confident 

30%
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Looking toward the future, 10% of members were planning to move to a different residence in 

the next five years and another 32% were unsure whether or not they would do so.  More than 

half (58%) were not planning to move to another residence in the next five years.   

 

 

Among those who would, or 

might, move to a different 

residence in the next five years, 

the most common reasons for 

considering a move were 

anticipating future needs (e.g., 

assisted living, dementia care) 

and seeking a more age-

friendly home (e.g., single-level 

living, less maintenance).   

Note that members could select 

multiple reasons for considering 

a move. 

 

 

More than one-third (35%) of 

those considering a move in the 

next five years preferred an 

independent living option (e.g., 

condo, apartment, single family 

home).  One in five (20%) 

preferred a continuing care 

community and almost one in 

five (18%) preferred a retirement 

community (e.g., 55+, active 

adult, senior housing).   

Note that members could only 

select their top choice in this 

item. 

 

  

Yes, 10% Unsure 32% No, not planning to move 58%

42% of members might move to a different residence in the next 5 years (n=708)

None of the above, 14%

Other, 25%

Seeking a different climate, 6%

Relocating near friends / family, 14%

Seeking a more age-friendly home, 30%

Anticipating future needs, 44%

Reasons members are considering moving

None of the above, 6%

Other, 13%

Shared home, 4%

Assisted living, 5%

Retirement community, 18%

Continuing care community, 20%

Independent residence, 35%

Members' first choice for a future residence

(n=286) 

(n=289) 
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Objective 2:  Member Engagement and Satisfaction 

Survey questions explored type and duration of Village membership, frequency of engagement with 

the Village, and member satisfaction with the Village, including likelihood of renewing membership 

and likelihood of recommending Village membership to a friend or neighbor. 

Village Membership 

Membership Type 

DC Villages offer different levels of membership and the terms used to describe membership types 

often vary across Villages.  In an effort to try to understand member experiences based on common 

membership characteristics, the survey asked people to choose one or both of the options from the 

following list: 

o I can attend social or educational events at my Village. 

o I can receive services from my Village (e.g., through a volunteer) 

Two membership types were assigned, based on member responses to each question:  “social” 

members and “full” members. 

25% of respondents were social members:  They only selected that they could attend 

social or educational events. 

72% of respondents were full members:  They selected that they could both attend 

events and receive services OR only selected that they could receive services.  This second 

group was included because anyone who can receive services can also attend events.   

3% of respondents were unsure about their membership type.  

Statistically Speaking 

How do member experiences differ based on membership type? 

Statistical analyses found that full members were more likely than social members to be lonely, 

as defined above, and/or to use mobility support.  They were also more likely to report that Village 

membership was a good value (96% of full members agreed compared to 92% of social members, 

so general agreement was high) and to report that Village membership helped them save money.  

Finally, full members were more likely to report that their Village helped them feel better prepared 

to navigate life during the pandemic. 

Social members were more likely to provide a ride as a volunteer driver in the next 6 months. 
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Membership Duration 

Village leaders were interested in learning whether 

member experiences varied based on when a member 

joined the Village.  This was of particular interest in the 

context of the COVID-19 pandemic, when in-person 

activities were limited and Villages shifted much of their 

programming online.  Three-quarters of respondents 

(73%) became members prior to the pandemic, 

while one-in-five (21%) joined in 2020 or later. 

 

Statistically Speaking 

How do the experiences of newer members differ from those of longer-term members? 

Members who joined longest ago (in 2014 or earlier) were more likely than newer members to 

report that they were born before 1950, frequently provided volunteer services to Village members 

or the Village itself, had gotten a COVID vaccine and/or booster because of their Village, and/or 

that they had prepared documents and/or made plans for their future as they age because of their 

Village 

Members who joined most recently (2020-2022) were less likely to have provided volunteer 

services to Village members or the Village itself.   

In general, the earlier members joined, the higher their score on the social relationship 

scale, meaning they felt part of a caring community, felt more connected to others in their 

community, and/or had made new friends because of their Village membership (see Objective 3 

for more detail).   

Join Date Social Relationship Scale Score 

2014 or earlier 3.5 

2015 – 2019 3.4 

2020 – 2022 3.3 
 

 

  

73% of respondents joined their Village 

prior to the COVID-19 pandemic. (n=757) 

21%
39%

34% 6%

2020-
2022

2015-
2019

2014
or earlier

Unsure
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Member Engagement 

In prior multi-Village surveys (2018 and 2021), 

respondents were asked how often they engage 

with their Village and engagement was defined 

broadly (ranging from reading emails to 

providing volunteer services).  In 2022, Villages 

opted to ask a lengthier question to get a sense 

of true engagement at different levels.   

The charts below show the frequency with 

which respondents report engaging with their 

Village in different ways, ordered from most 

frequent (reading communications) to least 

frequent (providing or requesting volunteer 

services). 

 

 In 2022, nearly all respondents (97%) 

reported that they read 

communications from their Village 

(e.g., emails, social media posts, 

newsletters) at least once a month.   

 

 Members also frequently participated 

in Village activities, with more than 

half (57%) reporting that they do so at 

least once a month.   

 

 
Half of members (52%) visit their 

Village’s website at least once a 

month. 

 

 One-quarter of members (26%) 

provide volunteer services at least 

once a month. 

40% never provide volunteer services. 

 

 
13% of members request volunteer 

services at least once a month. 

37% never request volunteer services. 

 

 

  

“I have reached a turning point in my Village life.  

After being a charter member [and] until 2020, I 

was a very active volunteer, helping others with a 

myriad of tasks. During 2020-22, however,  I have 

developed some serious health problems which 

have limited my physical abilities and capacities 

... I am now turning more to ASKING for help 

rather than giving it.  Big change, but to be 

expected.  This was exactly how the Village was 

supposed to work, however, and I have entered a 

new phase.” 

~ Village member 

Monthly or more often 57%

Quarterly or less often 34%

Never 6%

N/A or Unsure 3%

Monthly or more often 97%

Quarterly or less often 3%

Monthly or more often 26%

Quarterly or less often 24%

Never 40%

N/A or Unsure 10%

Monthly or more often 52%

Quarterly or less often 32%

Never 11%

N/A or Unsure 4%

Monthly or more often 13%

Quarterly or less often 41%

Never 37%

N/A or Unsure 9%
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Statistically Speaking 

Do levels of member engagement vary based on key characteristics? 

Those who frequently participate in Village activities are less likely to use mobility 
support and are also less likely to have been born before 1940. 

 

Those who frequently request volunteer services are more likely to live alone, more likely 
to be lonely, more likely to use mobility support, more likely to have been born before 1940, 
and are more likely to be women. 

 

Those who frequently provide volunteer services are less likely to live alone, less likely to 
be lonely, less likely to use mobility support, and more likely to have been born in the 1940s.  

 

 

Satisfaction with the Village 

The vast majority of members (95%) reported that they were “likely” or “very 

likely” to recommend Village membership to a friend or neighbor who is not a 

member, indicating a high level of overall satisfaction.  Nearly three-quarters 

(73%) were “very likely” to do so. 

 

Another indication of satisfaction is 

member plans to renew their membership.  

Nearly all respondents (95%) indicated 

that they are “likely” or “very likely” to 

renew their membership, with 83% being 

“very likely” to do so.  The top reason 

members selected when asked why they 

were planning to renew their membership was, “I believe an age-friendly neighborhood needs a 

strong Village,” with 83% of respondents selecting this response.   

“There are no hyperboles to describe how 

wonderful [my Village] is! The volunteers are 

exceptional. The staff is fantastic. I have been 

enriched by meeting such amazing people. 

~ Village member 
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When asked to elaborate, in their own 

words, about why they planned to renew 

their membership, the most frequently 

mentioned responses aligned with the top 

two multiple choice answers selected, 

namely a belief that Villages matter for 

the community and the reassurance that 

comes with knowing the Village is 

there, even if the member does not need 

services at this time.  Members spoke of 

the Village as “long term insurance in emergencies,” “social insurance,” “peace of mind,” and “a 

backup if and when I should need it.”  They also wrote: 

“I believe in the philosophy.”  

“[I value] the engagement my Village has in the broader neighborhood and the 

leadership role the Village provides in the community.”  

“[I] can't imagine living in a town or community that does not have a 

Village.....Hard to imagine what it would be like to NOT have a village available.” 

“I believe strongly that Villages are absolutely vital in the community for a variety 

of reasons … mental and physical health and abilities.” 

  

83%

72%

66%

57%

27%

25%

24%

I believe an age-friendly neighbor-
hood needs a strong Village.

I invest in my Village today so
it will be here when I need it.

I value the friendships I have made
or strengthened through my Village.

I learn new things or keep my mind
active through Village activities.

I value the help my Village provides
with planning for my future.

I participate in exercise and well-
ness programs at my Village.

I benefit from transportation support
 provided by my Village.

Members believe Villages are valuable for their community. (n=702)

“It is reassuring just to know the Village is there, 

even if/when I neglect to use its resources.   The 

staff is kind, sensitive, and helpful and we are 

fortunate to have them.   Many of us are not used 

to asking for help, old as we are, and your 

encouragement, responsiveness, and good 

cheer are welcoming and invaluable.” 

~ Village member 
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Members offered additional reasons for planning to renew their membership, including: 

o Assistance from volunteers: “I value the support my wife and I get with physical 

tasks that are hard or impossible for us to do without assistance” and “I don’t have 

any family members living nearby. … Village volunteers provide help and support 

that make it possible to age in place.  I am very grateful for this help.” 

o Village staff: “…they are very reliable and … always available when needed.”  

Social workers were also specifically mentioned. 

o Community:  “I feel part of a caring community” and “Love, caring support, and the   

fellowship of others is always  well needed as you age …” 

Only 12 people, out of 749 who responded to the question (1.6%) said that they were “unlikely” or 

“very unlikely” to renew their membership.  They, along with the 21 people who were “unsure” were 

asked why they were considering not renewing.  The top two reasons, selected by 14 people each, 

were “the membership is not a good value for the cost” and “the programs are not of interest to me.”   

 

Statistically Speaking 

Do members’ plans to recommend the Village to others and/or renew their own membership vary 
based on key characteristics? 

Frequent engagement with the Village was associated with higher likelihood of 
recommending the Village and renewing membership.   

 

Specifically, members who were likely to recommend the Village were also likely to 
frequently read Village communications, participate in Village activities, and receive 
volunteer services.   

 

Members who were likely to renew their Village membership were also likely to read 
Village communications and participate in Village activities.   
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When asked specifically about Village services and activities, members reported high satisfaction 

across the board, with Village communications, management, and program offerings at the top of the 

list.  Although more than 40% of respondents answered “N/A or unsure” when asked about volunteer 

services their Village provides to them and about the racial justice work their Village is engaged in, 

the proportion of respondents who were dissatisfied was consistently low across all items.   

 

 

Statistically Speaking 

Do levels of satisfaction vary based on key characteristics? 

A satisfaction scale was created that included any satisfaction items with more than two-thirds of 

respondents expressing an opinion.  (Responses of “N/A and unsure” did not count.)  The two 

items that were excluded from the scale were “volunteer services my Village provides to me” and 

“the racial justice work my Village is engaged in,” due to the lower number of valid responses.   

Using this satisfaction scale, higher satisfaction is associated with frequent engagement with the 

Village, specifically reading communications, participating in Village activities, and requesting 

volunteer services.  Higher satisfaction is also associated with a higher likelihood of members 

recommending Village membership to a friend or neighbor and a higher likelihood of renewing 

their own membership. 

Members who are lonely tend to have lower satisfaction scores than those who are not lonely. 

  

Satisfied, 96%

91%

89%

79%

77%

69%

58%

54%

2%

3%

5%

2%

5%

2%

2%

4%

2%

7%

6%

18%

18%

29%

40%

42%

Communications from my Village

The way the Village is run

Village program offerings

Hybrid and/or virtual programming

Village outreach to the broader community

Opportunities to volunteer through my Village

Volunteer services my Village provides to me

The racial justice work my Village is engaged in

Members are generally satisfied with the quality of programs and 
services at their Village.  (n=745)

Satisfied Dissatisfied N/A or unsure
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Objective 3:  Impact of the Village on Members’ Lives 

Two questions asked members about the impact of their Village membership. Across multiple 

questions addressing possible benefits of Village membership, members frequently agreed that their 

Village had a positive impact in their lives.   

Social Relationship Impacts 

Social relationships topped the list of positive 

impacts, with 92% of respondents saying 

membership in their Village makes them feel like 

part of a caring community and 81% of 

respondents reporting that because of their 

membership in the Village, they felt more 

connected to others in their community.   

92% of members reported that membership in their 

Village made them feel like part of a caring 

community.  (n=745) 

 

81% of members reported that they felt more 

connected to others in their community because of 

their Village membership.  (n=749) 

 

78% of members reported that they had made new 

friends because of their Village membership.  (n=750) 

 

Quality of Life Impacts 

Respondents also reported high agreement with three out of four quality of life indicators, with 

more than two-thirds agreeing with the statements presented below. 

84% of members reported that membership in their 

Village improved their quality of life.  (n=746) 

 

78% of members reported that membership in their 

Village keeps them intellectually stimulated.  (n=740) 

 

73% of members reported that they felt more positive 

about aging because of their Village membership.  
(n=736) 

 

69% of members reported that membership in their 

Village makes it easy for them to get the assistance 

they need.  (n=746) 

 

“Joining the Village has enhanced my social 

life and has made me feel more connected to 

my community.    I'd like to cultivate more 

friendships with younger people.  Perhaps the 

Village could help with that somehow.” 

~ Village member 

Agree 92%

Disagree 4%

N/A or Unsure 5%

Agree 81%

Disagree 9%

N/A or Unsure 10%

Agree 78%

Disagree 12%

N/A or Unsure 10%

Agree 84%

Disagree 3%

N/A or Unsure 12%

Agree 78%

Disagree 7%

N/A or Unsure 16%

Agree 73%

Disagree 11%

N/A or Unsure 16%

Agree 69%

Disagree 3%

N/A or Unsure 28%
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The three “social relationships” items and the four “quality of life” items were combined to create two 

scales for statistical analyses, presented below. 

Statistically Speaking 

Does perceived impact of the Village on social relationships and/or quality of life vary based on 
key characteristics? 

Frequent engagement with the Village was associated with higher scores on both the 
Social Relationships scale and the Quality of Life scale.  

 

Specifically, members with higher scores on each scale were also likely to frequently read 
Village communications, participate in Village activities, receive volunteer services, and/or 
provide volunteer services. 

 

Higher likelihood of recommending Village membership to others and renewing one’s 
own Village membership was associated with higher scores on both the Social 
Relationships scale and the Quality of Life scale.  

 

In addition, members who joined the Village earlier were more likely to have higher Social 
Relationship scale scores than those who had joined later. 

 

Members who are lonely were more likely to have lower scores on both the Social 
Relationship and Quality of Life scales. 

 

Members born in the 1940s were more likely to have higher scores on the Social 
Relationship scale than those born earlier or later. 
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Additional Impacts 

Four impact-related survey items did not fall within the Social Relationships scale or the Quality of 

Life scale.  These were analyzed individually rather than as part of a group. 

87% of members reported that membership in their 

Village is a good value.  (n=732) 

 

70% of members reported that they felt better 

prepared to navigate life during the pandemic 

because of their Village membership.  (n=739) 

 

37% of members reported that they have saved 

money on services because of their Village 

membership.  (n=730) 

 

37% of members reported that they have considered 

long-term housing options in their community 

because of their Village membership.  (n=737) 

 

In general, frequent engagement with the Village, including participation in Village activities, 

receiving or providing volunteer services, was associated with higher levels of agreement on these 

four items.  Specific information can be found below. 

 

Statistically Speaking 

Statistical analyses of these four items were used to shed light on the following research question: 

Does perceived impact of the Village (related to these items) vary based on key characteristics? 

Frequent engagement with the Village was associated with higher agreement on some or 

all of the four items above.  

Compared to those who do not frequently participate in Village activities, members who 

frequently participate in Village activities were more likely to report that: 

Membership in their Village: 

o Is a good value  

Because of their Village, they have: 

o Saved money  

o Felt better prepared to navigate life during the pandemic 

o Considered long-term housing options in their community  

Agree 87%

Disagree 5%

N/A or Unsure 8%

Agree 70%

Disagree 10%

N/A or Unsure 19%

Agree 37%

Disagree 25%

N/A or Unsure 37%

Agree 37%

Disagree 18%

N/A or Unsure 45%
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Compared to those who do not frequently provide volunteer services to Village members or the 

Village itself, members who frequently provide volunteer services were more likely to report 

that: 

Membership in their Village: 

o Is a good value 

Because of their Village, they have: 

o Felt better prepared to navigate life during the pandemic 

o Considered long-term housing options in their community 

 

Compared to those who do not frequently request volunteer services, members who frequently 

request volunteer services were more likely to report that: 

Because of their Village, they have: 

o Saved money 

o Felt better prepared to navigate life during the pandemic 

 

Compared to social members, full members were more likely to report that: 

Membership in their Village: 

o Is a good value 

Because of their Village, they have: 

o Felt better prepared to navigate life during the pandemic 

o Saved money 
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Impact of Additional Village Supports 

In addition to the general impacts explored in the questions above, Village leaders were also 

interested in learning more about specific supports a Village may have provided to respondents.  

Notably, more than 1 out of 5 Village members responding to this survey (22%) reported that they 

had used a new transportation option because of their Village.  

Villages assist members in need with specific services.  (n=755) 

 

 

Statistically Speaking 

What key characteristics, if any, are associated with Village assistance with food, vaccines, 
technology, transportation, and document preparation? 

Members who joined in 2014 or earlier were more likely to have gotten assistance with their 

COVID vaccine / booster and/or prepared documents for the future compared to members who 

joined more recently. 

Members who are lonely were more likely to have gotten assistance with food and/or used a new 

transportation option compared to members who are not lonely. 

Members who use mobility support were more likely to have gotten assistance with food, used a 

new or different technology, and/or used a new transportation option compared to members who 

do not use mobility support. 

Members who were born before 1940 were more likely to have gotten assistance with food. 

Women were more likely to have gotten assistance with food, used a new or different technology, 

and/or prepared documents for the future compared to men. 

 

  

33%

26%

25%

22%

20%

Gotten a COVID vaccine and/or booster

Used new or different technology

Prepared documents / made plans for their future

Used a new transportation option

Gotten food when they needed it

Because of their Village, members have: 
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Objective 4:  Transportation Experiences 

The survey asked members about their history, if any, of providing rides to members through the 

volunteer driver program as well as reasons they might not have provided rides (recently or ever) 

and the likelihood that they would provide rides to members in the future.  It also asked about 

commonly used modes of transportation and member experiences using them (both positive and 

negative experiences).  Finally, it explored interest in future training on particular modes of 

transportation as well as interest in engaging in transportation-related advocacy and education 

activities.   

The transportation section of the survey was seen by all respondents, whether they were members 

or not. 

Volunteer Driver Program 

Recent volunteer drivers made up a small proportion of survey respondents, with only 10% saying 

they had provided a ride to another member in the preceding 3 months and another 13% having 

provided a ride at some point more than 3 months prior.  Nearly three-quarters of respondents (74%) 

had never provided a volunteer ride. 

Respondents who had not recently, or ever, provided a ride, were asked to select reasons that they 

had not done so.  One in five respondents said that they had not been asked to provide a ride.  Upon 

further analysis, it became evident that not being asked was not the sole reason people did not 

volunteer as drivers.  Of the 119 respondents who reported that they had not been asked, 52 (44%) 

selected at least one additional reason for not providing a ride, including “I was never or am no 

longer interested in being a volunteer driver,” “I gave up driving or no longer have a car,” and “My 

schedule did not permit.”   

 

28%

26%

24%

21%

13%

10%

8%

4%

3%

1%

Never / no longer interested

Gave up driving / don't have a car

Other

Was not asked

Schedule did not permit

Feel unsafe due to COVID

Feel unsafe for another reason

Member's mobility requirements

Unsure

Gas prices are too high

Most common reasons for not providing a ride, recently or ever (n=567) 
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Respondents had the option of sharing another reason for not providing a ride, in their own words.  

The most frequently mentioned reasons were: 

o Their own advanced age, reduced confidence in their own driving abilities, and/or 

their own mobility constraints 

o They do not drive / have a car / have a license or they 

prefer not to drive 

o They provide other volunteer services for the Village, 

work full-time, have caregiving responsibilities, or are 

otherwise not interested in / available to drive 

o Their concern about liability involved with driving another person, particularly if the 

person is frail, and/or they do not feel comfortable driving with another person in 

the car 

 

Likelihood of Providing a Ride in the Future 

Respondents were also asked how likely they would be to provide a ride in the next 6 months, if 

asked.  More than one-quarter (28%) reported that they would be likely to provide a ride in the next 

six months and more than half (59%) would be unlikely to do so with 12% unsure.   

Among the 67 respondents who reported that they had not been asked to provide a ride, and who 

did not select a second reason for not providing a ride, 42 (63%) would be likely to provide a ride in 

the next six months, if asked (15 would be unlikely to do so and 10 were unsure).   

When asked what their Village could do to increase the likelihood of their providing a ride to a Village 

member in the future, respondents mentioned: 

o Filling an urgent need:  “I might agree to a specific request to provide a specific 
ride, on a very occasional basis.” “I prefer not to drive but if there is a need, I would 
try to commit to doing some.” “I'd probably respond to a personal request from the 
office for an urgent need.” 

o Limiting the scope of the request:  “Asking me to provide … a relatively short trip; 
arranging it so I don't have to do a round trip.” “Avoid driving into downtown DC.” “If I 
was also attending the same event, I would be glad (and have before) to offer 
another Village member a ride.” 

o Reducing liability:  “Maybe ask participants to sign some sort of waiver?” “I can only 
give rides to members who are ambulatory, I cannot help members in or out of car.” 

  

“I drive less and less and 

would not be comfortable 

driving someone else. 

~ Village member 
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Statistically Speaking 

What is the relationship, if any, between Village engagement and volunteer driving? 

Members who joined in 2014 or earlier were more likely to have provided a volunteer ride (either 

recently or ever) compared to those who joined in 2015 or later.  Those who joined most recently 

(2020 or later) were more likely to have never provided a ride.   

Social members and members born in 1950 or later more frequently reported that they would be 

likely to provide a ride in the next six months, if asked. 

Those who frequently participate in Village activities were more likely to have ever provided a 

ride and to be likely to provide a ride in the next six months, compared to those who do not 

frequently participate in Village activities.  The same is true for those who frequently provide 

volunteer services to members or the Village itself. 

Women are less likely to provide a ride in the next 6 months than men.   

Member Experiences with Volunteer Drivers 

Members report generally positive experiences with Village volunteer drivers, particularly the 

friendliness and reliability of the drivers and the extra assistance they often provide. 

“I like riding with Village volunteers, even though I am limited to using my manual 

wheelchair, because I know they will be punctual, they will provide me with the physical 

assistance I need to get in or out of the car and safely inside my destination. I can also 

count on being treated respectfully and having a friendly and often engaging 

conversation.” 

“Village volunteer picked me up after a dental procedure and then drove me to the 

pharmacy. Another driver drove me to the Washington Hospital Center and waited over 

an hour for me while I was at the appointment to drive me home.” 

“The volunteer drivers are courteous, patient, you don't have to worry about them 

picking you up, they wait for you in the doctor's office.”  

“The Village volunteer driver has been very positive, enjoyed the company, friendship 

& uplifting attitude.” 

In the context of a question related to positive vs. negative experiences using a mode of 

transportation, some drivers reported negative experiences with providing rides.  One comment in 

particular exposes a potential need to align member expectations (e.g., being accompanied into an 

appointment) with driver expectations of providing a ride. 

“As a volunteer driver I repeatedly feel I am assigned riders who are too frail to be out 

on their own, either physically or mentally. ... I also have been told I am "dropping off" a 

member when they can't even get in/out of the car on their own and I unexpectedly 

have to find parking. In these cases there needs to be a companion with the senior and 

the volunteer driver provide driving.” 
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Experiences Using Various Modes of Transportation5 

As has been true in past surveys, a large proportion of Village members report using independent 

means of transportation, with more than 8 out of 10 reporting that they walk and 97% of walkers 

reporting generally positive experiences with using that mode of transportation. 

 

Statistically Speaking 

How, if at all, does transportation use vary based on use of mobility support? 

Compared to members who never use mobility support, those who use mobility support were:  

More likely to report having used the following transportation options in the prior 6 
months: 

o Ride share, Village volunteer driver, Connector Card, Para-transit, DACL 
group trips, or Non-emergency medical transportation 

Less likely to report having used the following transportation options in the prior 6 
months: 

o Walking, Using public transportation, Driving, or Riding a bicycle  

Similarly, those who always use mobility support were more likely than those who occasionally 

use mobility support to report having used para-transit or a Village volunteer driver and less likely 

to report having driven themselves, used public transportation, or walked. 

 
5 Public transportation includes WMATA metro or bus and DC Circulator 
Driving includes in one’s own car or a shared car, e.g., ZipCar or Car2Go 
Ride share includes Uber, Lyft, GoGo Grandparent, taxi 
Riding a bicycle includes one’s own bicycle or a bikeshare 
Connector Card is a subsidized Visa card to pay for transportation 
Para-transit includes MetroAccess, TransportDC, AbilitiesRide 
DACL group trips are trips managed through the DC Department of Aging and Community Living (DACL) 
Non-emergency medical transportation includes MTM and SeniorMedExpress 

84%

60%

59%

57%

25%

13%

7%

7%

5%

5%

Walking

Public transportation

Driving

Ride share

Village volunteer driver

Riding a bicycle

Connector Card

Para-transit

DACL group trips

Non-emergency medical transportation

Many members use independent modes of transportation. 
(n=707)
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With only one exception, experiences were generally positive for 90-100% of users of the above 

modes of transportation.  The sole exception was para-transit, which includes MetroAccess, 

TransportDC, and AbilitiesRide.  A total of 46 respondents reported having used para-transit, 26% of 

whom reported negative experiences which was higher than other modes of transportation.   

 

Across all modes of transportation, members indicated that they had: 

Positive experiences when the mode of transportation was easy to use for daily living 

activities such as doctor’s appointments, errands, and social events (10%); reliable and on-

time (9%); and safe (3%). (n=339) 

Negative experiences when the mode of transportation was unreliable (15%); unsafe 

(11%); expensive (9%); or inaccessible for those with limited mobility (9%).  (n=330) 

Sample quotes related to various modes of transportation are available in Appendix A. 

Statistically Speaking 

How, if at all, do experiences using transportation vary based on use of mobility support? 

Compared to members who never use mobility support, those who use mobility support were 

more likely to report having a generally negative experiences with ride share, riding a bicycle (very 

small number), and walking. 

 

  

100%

98%

98%

98%

97%

96%

94%

94%

90%

Positive 74%

2%

2%

2%

3%

4%

6%

6%

10%

Negative 26%

DACL group trips (n=34)

Driving (n=402)

Village volunteer driver (n=170)

Connector Card (n=45)

Walking (n=563)

Public transportation (n=409)

Ride share (n=387)

Non-emergency medical transportation (n=32)

Riding a bicycle (n=88)

Para-transit (n=46)

At least 9 in 10 users reported generally positive experiences using 
various transportation options, with the exception of para-transit.
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Future Engagement in Transportation Education and Activities 

Members were interested in learning more about several of the above transportation options, with 

the greatest interest in learning more about non-emergency medical transportation (22%), the 

Connector Card (18%), and the Village volunteer driver service (18%). 

To inform future programming efforts around transportation, Village leaders were interested in 

learning whether members were interested in working to make sidewalks safer for older adults, 

taking a Safe Driver education class for older adults, and/or learning how to safely ride a bike or 

scooter.  Working to make sidewalks safer for older adults garnered the most interest, with nearly 

three-quarters of respondents indicating interest in supporting this effort. 

 

 

Nearly three-quarters of respondents (71%) indicated that they were 

“very” or “somewhat” interested in working to make sidewalks safer for 

older adults.   

Of these individuals, 16% indicated that they had not walked in the preceding 6 

months, the majority (81%) had had generally positive experiences when 

walking, 3% had had generally negative experiences. 

 

More than one-third of respondents (37%), indicated that they were “very” 

or “somewhat” interested in taking a Safe Driver education class for older 

adults (e.g., provided by AARP).   

Of these individuals, 41% indicated that they had not driven themselves in the 

preceding 6 months, 58% had had generally positive experiences with driving, 

and 1% had had generally negative experiences with driving.   

Interested individuals ranged in age, with 19% born before 1940, 59% born in 

the 1940s, and 22% born in 1950 or later. 

 

A small portion of respondents (13%) were interested in getting 

information on safely riding a bike or scooter.   

Of these individuals, 59% indicated that they had not ridden a bicycle in the 

preceding 6 months, 38% had had generally positive experiences with riding a 

bicycle, and 4% had had generally negative experiences riding a bicycle.   

Interested individuals ranged in age, with 12% born before 1940, 51% born in 

the 1940s, and 37% born in 1950 or later. 
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Questions for Reflection 

There were many learnings from the 2022 Multi-Village Member Survey.  The following reflection 

questions, grounded in the data, are designed to spark discussion among Village leaders and 

members. 

This survey represents the experiences of 33% of Village members across DC, and 

the vast majority (97%) read Village communications at least once a month.  How 

can Villages learn from members who are not readily reached through 

electronic means of communication? 

Relatively few members (13%) request volunteer services at least once a month and 

many (37%) never do so.  How, if at all, can Villages normalize asking for 

volunteer assistance and increase uptake of this member-provided service? 

As members age, the possibility of remaining in their homes may present larger 

challenges than anticipated, related to factors such as the availability and cost of in-

home care and safety concerns if a member is experiencing dementia.  Around one-

quarter of respondents (25%) disagreed that they had considered long-term housing 

options in their community because of their Village membership.  To what extent 

might Villages want to respond with advocacy to increase local options and/or 

information and resources to help members identify the most viable long-term 

living arrangement to meet their evolving needs? 

Given the aging Village population and the frequency with which members report 

reduced confidence in driving as they age, what new options, if any, might CHV 

explore for recruiting drivers and implementing the volunteer driver program 

and/or supplementing with other ride services? 

Para-transit was the only mode of transportation to receive reports of negative 

experiences from 26% of users.  What role, if any, might the Village network play 

in advocating for improved service for members who use Para-transit? 

Many members (84%) report walking as a mode of transportation and many (71%) 

indicated that they might be interested in working toward safer sidewalks for older 

adults. How can Villages work together in support of increasing transportation 

safety for those who walk? 
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Appendix A.  In Their Own Words:  Members’ Positive 

Experiences and Challenges with Transportation Options 

In this appendix, each transportation mode is explored in terms of whether or not it was used by 

members, whether experiences among users were generally positive or generally negative, and 

open-ended comments related to the mode.  Each of these pages can stand alone as educational 

information for transportation providers. 

Use of each transportation option varied within the Village community.  The following chart shows 

the frequency with which each transportation option was used.  The appendix is ordered 

alphabetically. 

 

 

Appendix Contents 

Transportation Option Page 

Connector Card 30 

Group Trips Managed by DACL 31 

Non-Emergency Medical Transportation 32 

Para-Transit 33 

Public Transportation 34 

Rideshare 35 

Village Volunteer Driver 36 

Walking 37 

  

84%

60%

59%

57%

25%

13%

7%

7%

5%

5%

Walking

Public transportation

Driving

Ride share

Village volunteer driver

Riding a bicycle

Connector Card

Para-transit

DACL group trips

Non-emergency medical transportation
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Connector Card (subsidized Visa card to pay for transportation)  

 

Proportion of respondents who 

used Connector Card in the 

prior 6 months (n=680) 

Proportion of Connector Card 

USERS whose experiences 

were generally positive (n=44) 

Members who are interested 

in learning more about the 

Connector Card (n=625) 

   

Positive Experiences 

Although all respondents who had used the Connector Card reported generally positive 

experiences, no open-ended comments provided any details. 

Challenges 

Only one open-ended comment specifically mentioned a challenge with using the Connector Card. 

“The information on the Connector Card is vague.   I think it could be useful but I can't figure out 

how it connects to public transport esp. senior discounts on Metro rail and bus.”  

 

  

7% 98% 18%
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Group Trips Managed by DACL  

 

Proportion of respondents who 

used a DACL group trip in 

the prior 6 months (n=677) 

Proportion of DACL group trip 

USERS whose experiences 

were generally positive (n=34) 

Members who are interested 

in learning more about DACL 

group trips (n=625) 

   

Positive Experiences 

Although all respondents who had participated in a group trip managed by DACL reported 

generally positive experiences, no open-ended comments provided any details. 

Challenges 

No open-ended comments mentioned challenges with group trips managed by DACL. 

  

5% 100% 13%
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Non-Emergency Medical Transportation  

(MTM, SeniorMedExpress)  

Proportion of respondents who 

used non-emergency 

medical transportation in the 

prior 6 months (n=677) 

Proportion of non-emergency 

medical transportation USERS 

whose experiences were 

generally positive (n=30) 

Members who are interested 

in learning more about non-

emergency medical 

transportation (n=625) 

   

Positive Experiences 

Very few open-ended comments directly addressed non-emergency medical transportation, but 

those that did were positive.  

“My medical insurance pays for non-emergency medical transportation.” 

“Senior Med Express was the best (excellent) when it was available.  Courteous, helpful drivers 

and dispatchers, timely rides.” 

Challenges 

No open-ended comments mentioned challenges with non-emergency medical transportation.  

 

  

5% 94% 22%
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Para-transit (MetroAccess, TransportDC, AbilitiesRide)  

Proportion of respondents who 

used para-transit in the prior 6 

months (n=674) 

Proportion of para-transit 

USERS whose experiences 

were generally positive (n=34) 

Members who are interested in 

learning more about para-

transit (n=625) 

   

Positive Experiences 

Open-ended comments were generally non-specific about positive experiences using para-transit.  

“Metro Access has been very beneficial in that it allows me to visit a … member whom I can not  

drive to see.” 

“I use Metro Access and Transport DC.  They are ok to good.” 

“I am in a wheelchair so I always use Metro Access.” 

Challenges 

Open-ended comments indicated that (un)reliability and long wait-times were among the 

challenges members faced when using para-transit. 

“Transport DC when connected to District Cab is a joke..they do not have a way to notify you of 

where the driver is or often driver is not there while Yellow Cab sends you notices and is always 

there when requested.”  

“I am a Metro Access customer. I had to give up calling them because they would go to [another 

location] instead of my address across the street, and then say that I'd been a no show. They 

would claim that they had picked me up when they hadn't. Or, they just wouldn't show up at all. 

The cab service and subsidization of Metro fares make it worth keeping. I don't know how to fix the 

problems. No one else has trouble with my address.” 

“I have to use MetroAccess weekly to get to a specific destination and back that is several miles 

outside DC and not easily reached by public transportation. I sometimes have to wait as long as 

1 to 2 hours for my ride to come. On two occasions they have canceled trips I had scheduled. 

They said it happened because of an error in the system. On both occasions I had to wait an 

additional hour or more for a vehicle to come and take me home.” 

“Metro Access and the related cab service in Montgomery County were the worst.  Nasty drivers, 

hours of waiting, missed doctors’ appointments when they failed to come, old metro access 

vehicles that threw me around to the point where my doctor told me not to use them.  …” 

“Metro Access taxis are generally reliable-main problem is often long wait times to reach a 

dispatcher.” 

7% 74% 7%
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Public transportation (WMATA metro or bus, DC Circulator)  

Proportion of respondents who 

used public transportation in 

the prior 6 months (n=688) 

Proportion of public 

transportation USERS whose 

experiences were generally 

positive (n=393) 

Members who are interested 

in learning more about public 

transportation (n=625) 

   

Positive Experiences 

Open-ended comments indicated that affordability, convenience, safety, and social 

encounters contributed to positive experiences using public transportation.  

“Buses and metro, with the senior discount are affordable and generally convenient.” 

“DC Metro service is fast, convenient, safe, and reasonably priced.” 

“Usually reliable and efficient Metro service” 

“Metro gets you to downtown sites without the hassle of finding a parking space or paying a high 

cost for parking.” 

“DC buses are getting better, cleaner and feel safer.” 

“I use the bus once a month and enjoy the exposure to others outside my usual routine.” 

“The DC Circulator drivers are very nice to senior citizens.” 

Challenges 

Open-ended comments indicated that (in)accessibility, (un)reliability, and COVID risks were 

among the challenges members faced when using public transportation. 

“…[A]ny Metro with more than one exit provides obstacles with my rollator.  There's only one 

[accessible] exit; it's hard to find and hard to locate when on the street.” 

“Metro -- a challenge when escalator [is] not working.” 

“Public transportation is absolutely unreliable, under-resourced, and dirty.” 

“Metro scheduling is problematic when trying to make medical appointments at certain times.” 

“Concerned about wait times for Metro, exposure to COVID.” 

 

60% 96% 8%
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Rideshare (Uber, Lyft, GoGo Grandparent, Taxi)  

Proportion of respondents who 

used rideshare in the prior 6 

months (n=679) 

Proportion of rideshare 

USERS whose experiences 

were generally positive (n=387) 

Members who are interested 

in learning more about 

rideshare (n=625) 

   

Positive Experiences 

Open-ended comments indicated that safety, convenience, and responsiveness contributed to 

positive experiences using rideshare.  

“I feel safe in an Uber or Lift car. There are generally good conversations and the drivers know 

where they are going. I’ve never had a negative experience!”  

“With the availability of Uber and Lyft I have much more independence.  ...”  

“I find taxis much more reliable than Lyft or Uber. The drivers know where they are going and the 

fares are reasonable. I tip generously and like knowing it goes right to the driver.” 

“Yellow Cab - very responsive and fast service.” 

Challenges 

Open-ended comments indicated that (in)accessibility, (un)reliability, high cost, and missed 

appointments were among the challenges members faced when using rideshare. 

“Lyft sometimes sends an inappropriate vehicle meaning a higher rise vehicle that is not safely 

accessible to me.”   

“I've stopped using Lyft-hard to get, long and uncertain wait times, and exorbitant fare prices--

eg $25 for a half-mile ride at 5PM. One problem with Lyft and other services that rely on GPS, is 

that GPS often directs them to the alley entrance of my bldg, instead of the front, so I have 

missed rides that way.”  

“Very bad experiences w/Lyft because of disabilities —will no longer use those (Uber or Lyft) 

‘services.’  Was never able to reliably get to medical appointments outside DC.”  

 

  

57% 94% 14%
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Village Volunteer Driver  

Proportion of respondents who 

used a volunteer driver in the 

prior 6 months (n=675) 

Proportion of PASSENGERS 

whose experiences were 

generally positive (n=170) 

Members who are interested 

in learning more about the 

volunteer driver service (n=625) 

   

Positive Experiences 

Open-ended comments indicated that reliability, personalized assistance, and social 

connection contributed to positive experiences receiving a ride from a volunteer driver.  

“I like riding with Village volunteers, even though I am limited to using my manual wheelchair, 

because I know they will be punctual, they will provide me with the physical assistance I need to 

get in or out of the car and safely inside my destination. I can also count on being treated 

respectfully and having a friendly and often engaging conversation.” 

“The volunteer drivers are courteous, patient, you don't have to worry about them picking you up, 

they wait for you in the doctor's office.”  

“Village volunteers are the best! One has taken me for grocery shopping for the whole year … and 

always calls to find out if I need anything.” 

“Village Volunteer drivers have been caring and careful, are fine drivers; they are supportive, 

thoughtful, and respectful, and some have offered even more -- for example, picking up 

prescriptions after driving me to a medical appointment.” 

“The Village volunteer driver has been very positive, enjoyed the company, friendship & uplifting 

attitude.” 

“A volunteer driver enables me to attend events that would otherwise be difficult to attend.” 

Challenges 

While most open-ended comments about the volunteer driver program were positive, a handful of 

respondents indicated that driver availability was the main challenge members faced with 

receiving a ride from a volunteer driver. 

“Requested a ride…village unable to fulfill this…needed to cancel medical appointment.” 

“I have received no volunteer driver offers when I have requested service (all within the 

neighborhood).” 

 

25% 98% 18%
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Walking 

Proportion of Respondents who WALKED in 

the Prior 6 Months (n=674) 

Proportion of WALKERS whose Experiences 

were Generally Positive (n=544) 

  

Positive Experiences 

Open-ended comments indicated that exercise, enjoyment, and community connection 

contributed to positive experiences walking.  

“I love walking through our neighborhood to do errands because it is good exercise and the 

flowers and trees are beautiful and neighbors are friendly. I especially love how easy it is to walk 

in Rock Creek Park. It is peaceful and relaxing to go there. …” 

“Walking is healthy.”  

“Walking is best for connecting to community.” 

“Walking is my favorite because I see more people and sights in the neighborhood and feel 

healthier for doing it.” 

Challenges 

Open-ended comments indicated that sidewalk hazards and moving vehicles were among the 

challenges members faced when walking.  

“Walking means dealing with our brick sidewalks and bike riders who go through red lights, stop 

signs, etc.” 

“Uneven sidewalks a danger while walking.” 

“Walking gets scarier every day. Despite DC's best efforts, way too many drivers consider 

pedestrians to be something to overcome, not accommodate.” 

“Bicycles and scooters on the sidewalk present a problem for pedestrians!” 

“My experiences as a pedestrian are generally good, but the city needs to enforce traffic laws, 

especially speeding, and get bikes and scooters into their own lanes and off the sidewalks.” 

  

84% 97%
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Appendix B.  Common survey elements:  2018, 2021, 2022 

This section presents questions that were included on the DC Village member surveys in 2018, 

2021, and 2022.  The purpose of presenting findings from all three years in one place is to see a 

snapshot of responses at three moments in time.  Caution should be used when inferring change 

over time, as the survey populations are different.  Not only are the individuals likely to be different, 

but the 2018 survey includes non-members whereas nonmembers were excluded from the 2021 and 

2022 data presented below.  The results in this section do not represent change over time, but 

rather snapshots from different samples at three different moments in time. 

The following questions are included here, organized by category: 

Mobility and Transportation 

o Use of at least one mobility support 

Village Affiliation and Involvement 

o Village affiliation 

o Years affiliated with Village 

o Frequency of Village Involvement 

Residence 

o Desired number of years to remain in current residence 

o Confidence in ability to get the help needed to stay in home for the desired amount of 
time 

o Number of people in home 

Sociodemographics 

o Age group 

o Gender identity 

o LGBTQ identity 

o Racial / ethnic identity 

o Annual household income  
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Mobility and Transportation 

Use of Mobility Support 

A somewhat larger proportion of respondents reported that they use at least one mobility support in 
2021 compared to 2018. 

Response Options 

2018 sample 

n=405 
responses 

2021 sample 

n=584 
responses 

2022 sample 

n=700 
responses 

Uses at least one mobility support 

Does not use mobility support 

19% 

81% 

24% 

76% 

30% 

70% 

  



2022 Multi-Village Member Survey Report  |  Prepared by Sharp Insight, LLC Page 41 

Village Affiliation and Involvement 

Village Affiliation 

One new Village participated in the 2022 survey:  Glover Park Village.  One Village that participated 
in the 2021 survey did not participate in 2022:  Brookland Village. 

Response Options 

2018 sample 

n=421 
responses 

2021 sample 

n=642 
responses 

2022 sample 

n=787 
responses 

Brookland Village 

Capitol Hill Village 

Cleveland and Woodley Park Village 

Dupont Circle Village 

East Rock Creek Village 

Foggy Bottom West End Village 

Georgetown Village 

Glover Park Village 

Kingdom Care Senior Village 

Mount Pleasant Village 

Northwest Neighbors Village 

Palisades Village 

Waterfront Village 

N/A 

36% 

<5% 

9% 

6% 

<5% 

N/A 

N/A 

<5% 

25% 

9% 

<5% 

8% 

<5% 

25% 

N/A 

10% 

7% 

13% 

8% 

N/A 

<5% 

10% 

7% 

<5% 

11% 

N/A 

21% 

7% 

10% 

<5% 

9% 

7% 

<5% 

<5% 

7% 

10% 

9% 

9% 

 

Years Affiliated with Village 

This item was simplified in 2022 to differentiate between members who were new during the COVID-
19 pandemic, those who had been members prior to the pandemic, and those who were long-time 
members (having joined in 2014 or earlier). 

Response Options 

2018 sample 

n=419 
responses 

2021 sample 

n=636 
responses 

2022 sample 

n=757 
responses 

Less than one year 

1-2 years 

3-5 years 

6-10 years 

More than 10 years 

Unsure 

12% 

31% 

32% 

16% 

8% 

1% 

7% 

12% 

37% 

22% 

18% 

4% 

2020-2022: 21% 

 

2015-2019:  39% 

 

2014 or earlier:  34% 

Unsure:  6% 
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Frequency of Village Involvement 

Frequency of involvement with the Village was similar for respondents in 2018 and 2021.  This item 
was expanded in 2022 to get a deeper understanding of the frequency of different levels of member 
engagement. 

Response Options 

2018 sample 

n=418 
responses 

2021 sample 

n=625 
responses 

About once a year or less 

About once a quarter  

About once a month  

About once a week 

More than once a week 

Unsure 

12% 

17% 

22% 

26% 

22% 

2% 

8% 

14% 

21% 

30% 

21% 

6% 

 

Thinking about engagement with your Village, how often do you... 

Response Options 
Monthly 
or more 

often 
Quarterly 

Yearly 
or less 
often 

Never 
N/A or 
unsure 

# of 
Responses 

... read communications from 

your Village (e.g., emails, social 

media posts, newsletters) 

97% 2% 1% 0% 0% n=755 

... participate in Village activities 
 (online or in person) 

57% 19% 15% 6% 3% n=738 

... visit the Village website 52% 19% 13% 11% 4% n=735 

... provide volunteer services to 

Village members or to the 

Village itself 

26% 8% 16% 40% 10% n=719 

... request Village volunteer 

services 
13% 15% 26% 37% 9% n=726 
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Residence 

Desired Length of Time to Stay in Current Residence  

The length of time that respondents would like to remain in their home was quite similar in 2018 and 
2021.  This item was revised in 2022 based on member feedback and open-ended responses in 
2021.   

Response Options 

2018 sample 

n=409 
responses 

2021 sample 

n=604 
responses 

The rest of my life 

11-20 years 

5-10 years 

Less than 5 years 

Would like to move as soon as possible 

60% 

7% 

21% 

9% 

3% 

63% 

5% 

19% 

11% 

3% 

 

Do you plan to move to a different residence in the next five years? 

Response Options 

2022 sample 

n=708 
responses 

Yes 

No 

I am unsure 

10% 

58% 

32% 

 

Confidence in Ability to Get the Help Needed to Remain in Home 

The proportion of respondents feeling “very confident” that they could get the help they needed to 
remain in their home as long as they would like was higher in 2022 than in 2021 or 2018.  Similarly, 
the proportion who felt “not too confident” was lower in both 2022 and 2021 compared to 2018. 

Response Options 

2018 sample 

n=409 
responses 

2021 sample 

n=608 
responses 

2022 sample 

n=704 
responses 

Very confident 

Confident / Somewhat confident * 

Not too confident 

Not confident at all 

19% 

55% 

24% 

3% 

27% 

57% 

13% 

2% 

34% 

54% 

11% 

2% 

* The wording of this response was changed in 2021 to align with the item being used by 

Villages in Ohio.  “Somewhat confident” was the wording used in 2021 and 2022. 
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Number of People in Home 

In 2018, this question offered a response option of living alone or with a live-in caregiver.  In 2021 
and 2022, this language was removed.  More members in the 2022 and 2021 samples reported that 
they live alone than those in the 2018 sample who either lived alone or with a live-in caregiver. 

Response Options 

2018 sample 

n=410 
responses 

2021 sample 

n=607 
responses 

2022 sample 

n=703 
responses 

Lives alone (or with a live-in caregiver, 2018) 

Lives with at least one other person 

39% 

61% 

52% 

48% 

55% 

45% 
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Socio-demographics 

The personal and identity characteristics of respondents in 2018 were similar to those of 
respondents in 2021, with the exception of age group, with respondents being older, on average, as 
time progressed.   

Identity Item Response Options 
2018 

sample 
2021 

sample 
2022 

sample 

Age Group 

2018 n=415 

2021 n=567 

2022 n=647 

Under 70 

70-75 

76-80 

Over 80 

28% 

32% 

20% 

20% 

15% 

26% 

29% 

30% 

12% 

21% 

32% 

36% 

Gender Identity 

2018 n=393 

2021 n=593 

2022 n=698 

Female / Woman (2022) 

Male / Man (2022) 

Other (2018)  

Non-Binary (2021 and 2022) 

Prefer not to answer 

73% 

27% 

0% 

N/A 

N/A 

76% 

21% 

N/A 

1% 

2% 

77% 

22% 

N/A 

0% 

1% 

LGBTQ Identity 

2018 n=395 

2021 n=595 

2022 n=691 

Yes, identifies as lesbian, gay, or bisexual (2018) 

or member of LGBTQ community (2021 and 2022) 

 

No, does not identify as L,G,or B (2018)  

or member of the LGBTQ community (2021) 

 

Prefers not to answer 

6% 

 

 

94% 

 

 

N/A 

7% 

 

 

91% 

 

 

2% 

7% 

 

 

92% 

 

 

2% 

Race / Ethnicity 

2018 n=395 

2021 n=601 

2022 n=696 

American Indian or Alaska Native 

Asian (or Pacific Islander, 2021) 

Black or African American 

Hispanic or Latino/a (or Spanish origin, 2021) 

Middle Eastern or North African 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 

White 

Other (race or ethnicity, 2021) 

Prefer not to answer  

1% 

2% 

9% 

3% 

N/A 

0% 

86% 

3% 

N/A 

1% 

1% 

11% 

2% 

N/A 

N/A 

81% 

2% 

4% 

1% 

2% 

7% 

3% 

1% 

N/A 

86% 

2% 

3% 

Household 

Income 

2018 n=355 

2021 n=599 

2022 n=695 

Less than $100,000 

$100,000 - $149,999 ($100,000 or more in 2022) 

$150,000 - or more 

Prefer not to answer 

44% 

28% 

28% 

N/A 

37% 

19% 

22% 

21% 

39% 

37% 

N/A 

24% 

 


