
 

Pincher Creek Housing 
Needs Assessment 

 
Final Report 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

prepared for the 
 

Pincher Creek Foundation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

January 2010 
 

prepared by 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Thank You  
Acknowledgements 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Housing Strategies Inc. would like to thank the following people for their participation in this 
initiative: 
 
Current Board Members of the Pincher Creek Foundation: 
 

Neil Stewart, Chair 
Rodney Cyr 
Linda Findlater 
Sahra Nodge 
Andrea-Lynn (Penny) Ockzowski 
John Russell 
Doug Thornton 

 
Recent Past Board Members of the Pincher Creek Foundation: 
 

Gary Mills 
Rod Zielinkski 

 
Senior Staff of the Pincher Creek Foundation: 
 

Millie Loeffler, CAO/Manager 
 



 

 

 

All the citizens, service groups, agencies and local business owners who provided their 
invaluable input by participating in the Focus Group Meetings and Key Person Interviews: 
 
Ron Boese 
Marla Bosch 
Lynn Brasnett 
Bruce Buckingham 
Dick Burnham 
Lou Burnham 
Julie Coleman 
Susanna Daniels 
Cheryl Dolan 
Tom Ferguson 
Bonny Fraser 
Susan Gerber 
Albert Gingras 
David Green 
Joanne Harris 
Betty Heppner 
 

Shirley Johnson 
Janet Jones 
Ron Knight 
Margie Laatsch 
Bob Lausen 
Adam Lillejord 
Endre Lillejord 
Helen MacIvor 
Tammy Mayer 
Joyce McFarland 
Eileen McGlynn 
Bonnie Mitchell 
Dennis Myers 
Dennis Robin 
Doris Rowledge 
Bette-Jean Scott 
 

John Sinnott 
Carol Dawn Smith 
Colleen Stensrud 
Gayle Stephen 
Leanne Vanoni 
Will Voth 
C.J. (Bud) West 
Susan West 
Leanne Wiebe 
Brent Woodard 
Brian Wright 
Peggy YellowHorn 
Don Zimmer 
Elaine Zimmer 
 

 
 



 

 

 

Contents  
Table of Contents  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY.............................................................................................................. i 

CHAPTER 1: Introduction and Background.................................................................................1 

CHAPTER 2: About Pincher Creek and The Pincher Creek Foundation......................................5 

CHAPTER 3: Population and Household Income Analysis ..........................................................9 

CHAPTER 4: Housing Supply Analysis .....................................................................................39 

CHAPTER 5: Housing Needs Analysis......................................................................................73 

CHAPTER 6: Community Impact Analysis...............................................................................101 

CHAPTER 7: Barriers, Opportunities And Solutions ................................................................113 

 
Appendix A Comparison of Homeownership vs. Rental Rates in Communities Throughout 

Alberta 

Appendix B Alberta’s Supportive Living Framework 

Appendix C Data Sources and Limitations  

Appendix D Glossary of Common Housing Terms  

Appendix E: Focus Group Meeting Feedback 

 



 

 

 

 



 

- i - 

 

Summary  
Executive Summary 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.0 Purpose 
 
The Pincher Creek Foundation commissioned a Housing Needs Assessment to explore and 
identify current and emerging housing challenges in the Pincher Creek area, including:   
 

• Housing affordability (households having to pay more than 30% of their before-tax 
income on housing);  

• Housing adequacy (physical safety and maintenance of the home);  
• Housing suitability (overcrowding); and 
• Housing accessibility (the degree to which housing meets the needs of persons with 

health, mobility or stamina limitations).  
 
The objectives of this Housing Needs Assessment are: 
 

• To gain a better understanding of the area’s current housing needs, issues and 
challenges; 

• To provide direction to the Pincher Creek Foundation, its member Municipalities, and 
other interested stakeholders; and 

• To support funding applications to the Provincial and Federal Governments.  
 
It is important to note that a Housing Needs Assessment is often a necessary pre-requisite for 
obtaining Federal and Provincial funding (e.g., capital grants) for new affordable housing 
projects.  
 



 

- ii - 

 

2.0 Methodology 
 
The methodology used to develop the Pincher Creek Housing Needs Assessment combines 
quantitative (statistical) data analysis with targeted Key Person Interviews and Focus Group 
Meetings (qualitative analyses) in order to identify and explore:   
 

� Population and demographic trends; 

� Changing household incomes; 

� Housing availability (housing supply, form and tenure including market, near-
market and non-market housing); 

� Housing issues related to adequacy, suitability, affordability and accessibility;  

� Other indicators of housing/economic hardship where data was available; and  

� Impacts that the community may be experiencing as a result of declining housing 
affordability and choice.  

 
3.0 Key Findings to Date 
 
3.1 Population Growth 
 
According to Statistics Canada’s official population counts, the permanent population living 
within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area grew by 1.3% between 1991 and 
2006 (compared to the Province as a whole growing by 29.3%) while the MD of Pincher Creek’s 
population grew by 6.0%, the Town of Pincher Creek’s population declined by 1.0%, and the 
Village of Cowley’s population declined by 20.9%. Over the past 15 years, the MD of Pincher 
Creek’s population has grown at an average annual rate of 0.4% (compared to 2.0% for the 
Province as a whole) and the population of the region as a whole has grown by an average 
annual rate of 0.1%. Conversely, populations have declined by an average annual rate of 0.1% 
in the Town of Pincher Creek’s and 1.4% in the Village of Cowley. In 2008, the Town of Pincher 
Creek conducted a Municipal Census which appears to challenge this data.  
 
Based on past trends observed in the Statistics Canada Census of Population data, the 
following populations are projected for each community by 2020:  
 

� Town of Pincher Creek: 3,525 – 3,575 residents 

� Village of Cowley: 165 – 205 residents 

� MD of Pincher Creek: 3,500 – 3,650 residents 

� Regional Total: 7,255 – 7,355 residents 

 
Conversely, if an annual population growth rate is assumed (e.g., 2.0%), the Town of Pincher 
Creek could see its population grow to 4,785 residents, the Village of Cowley could see its 
population grow to 290 residents, the MD of Pincher Creek could see its population grow to 
4,365 residents and the region as a whole could grow to have as many as 9,440 residents by 
2020. These latter population projections are not supported by the observed trends in Statistics 
Canada’s Census of Population data over the past fifteen years.  
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3.2 Demographic Changes 
 
The Pincher Creek area (including the Town of Pincher Creek, the MD of Pincher Creek and the 
Village of Cowley – i.e., not including the Piikani/Peigan Reserve) has experienced a shift in the 
age characteristics of its permanent population. According to Statistics Canada Census data, 
between 1996 and 2006, the region as a whole appears to have: 
 

� Lost approximately 300 children and youth (ages 0-24 years);  

� Lost approximately 185 adults (ages 25-54 years);  

� Gained approximately 310 empty nesters (ages 55-64 years); and   

� Gained approximately 230 seniors (ages 65 and over). 

 
Population data also shows a net decline in the number of couple households living in the region 
yet an increase in the number of lone-parent households and single individuals.  
 
3.3 Income Levels 
 
Median incomes among households living in the Pincher Creek area generally increased 
between 2001 and 2006 according to Statistics Canada Taxfiler data. For example: 
 

� In the Town of Pincher Creek: 

� The median income of couple families increased by 29.0%; 

� The median income of lone-parent families increased by 50.2%; and 

� The median income of non-family persons (singles) increased by 28.0%. 

� In the Hamlet of Lundbreck: 

� The median income of couple families increased by 38.0%; and 

� The median income of non-family persons (singles) increased by 59.9%. 

� NOTE: there is insufficient data to evaluate changing median incomes among 
lone-parent families. 

� In the Village of Cowley: 

� The median income of couple families increased by 39.1%; and  

� The median income of non-family persons (singles) increased by 38.7%. 

� NOTE: there is insufficient data to evaluate changing median incomes among 
lone-parent families. 

 
Despite these increases, households in the Pincher Creek area consistently earn lower average 
incomes than similar households across the province.  
 
3.4 Housing Supply 
 
Communities within the Pincher Creek area have a significantly higher percentage of single-
detached houses than the province as a whole. An estimated 90.9% of homes within the MD of 
Pincher Creek are single-detached houses as are 82.7% of homes within the Town of Pincher 
Creek and 60.0% of homes in the Village of Cowley. The Village of Cowley also has a significant 
number of mobile homes (35.0%) compared to less then 8.0% of homes in both the Town and 
the MD.  
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The majority of homes in the Pincher Creek area are also owner-occupied – which is consistent 
with most communities across the province. In 2006, an estimated 85.7% of homes within the 
MD of Pincher Creek were owner-occupied as are 82.0% of homes within the Town of Pincher 
Creek and 80.0% of homes in the Village of Cowley. 
 
3.4.1 Market Homeownership 
 
Housing prices have increased significantly over the past five (5) years. A first-time homebuyer 
with a 5% downpayment would have to earn an estimated annual income of between $57,000 
and $61,750 in order to purchase the average-priced home for sale in the Pincher Creek area at 
the end of August 2009. Purchasing the average-priced single detached home would require an 
annual income of $59,250 to $59,750, while the average-priced duplex would require $53,250 to 
$54,250, the average-priced mobile home would require $26,000 to $26,250, and the average-
priced townhouse available for purchase at the time the analysis was conducted (four 
townhouses located at Castle Mountain Resort) would require $83,750 to $95,750.  
 
These figures suggest that first-time homeownership in the Pincher Creek area is only affordable 
to dual income households, semi-professional households and households already established 
in their careers. First-time homebuyers earning less than $25,000 would not likely be able to 
afford even an entry-level-priced mobile home without a sizeable downpayment or few other 
monthly loan payments (e.g., little to no credit card debt, car loans, student loans, etc.). 
Alternatively, a modest-income household would have to have already owned a home and be 
able to contribute substantial equity in order to purchase a home in the Pincher Creek area. 
Entry-level homeownership does not appear to be affordable to many single individuals, lone-
parents, people working in the retail and service industry, people on income assistance, or 
people starting their careers in entry-level professional positions attempting to enter the housing 
market for the first time.  
 
3.4.2 Market Rental Housing 
 
Based on the 2008 Alberta Apartment Vacancy and Rental Cost Survey developed by Alberta 
Housing and Urban Affairs, the current average monthly rent for a one-bedroom unit available 
through the formal rental market in the Town of Pincher Creek (i.e., not including basement 
suites and houses for rent) is $561 while the current average rent for a two-bedroom unit is 
$581, and a three-bedroom unit is $620. No data was collected on rental units with four or more 
bedrooms.  
 
Based on this data, households in the Pincher Creek area require an annual income of $22,440 
in order to afford an average one-bedroom unit, $23,240 in order to afford an average two-
bedroom unit, and $24,800 in order to afford an average three-bedroom unit.  
 
Actual rents in the formal rental market vary greatly from the average. For example, monthly 
rents for one-bedroom units ranged from $500 to $600 at the time the 2008 Alberta Apartment 
Vacancy and Rental Cost Survey was conducted. Monthly rents for two-bedroom units ranged 
from $400 to $1,100 and monthly rents for three-bedroom units ranged from $475 to $750. It is 
not uncommon for two-bedroom units to rent at higher rates than three-bedroom units as many 
of the three-bedroom rental units in a community tend to be in older buildings with fewer 
amenities.  
 
Feedback from participants in a series of Key Person Interviews and Focus Group Meetings 
suggest that these figures are actually low and that the average rent for a one bedroom unit is 
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currently $575 per month while the average rent for a two-bedroom unit is closer to $600-$625 
and the average three-bedroom unit is currently renting for $800 to $1,000 per month. This 
includes units in both the formal and informal rental markets. It should also be noted that the 
figures presented in Table 24 above are based on the 2008 survey by Alberta Housing and 
Urban Affairs rather than the 2009 survey which was not yet published at the time of this study.  
 
3.4.3 Near-Market Housing in the Pincher Creek Area 
 
Near-market housing generally consists of the following:  
 

� Limited/shared equity homeownership options such as: 

- Housing Co-operatives 

- Co-housing 

- Perpetually affordable/resale restricted housing 

� Staff-oriented rental accommodations; and 

� Subsidized/social rental housing: 

- Rent-geared-to-income rental units (e.g., Community Housing) 

- Rent supplements (e.g., the Direct Rent Supplement Program) 

 
There are currently no limited/shared equity homeownership opportunities within the Pincher 
Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area either in the form of a housing co-op, co-housing or 
perpetually affordable/resale restricted homeownership.  
 
There are twelve (12) Community Housing units (i.e., subsidized, rent-geared-to-income units for 
families with children) located in Pincher Creek and operated by the Pincher Creek Foundation, 
including two duplexes (4 units total) and two fourplexes (8 units total). Currently, there are an 
additional 35 families on the waitlist for Community Housing in Pincher Creek.  
 
The Pincher Creek Foundation also administers rent supplements funded through the Alberta 
Housing and Urban Affairs’ Direct Rent Supplement Program (DRSP) to an estimated 30 
households living in the area. Anecdotal evidence indicates that the Province of Alberta has 
recently put a freeze on rent supplements and, therefore, will not be providing any additional 
funds to support additional applicants seeking that assistance.   
 
The potential number of staff housing units located within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s 
service/catchment area is currently unknown. However, anecdotal evidence indicates that Castle 
Mountain Resort is currently providing staff housing as are some of the hotels in the area and 
some of the fast food restaurants.  
 
3.4.4 Non-Market Housing in the Pincher Creek Area 
 
Non-market housing consists of emergency shelters (e.g., homeless shelters, youth shelters, 
family violence shelters and Safe Houses) and supportive housing (e.g., Group Homes and 
second stage/transitional housing).  
 
There is currently only one emergency shelter located within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s 
service/catchment area – the Pincher Creek Emergency Women’s Shelter. The shelter is 
operated by the Pincher Creek Women’s Emergency Shelter Association and provides housing 
and supports for up to 21 days to women and children fleeing family violence. 
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There are currently no registered Group Homes located within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s 
service/catchment area. Quest Support Services Inc. is an organization out of Lethbridge that 
provides a combination of housing and support services to Persons with Developmental 
Disabilities (including Group Homes) and currently operates a satellite office in Pincher Creek. 
However, Quest does not operate any Group Homes in the Pincher Creek area at this time. The 
closest registered Group Homes appear to be located either in Lethbridge or the Group Home 
owned and operated by the Crowsnest Community Support Society in the Crowsnest Pass.  
 
3.4.5 Seniors’ Housing in the Pincher Creek Area 
 
Seniors’ housing includes:  
 

� Seniors’ Independent Living/Self-Contained units; 

� Seniors’ Supportive Living/Assisted Living units (e.g., Lodges); and  

� Seniors’ Continuing Care beds. 

 
There are currently 24 seniors’ Independent Living units in the Town of Pincher Creek that are 
owned by the Province and managed by the Pincher Creek Foundation. This includes twelve 
(12) units at Canyon Manor I, six (6) units at Canyon Manor II and six (6) units at Willow Court. 
 
The Pincher Creek Foundation currently operates one (1) seniors’ Lodge (Crestview Lodge) 
containing 47 units. The Good Samaritan Society also operates a Designated Assisted Living 
facility in Pincher Creek (Vista Village) in partnership with Alberta Health Services. Vista Village 
is an ageing-in-place facility that contains 45 Assisted Living units along with ten Dementia Care 
units. Vista Village is currently undergoing an expansion that will see an additional 40 Assisted 
Living units opening toward the end of 2009. Twenty of these 20 units will be under contract with 
Alberta Health Services. Ten (10) of these 20 units will be Designated Assisted Living units (two 
of which will serve as one-bedroom companion suites) and the remaining 10 units will be 
Dementia Care beds similar to those currently available at Vista Village.  
 
There is currently no formal Long-Term Care facility located within the Pincher Creek 
Foundation’s service/catchment area. Rather, Long-Term Care services are being delivered by 
both the Good Samaritan’s Society at Vista Village (operating under contract with Alberta Health 
Services) and through Alberta Health Services directly at the Pincher Creek Health Centre. The 
Health Centre maintains a commitment to the community to allow up to three of its acute care 
beds to be used as long-term care beds should the need arise (i.e., if the needs of a particular 
individual cannot be met at Vista Village).  
 
3.4.6 Gaps in the Pincher Creek Area’s Housing Continuum 
 
Based on the findings from the housing inventory presented above and feedback from 
participants in a series of Key Person Interviews, the following gaps in the housing continuum 
have been identified for the Pincher Creek area.  
 
� Emergency Shelters: while Pincher Creek has a shelter for women fleeing 

domestic violence, the community does not have an emergency shelter or short-
term housing for the area’s homeless population and/or itinerant workers who may 
be seeking employment in the agricultural or oil and gas sectors.  

� Transitional Housing: while Pincher Creek has a shelter for women fleeing 
domestic violence, the families who use this facility can only stay for a maximum 
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of 21 days. The community does not have transitional or Second-Stage housing 
for these families to go beyond that timeframe while they search for suitable 
housing elsewhere in the community.  

� Supportive Housing: the community does not have any Group Homes for 
individuals with severe disabilities (cognitive, physical or behavioral) or other forms 
of supportive housing for individuals either with disabilities or with mental health 
challenges who do not need the services provided in a traditional Group Home 
setting but who do need additional supports and assistance living on their own in 
order to remain independent.  

� (Rent-Geared-To-Income) Community Housing: while the community does have 
twelve (12) Community Housing units geared to low-income families, current 
waitlist data maintained by the Pincher Creek Foundation suggests that these 
units may only be meeting 25% of the actual demand for such housing.  

� Near-Market Rental Housing: while the community does have an active and 
ongoing rental market, current rents may not be affordable to most low- and 
modest–income households (including families with children) earning less than 
$30,000.  

� Near-Market Homeownership: while the current entry-level housing appears to be 
affordable to households earning between $23,250 and $47,000, there is both a 
limited supply of these homes and very few options available to households 
earning less than $40,000 (e.g., limited/shared equity homeownership options 
such as housing co-ops, co-housing or perpetually affordable/resale restricted 
homeownership). 

� Entry-Level Homeownership: while the current entry-level housing appears to be 
affordable to households earning between $23,250 and $47,000, the number of 
options that are affordable to households earning between $40,000 and $50,000 is 
severely limited and only affordable to households in that income range because 
current interest rates are so favorable.  

� Seniors’ Housing: while the community has a range of Independent Living, 
Supportive Living and Long-Term Care opportunities for seniors, there appears to 
be a significant lack of near-market rental and Independent Living for low- and 
modest-income seniors along with near-market/entry-level homeownership 
opportunities (e.g., Life Lease) for seniors wishing to move into a more supportive 
or congregate living environment yet who cannot qualify for housing offered by the 
Pincher Creek Foundation because of their combined incomes and assets. There 
also appears to be a lack of Independent Living and Supportive Living 
opportunities for higher income seniors living in the area. It is also clear that 
Crestview Lodge (one of two seniors’ Supportive Living facilities in the area) also 
needs significant upgrades in order to bring the facility and its individual rooms up 
to current Lodge standards as set by the Province of Alberta.  

 
Feedback gathered from participants in a series of Key Person Interviews and Focus Group 
meetings support these gaps as priorities for housing in the Pincher Creek area. Additional 
priorities include: 
 
� Supportive/Assisted Living for people under the age of 65 who require a higher 

level of care yet find it difficult to access either Crestview Lodge or Vista Village 
due to their age (and in some cases incomes);  
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� Affordable rental and ownership housing geared specifically to Aboriginal people 
in order to allow them to live in a more culturally appropriate and accepting 
environment; and 

� Rent-geared-to-income housing for single individuals since priority for the area’s 
Community Housing is typically given to families with children.   

 
3.4.7 Planned Future Housing Developments 
 
Golden Life Management (from Cranbrook, BC) is currently in the planning stages of developing 
a 70-unit Lodge in Pincher Creek. The Lodge will include a mix of studio, one-bedroom and two-
bedroom units renting between $1,650 and $2,200 including hospitality services and one main 
meal per day. Completion of the Lodge is planned for late 2010 or early 2011. Given the 
proposed rents, these units will not likely be affordable to low-income seniors. 
Crowsnest Pass Senior Housing also appears to be in the early stages of plans to build a 
Designated Assisted Living (DAL) facility in Blairmore. If developed, this facility may relieve 
some of the pressure on DAL in Pincher Creek since Vista Village is the only DAL facility within 
60 kilometers of the Crowsnest Pass.  
 
There do not appear to be any plans by either the private sector or the non-profit sector to 
develop affordable housing (near- or non-market housing) in the Pincher Creek area to fill in the 
identified gaps in the area’s housing continuum.  
 
3.5 Identified Housing Needs 
 
Housing needs for the Pincher Creek area were evaluated according to four standard 
categories:  
 

1. Housing affordability (households having to pay more than 30% of their before-tax 
income on housing);  

2. Housing adequacy (physical safety and maintenance of the home);  
3. Housing suitability (overcrowding); and 
4. Housing accessibility (the degree to which housing meets the needs of persons with 

health, mobility or stamina limitations).  
 
NOTE: The estimates that follow do not include households living on the Piikani/Peigan 
Reserve.  
 
3.5.1 Housing Adequacy 
 
Housing adequacy refers to the physical safety of an individual dwelling. Housing is considered 
inadequate if it requires major repairs and/or is lacking necessary services and basic facilities. 
Major repairs refer to plumbing, electrical, ventilation systems, disposal systems, and the 
structural components of a house that might warrant it being unsafe. Basic facilities refer to 
potable hot and cold running water, and full bathroom facilities including an indoor toilet and a 
bathtub or shower. Additionally, housing is not adequate if it is infested with vermin or black 
mould. 
 
According to Statistics Canada data, the Pincher Creek area has a significantly higher 
percentage of homes in need of major repairs. Based on this data, there may be as many as 
310 homes in the Pincher Creek area (not including the Piikani/Peigan Reserve) in need of 
major repairs and, therefore, could be considered inadequate.  
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3.5.2 Housing Suitability 
 
Housing suitability refers to the size of the home in terms of bedrooms compared to the size of 
the family living in that home. National Occupancy Standards set minimum criteria for number of 
persons per bedroom and level of privacy for members of a household. These standards require:  
 

� A maximum of two persons per bedroom;  

� That the parent(s)’s bedroom be separate from that of the children(s)’s;  

� That family members over the age of 17 not share a bedroom; and  

� That family members over four years of age and of the opposite gender not share a 
bedroom.  

 
Households that are unable to meet these occupancy standards are said to be living in 
overcrowded or unsuitable housing conditions.  
 
There are currently no published data by Statistics Canada directly related to housing suitability 
in the Pincher Creek area. However Statistics Canada data that compares household size to the 
total number of rooms in the home suggests that there may be as many as 20 households in the 
Pincher Creek potentially living in overcrowded conditions that would be considered unsuitable 
based on National Occupancy Standards. Feedback from participants in a series of Key Person 
Interviews and Focus Group Meetings suggest that these figures are actually low. 
 
3.5.3 Housing Accessibility 
 
Housing accessibility relates to ability of individuals with health, mobility and/or stamina 
limitations to easily get into and out of their home, and to move around freely while inside their 
home. Accessibility is particularly problematic for persons with physical disabilities including 
people confined to wheelchairs and people needing the use of walkers to get around their home. 
Those households with accessibility issues may require a number of improvements to their 
homes including wheelchair ramps and/or elevators; larger doors and hallways; lowered counter 
tops, sinks and cabinets; and reconfigured rooms including larger bathrooms and specialty 
bathtubs.  
 
Data from the 2006 Participation and Activity Limitation Survey (PALS) – conducted nation-wide 
by Statistics Canada – suggests that there may be as many as 75 - 80 individuals living in the 
Pincher Creek Foundation service/catchment area currently using specialized features to enter 
and exit their homes and as many as 45 individuals living in the region potentially in need of 
more accessible housing (i.e., for whom the design and layout of their home makes it difficult for 
them to participate in daily activities). Feedback from participants in a series of Key Person 
Interviews and Focus Group meetings suggest that these estimates are low given the higher 
percentage of seniors living in the Pincher Creek area compared to provincial averages.  
 
3.5.4 Housing Affordability  
 
Housing affordability relates to the ability of individual households to meet their monthly rent or 
mortgage payments within a reasonable threshold of their income. CMHC has determined that 
housing is affordable if it costs no more than 30% of a household’s before-tax monthly income 
for rent or mortgage payments (32% if property taxes, utilities and condominium fees are 
included).  
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In order to estimate the number of households in the Pincher Creek area that are potentially 
facing housing hardships due to the cost of market housing, two standard measures were used:  
 

1. The 2008 Low Income Cut-offs (LICOs) as published by Statistics Canada (i.e., 
the unofficial poverty line for Canada); and  

2. The 2009 Core Need Income Thresholds (CNITs) as published by Alberta 
Housing and Urban Affairs.  

 
These measures are compared to income data derived from Statistics Canada Taxfiler data for 
2006 (the most recent data currently published). Another analysis prepared by Statistics Canada 
using 2006 Census data and identifying the number of households paying 30% or more of their 
income on housing is also used to complement the analysis. 
 
According to these analyses:  
 

� An estimated 315 households may earn incomes that fall at or below the 2008 
before-tax LICO and, therefore, may be in need of more affordable housing. This 
amounts to an estimated 140 couple families, 50 lone-parent families, and 125 single 
individuals.  

� An estimated 660 census households may earn incomes that fall at or below the 
2009 CNITs and, therefore, may be in need of more affordable housing. This 
amounts to an estimated 220 couple families, 115 lone-parent families, and 325 
single individuals.  

� Between 285 and 330 households living in the Pincher Creek area in 2006 (11.6% - 
13.5% of all households) were identified as paying 30% or more of their income on 
housing. This includes: 

� 100 - 110 tenant households (22.7% - 25.0%); and  

� 185 - 220 homeowners (9.2% - 10.9%), including:  

- 165 - 170 homeowners carrying a mortgage (18.5% - 19.1%); and  

- 20 - 50 homeowners no longer carrying a mortgage (1.8% - 4.5%). 

 
3.6 Housing Targets  
 
The following two broad housing targets are proposed for the Pincher Creek Foundation’s 
service/catchment area based on income: 
 

1. The high-needs group consisting of approximately 11% of the community’s 
households estimated to be earning incomes at or below the 2008 before-tax Low 
Income Cut-offs (LICOs) for rural communities such as Pincher Creek. These 
households are likely to be paying 50% or more of their income on housing; and  

2. The medium-needs group consisting of approximately 12% of the community’s 
households estimated to be earning incomes at or below the 2009 Core Need 
Income Thresholds (CNITs) for the Town of Pincher Creek and the South Region. 
These households are likely to be paying between 30% and 49% of their before-
tax income on housing (e.g., the difference between the estimated 23.2% of 
households paying 30% or more minus the estimated 11.1% of households 
earning incomes at or below the 2008 LICOs). 
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The high-needs target group will likely require a combination of heavily subsidized housing (rent-
geared-to-income) for singles and families with children and various types of supportive housing 
(e.g., group homes) for persons with severe disabilities. The medium-needs target group will 
likely benefit from a combination of moderately-subsidized rental housing and below-market/non-
profit ownership housing (e.g., limited or shared equity homeownership) – ideally in the form of 
perpetually affordable homeownership where feasible.  
 
An estimated 315 households could potentially fall within the high-needs target group based on 
2006 Census of Population data and an estimated 345 households could potentially fall within 
the medium-needs target group.  
 
3.7 Community Impacts 
 
The lack of housing affordability and choice can have both direct and indirect impacts on 
individual households. Housing instability can lead to household instability which in turn can 
affect health, education, employment, economic success, community participation and social 
cohesion. Together, these impacts can have a spiraling effect, with a problem in one area 
causing problems in other areas and vice versa. While these impacts may not be felt directly by 
everyone in the community, they can be felt indirectly as community energy is channeled to 
social supports rather than community building. When individuals in the community fail to thrive, 
the community as a whole fails to thrive (i.e., fails to live up to its full and complete potential). 
 
Feedback gathered during a series of Key Person Interviews and Focus Group Meetings within 
the community explored these impacts and provided a range of information and perspectives 
related to housing needs and challenges in the community.  
 
3.8 Barriers to Meeting the Pincher Creek Area’s Housing Needs  
 
Participants in the Focus Group Meetings identified a number of key barriers in the way of 
organizations within the Pincher Creek area – be they private developers, landlords or non-profit 
housing providers – to addressing the area’s affordable housing needs. These barriers include: 
 

� Market forces; 

� NIMBY (“Not In My Back Yard”); 

� Housing challenges on the Piikani/Peigan Reserve; 

� Lack of information and collaboration; 

� Discrimination; 

� Lack of jobs; 

� Lack of life skills; 

� Transportation; and 

� Property taxes. 

 
3.9 Opportunities and Solutions to Meeting the Pincher Creek Area’s Housing 

Needs  
 
Participants in the Focus Group Meetings also suggested a number of strategies to overcome 
the perceived barriers to addressing the area’s affordable housing needs including: 
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� Developing a public education and awareness campaign to overcome NIMBY (“Not 
In My Back Yard”); 

� Developing a community plan for affordable housing; 

� Establishing a central housing authority or a special process to bring the various 
stakeholders together to share information and work collectively on various housing 
and housing-related initiatives; 

� Establishing a single entity to collect and share information on affordable housing 
issues and opportunities (including the development of a housing registry);  

� Obtaining capital grants for new affordable housing construction where available; 

� Taking advantage of opportunities to acquire land for free or at below-market rates 
from the Municipal, Provincial and/or Federal governments; 

� Integrating opportunities for life skills training and supports into new affordable 
housing projects; 

� Establishing a local program to assist both landlords and tenants in addressing 
various issues, challenges and conflicts; 

� Increasing the supply of rent-geared-to-income Community Housing;  

� Increasing the supply of subsidized seniors’ housing in the community; 

� Developing a combination of supportive housing (e.g., Group Homes) and supported 
independent living for persons with cognitive, behavioral and/or physical disabilities 
as well as for people with mental health challenges; 

� Developing a new mobile home park;  

� Working with First Nations groups to address the various housing issues on the 
Piikani/Peigan Reserve;  

� Increasing the number of higher-wage jobs in the region; and 

� Developing a policy for determining property taxes for informal landlords based on 
the commercial market value of their properties (i.e., based on the rental revenues 
being generated) rather than the residential market value of their properties. 
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Chapter 1  
Introduction and Background  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.1 Purpose of This Study 
 
Communities throughout Alberta have been experiencing significant increases in housing prices 
over the past five to ten years – largely due to the province’s economic prosperity creating 
higher paying jobs, significant in-migration leading to supply and demand pressures, and the 
result of increased market demand for recreational and second homes by seasonal property 
owners and investors – especially in smaller communities located close to large natural areas 
and major park systems. Increased housing costs have led to housing affordability issues and 
limited choice for low- and modest-income households. Increasingly, this is even affecting some 
middle-income households and may be adversely affecting the community as a whole.  
 
In order to gain a better understanding of the area’s current housing needs, the Pincher Creek 
Foundation – a local Management Body – has engaged Housing Strategies Inc. of Calgary, 
Alberta to conduct a Housing Needs Assessment. Such a Needs Assessment is often a 
requirement for obtaining Federal and/or Provincial funding (e.g., capital grants) for new 
affordable housing projects.  
 
The findings from this study will help build greater understanding about local housing issues and 
related challenges and provide direction to the Pincher Creek Foundation, the individual 
Municipalities within the Foundation’s service/catchment area, and other interested stakeholders 
in terms of local housing needs, priorities and potential annual housing targets. 
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1.2 Project Methodology 
 
The methodology used to develop the Pincher Creek Housing Needs Assessment combines 
quantitative (statistical) data analysis with targeted Key Person Interviews and Focus Group 
Meetings (qualitative analyses) in order to identify and explore:   
 

� Population and demographic trends; 

� Changing household incomes; 

� Housing availability (housing supply, form and tenure including market, near-
market and non-market housing); 

� Housing issues related to adequacy, suitability, affordability and accessibility;  

� Other indicators of housing/economic hardship where data was available; and  

� Impacts that the community may be experiencing as a result of declining housing 
affordability and choice.  

 
1.3 Quantitative Data Sources 
 
The primary quantitative data used to conduct this analysis was derived from a combination of 
the following sources:  
 

� Population data from Statistics Canada (1996, 2001 and 2006 Federal Census; 
and both 2001 and 2006 Taxfiler data1); 

� Low Income Cut-offs for 20082 produced by Statistics Canada; 

� 2009 Core Need Income Thresholds produced by Alberta Housing and Urban 
Affairs;  

� 20083 Alberta Apartment Vacancy and Rental Cost Survey data from Alberta 
Housing and Urban Affairs;  

� Housing and development statistics from the Town of Pincher Creek, the 
Municipal District of Pincher Creek and the Village of Cowley;  

� Multiple List Service (MLS) sales data (summary data provided by the Calgary 
Real Estate Board);  

� Additional rental housing data provided by individual housing providers; and  

� Data collected by local health, community service and social service providers 
(where that data is both available and permitted to be released to the public).  

 
1.4 Format of this Report 
 
The following report is organized into several distinct chapters: 
 

� Chapter 2: About Pincher Creek and the Pincher Creek Foundation provides an 
introduction to the Pincher Creek Foundation and a brief summary of the Pincher 

                                                           
1
 Taxfiler data is typically published with a two-year delay (e.g., 2005 data is published in 2007, 2006 data is published 

in 2008, and 2007 data is published in 2009). The 2007 Taxfiler data was not yet published at the time the Pincher 
Creek Housing Needs Assessment was conducted resulting in the 2006 data being the most current data available.  
2
 Low Income Cut-offs for 2009 have yet to be published by Statistics Canada and are typically 1-2 years behind. 

3
 Consultations with staff from Alberta Housing and Urban Affairs indicate that the results of the 2009 Alberta 

Apartment Vacancy and Rental Cost Survey will likely not be published until October/November of this year. 
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Creek area for those readers who may not be familiar with the Foundation and/or 
the region;  

� Chapter 3: Population and Household Income Analysis provides a summary of 
population, demographic and incomes statistics gathered through various sources 
in order to build a better understanding of the current nature of the Pincher Creek 
area’s population (including the Town of Pincher Creek, the Village of Cowley and 
the MD of Pincher Creek) and its changing levels of affluence; 

� Chapter 4: Housing Supply Analysis provides a summary of the region’s current 
housing supply – both rental and homeownership – in terms of market, near-
market and non-market housing in order to assess the range of affordable 
housing options available to residents; 

� Chapter 5: Housing Needs Analysis provides a summary of housing issues 
affecting residents in the region in terms of adequacy, suitability, accessibility and 
affordability and estimates the number of households likely to be experiencing 
affordability challenges using three primary data sources:  

(i) 2008 Low Income Cut-offs produced by Statistics Canada;  

(ii) 2009 Core Need Income Thresholds produced by Alberta Housing 
and Urban Affairs; and 

(iii) An analysis of data from the 2006 Census of Population produced by 
Statistics Canada and identifying the number of households paying 
30% or more of their income on housing.  

� Chapter 6: Community Impact Analysis provides a brief introduction to some of 
the issues and challenges that individuals, households and communities may 
experience as a result of declining housing affordability.  

 
Additional background information and data is provided in the following four appendices:  
 

� Appendix A: Comparison of Homeownership vs. Rental Rates in Communities 
Throughout Alberta provides a summary of homeownership and rental rates 
based on 2006 Census of Population data and organized by community size and 
type in order to demonstrate the wide range of ratios exhibited across the 
province and demonstrating that there is no “ideal mix” identifiable.  

� Appendix B: Alberta’s Supportive Living Framework provides a summary table 
taken directly from the Framework comparing the four levels of Supportive Living 
in Alberta (i.e., Residential Living – Level 1, Lodge Living – Level 2, Assisted 
Living – Level 3 and Enhanced Assisted Living – Level 4).  

� Appendix C: Data Sources and Limitations provides a brief discussion on the 
challenges inherent to the primary data sources used and how those challenges 
may affect the accuracy of the estimates provided in this study.  

� Appendix D: Glossary of Common Housing Terms provides a list of housing 
terms and concepts organized alphabetically for those readers who may be new 
to affordable housing as a concept, industry or goal.  

� Appendix E: Focus Group Meeting Feedback provides a summary of the 
feedback received from area residents and organizations who participated in a 
series of Focus Group Meetings held in Pincher Creek on Tuesday, November 
24, 2009 and Wednesday, November 25, 2009. A total of six different stakeholder 
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groups were engaged, including Aboriginal people, families with children, health 
and social service providers, housing industry professionals, local business 
owners and seniors.  

 
1.5 Terminology Used in this Report 
 
In addition to those terms specific to housing – and affordable housing – used throughout this 
report (and defined in Appendix D: Glossary of Common Housing Terms), the terms “Pincher 
Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area”, “region” and “region as a whole” are used 
interchangeably to identify the area comprised of the Town of Pincher Creek, the Village of 
Cowley and the MD of Pincher Creek (including the Hamlets of Beaver Mines, Lowland Heights, 
Lundbreck, Pincher Station and Twin Butte) yet excluding Waterton Lakes National Park and the 
Piikani Reserve 147 (including the Hamlet of Brocket). 
 



 

- 5 - 

 

Chapter 2  
About Pincher Creek and the 

Pincher Creek Foundation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2.1 Location 
 
The Pincher Creek area occupies the most south-western corner of the province bordering 
Waterton Lakes National Park to the south and the BC/Alberta border and the Rocky Mountains 
to the west (see Map 1 – following page).  
 
The main industries for the region include agriculture, oil & gas and an ever expanding wind 
energy sector. The Shell Canada Gas Plant, located south of the Town of Pincher Creek, is one 
of the region’s largest employers. The region is also a prime location for windfarms, including the 
Cowley Ridge Windplant (with over 70 wind turbines) and the Castle River Wind Farm (with 60 
wind turbines) and numerous other smaller wind farms.  
 
Recreation and tourism are the fastest growing industries in the region; due in large part to the 
area’s proximity to the Rocky Mountains and Waterton Lakes National Park. The region offers 
year-round recreational opportunities including camping and hiking; boating, waterskiing and 
windsurfing; hunting and some of the province’s best fly fishing; snowmobiling; and both downhill 
and cross-country skiing. The area is home to the Castle Mountain Resort, Kootenai Brown 
Pioneer Village, 3 Rivers Rock & Fossil Museum, Lebel Mansion historic site, and Heritage 
Acres along with numerous Bed and Breakfasts, guest ranches, and guiding and outfitting 
businesses. Pincher Creek is within short driving distance to other popular tourist destinations, 
including Frank Slide, The Remington Carriage Centre and Head-Smashed-In Buffalo Jump.  
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Map 1: The Pincher Creek Foundation’s 
Service/Catchment Area 

 

Map Source:  
Parks Canada 

(http://www.parkscanada.gc.ca) 

 

Map Source:  
MapQuest 

(http://www.mapquest.ca) 
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2.2 About the Pincher Creek Foundation 
 
The Pincher Creek Foundation is a Management Body established in 1960 under Ministerial 
Order by the Province of Alberta to service the communities of the Town of Pincher Creek, the 
Village of Cowley and the MD of Pincher Creek. The Foundation’s Mission Statement is “To 
provide affordable housing accommodation to those in greatest need in an unbiased 
manner”. 
 
The Pincher Creek Foundation is governed by an seven-member Board of Directors with two (2) 
representatives from the Town of Pincher Creek, two (2) representatives from the MD of Pincher 
Creek, one (1) representative from the Village of Cowley and two (2) Members-At-Large. In 
addition, the Foundation maintains an ongoing staff compliment of 13 full-time and 8 part-time 
employees overseeing the delivery of several housing-related programs including: 
 

� Seniors’ Supportive Living (Crestview Lodge); 

� Seniors’ Self Contained (Canyon Manor Apartment & Cottages, Willow Court 
Cottages);  

� Community Housing (i.e., rent-geared-to-income housing for low-income 
families); and 

� The Province of Alberta’s Direct Rent Supplement Program.  

 
In total, the Foundation manages 83 housing units and currently provides rental assistance to 
approximately 30 households living in the region.  
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Chapter 3 
 

 
Population and Household  

Income Analysis  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3.1 Introduction 
 
This chapter examines population and income statistics for communities within the Pincher 
Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area in order to gain an understanding of the region’s 
changing demographics and income profiles and how these changes may relate to housing. 
 
3.2 Population Characteristics 
 
The following summary of population statistics is based primarily on Statistics Canada Census 
data for 1996, 2001 and 2006. Statistics Canada collects nation-wide Census data every five 
years. Since every household in Canada is included in the national Census, it provides one of 
the most comprehensive population data sets currently available. 
 
3.2.1 Population Growth 
 
Table 1 (next page) shows population changes for the Town of Pincher Creek, the MD of 
Pincher Creek, the Village of Cowley (along with a regional total) and the Province of Alberta 
between 1991 and 2006 based on Statistics Canada Census data.  
 
According to this data, the population of the province as a whole has consistently grown over the 
past fifteen years by an average of approximately 2.0% annually. Conversely, the populations of 
those communities within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area have either 
seen slow growth or their populations have actually declined. According to Statistics Canada’s 
official population counts, the region’s total population grew by 1.3% between 1991 and 2006 
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(compared to the Province as a whole growing by 29.3%) while the MD of Pincher Creek’s population grew by 6.0%, the Town of 
Pincher Creek’s population declined by 1.0%, and the Village of Cowley’s population declined by 20.9%. Over the past 15 years, the 
MD of Pincher Creek’s population has grown at an average annual rate of 0.4% (compared to 2.0% for the Province as a whole) and 
the population of the region as a whole has grown by an average annual rate of 0.1%. Conversely, populations have declined by an 
average annual rate of 0.1% in the Town of Pincher Creek’s and 1.4% in the Village of Cowley. 
 
 

Table 1: Official Populations for the Town of Pincher Creek, the Village of Cowley, the MD of Pincher Creek and the Province of Alberta 
(Statistics Canada 1991, 1996, 2001 and 2006 Census of Population Data) 

 

Characteristics 
Town of 

Pincher Creek 
Village of 
Cowley 

MD of Pincher 
Creek 

Regional 
Total 

Province of 
Alberta  

Total Population in 1991 3,660 277 3,121 7,058 2,545,553 

Total Population in 1996 3,659 273 3,172 7,104 2,696,826 

Total Population in 2001 3,666 225 3,197 7,088 2,974,807 

Total Population in 2006 3,625 219 3,309 7,153 3,290,350 
      

1991 to 1996 Total Population Change (%) 0.0% -1.4% 1.6% 0.7% 5.9% 

1996 to 2001 Total Population Change (%) 0.2% -17.6% 0.8% -0.2% 10.3% 

2001 to 2006 Total Population Change (%) -1.1% -2.7% 3.5% 0.9% 10.6% 

1996 to 2006 Total Population Change (%) -0.9% -19.8% 4.3% 0.7% 22.0% 

1991 to 2006 Total Population Change (%) -1.0% -20.9% 6.0% 1.3% 29.3% 

Avg. Annual Total Pop. Change 1991-2006 (%) – 15-Year Trend -0.1% -1.4% 0.4% 0.1% 2.0% 

Avg. Annual Total Pop. Change 1996-2006 (%) – 10-Year Trend -0.1% -2.0% 0.4% 0.1% 2.2% 

Avg. Annual Total Pop. Change 2001-2006 (%) – 5-Year Trend -0.2% -0.5% 0.7% 0.2% 2.1% 

 

Data Source:  
Statistics Canada 1996, 2001 and 2006 Censuses of Population 

NOTE: Data are subject to rounding and suppression and are derived using geographic boundaries that may not coincide with other data sets used in this study 
potentially resulting in discrepancies between the data presented here and data presented in other tables. 

 
 
It should be noted that the Statistics Canada Census data for 2006 appears to conflict with a Municipal Census conducted by the 
Town of Pincher Creek in 2008. According to this later census, the total population for the Town of Pincher Creek in 2008 was 3,712 
rather than 3,625 as was identified in 2006 – a difference of 87 individuals which could indicate that the Town’s population may 
actually be growing rather than declining. A number of factors could explain this discrepancy. For example, the Municipal Census 
(2008) took place two years after the Federal Census (2006). Feedback from participants in both the Key Person Interviews and the 
Focus Group Meetings indicates that 2008 was the height of an economic boom for the area brought about largely by the Shell  
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optimization project. The new job opportunities that this presented led to a number of new 
people moving into the community to work at the Shell plant. Many of these workers were 
temporary and lived in the various hotels in the community (which led to a number of those 
hotels expanding as well) while other workers chose to purchase homes in the community and 
move their families to Pincher Creek. Feedback from participants in both the Key Person 
Interviews and the Focus Group Meetings suggests that since the completion of the Shell 
optimization project, many of those workers are now selling their homes and leaving the 
community instead of remaining in Pincher Creek to raise their families. Feedback indicates that 
this is the opposite of what occurred in the past with the Old Man Dam project (i.e., many of the 
workers remained in Pincher Creek even after the completion of the dam project). Other 
feedback also points to young people continuing to leave the community due to the lack of 
housing and higher-paying jobs and to seniors leaving the community due to a lack of 
appropriate housing opportunities. These factors, together, suggest that the population identified 
by the Town’s census in 2008 may have been a short-lived anomaly. 
 
It is also important to note that, at any given time, there is an unknown number of people living in 
the Town of Pincher Creek who cannot be identified either through a Municipal Census or 
Statistics Canada’s Federal Census. This would include the area’s homeless population and 
other itinerant workers. The area’s homeless population will include individuals living on the 
street (absolute homelessness) along with people living temporarily in hotels or couch surfing 
with friends or family while they attempt to find permanent housing (near or relative 
homelessness). Feedback from participants in both the Key Person Interviews and the Focus 
Group Meetings suggests that the area’s homeless population – being predominantly Aboriginal 
– tends to be highly mobile and therefore difficult to enumerate. Additional feedback suggests 
that tenants who have extended family members living with them temporarily at the time a 
census is being conducted are unlikely to be honest about the total number of individuals living 
in their homes out of fear that their landlord may find out and evict them for breaking their rental 
agreement. Thus, in the absence of a targeted Homeless Count by the Town of Pincher Creek, 
the size of the area’s homeless and itinerant population will likely continue to be unknown as will 
the actual total population living in the Town of Pincher Creek.   
 
Another reason for population decline recorded in the Federal Census data – especially between 
2001 and 2006 – may actually be a result of a change in the way Statistics Canada collected its 
Census data in 2006. Data during previous censuses were collected by trained individuals going 
from door to door in every community across Canada. For the 2006 Census, Statistics Canada 
opted for a combination of internet and mail-in responses to the Census questionnaires. Some 
smaller communities in southern Alberta experiencing a population decline have suggested that 
the mail-in approach may have led to a number of households failing to submit their 
questionnaires and therefore not being included (recorded) in the 2006 Census. However, 
population changes observed in the Census data between 2001 and 2006continue to 
demonstrate relatively consistent patterns of population change (i.e., a relatively consistent rate 
of growth or decline) observed during earlier Census periods. 
 
Another explanation for the population declines observed in the Census data may be the result 
of increased growth locally in the recreational property investment market – a dynamic that is 
occurring in many small communities throughout Alberta and British Columbia – due largely to 
the wealth and prosperity of the Baby Boomer generation combined with the wealth being 
generated by Alberta’s oil and gas industries. As more and more residents of a particular 
community sell their homes to non-permanent, weekend or seasonal homebuyers, the 
permanent population of that community (as observed by the Census data) will naturally start to 
decline. Some of these recreational homebuyers may intend to retire in the community leading to 
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population growth at a later data, while others may be seeking a long- or short-term investment 
opportunity. This dynamic may contribute to some people’s perceptions that the community’s 
population may not actually be declining and that the Census data is incorrect (i.e., questioning 
how the population could be declining at a time when the community is experiencing an 
unprecedented level of new housing development). 
 
A number of factors could explain why people may leave a community, including: 
 

� A change in one’s job that requires relocation;  

� Family needs or obligations (e.g., the need to move closer and care for ageing 
parents);  

� Opportunities to upgrade one’s home (e.g., purchase a larger home on an acreage 
lot outside the community or elsewhere in the region);  

� Lifestyle choices (e.g., the desire to move to a community that offers sought-after 
employment, recreational or educational opportunities); and/or  

� The need to move to another community in order to find more affordable housing.  

 
It should be noted that population turnover and mobility is a natural occurrence. It can be 
considered normal for people to move in an out of a community as their lifestyles, goals and 
opportunities change. However, this could also be considered unhealthy for a community if the 
population that is leaving the community is not being replenished by new permanent residents or 
if people are leaving the community in significant numbers because they simply cannot establish 
themselves or make a life for themselves in the community no matter how hard they try.  
 
Table 2 (next page) compiles data from Statistics Canada on the mobility of residents living 
within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area. This table shows the number and 
percentage of residents who, in 2006, had either lived in each community in the same home, in 
each community yet in a different home, in another Alberta community altogether, outside 
Alberta, or in another country five years prior (i.e., in 2001). This data helps to develop a more 
realistic estimate of the number of residents who may have left the community between 2001 
and 2006. According to this data, between 820 and 886 residents who lived in the Town of 
Pincher Creek in 2006 were not living in the Town in 2001. Similarly, between 70 and 73 
residents who lived in the Village of Cowley in 2006 were not living in the Village in 2001 and 
between 370 and 396 residents who lived in the MD of Pincher Creek in 2006 were not living in 
the MD in 2001. As mentioned above, these residents were either living in another municipality 
within Alberta, in another province, or in another country. This data suggests that as many as 
892 residents may have moved out of the Town of Pincher Creek between 2001 and 2006 while 
as many as 79 residents may have moved out of the Village of Cowley and as many as 284 
residents may have moved out of the MD of Pincher Creek during that same period.  
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Table 2: Mobility Status for the Town of Pincher Creek, the Village of Cowley and the MD of Pincher Creek 
(Statistics Canada 2006 Census of Population Data) 

 

Mobility Town of Pincher Creek Village of Cowley MD Pincher Creek 

Characteristics Total % Total % Total % 

Lived at the Same Address 5 Years Ago 1,850 55.1% 130 61.9% 2,510 81.1% 

Lived at a Different Address but Within the Same Municipality 5 Years Ago 685 20.4% 15 7.1% 210 6.8% 

Lived in a Different Municipality 5 Years Ago 605 18.0% 60 28.6% 300 9.7% 

Lived in a Different Province or Territory 5 Years Ago 200 6.0% 10 4.8% 45 1.5% 

Lived in a Different Country 5 Years Ago 15 0.4% 0 0.0% 25 0.8% 

Published Total Population 5 Years and Over 3,355 100.0% 210 100.0% 3,095 100.0% 

Published Total Pop. Living in Municipality 5 Years Ago 2,535 75.6% 145 69.0% 2,720 87.9% 

Published Total Pop. Not Living in Municipality 5 Years Ago 820 24.4% 70 33.3% 370 12.0% 

Total Population (2006) 3,625 100.0% 219 100.0% 3,309 100.0% 

Estimated Total Pop. Living in Municipality 5 Years Ago 2,739 75.6% 151 69.0% 2,908 87.9% 

Estimated Total Pop. Not Living in Municipality 5 Years Ago 886 24.4% 73 33.3% 396 12.0% 

Net Growth Between 2001 and 2006 -6 -1.1% -6 -2.7% 112 3.5% 

Est. Total No. of Residents Leaving Municipality (2001–2006) - High 892 24.6% 79 36.1% 284 8.6% 

Est. Total No. of Residents Leaving Municipality (2001–2006) - Low 826 22.8% 76 34.7% 258 7.8% 

 

Data Source: 
Statistics Canada 2006 Census of Population 

NOTE: Data are subject to rounding and suppression and are derived using geographic boundaries that may not coincide with other data sets used in this study 
potentially resulting in discrepancies between the data presented here and data presented in other tables. 

 
 
3.2.2 Permanent Population Projections 
 
Population projections are made possible based on the observed changes over the past five to fifteen years in Statistics Canada’s 
Census of Population data. As shown in Table 1 (on page 10 above), average annual population changes differ whether the average 
is calculated over the last five years, the last ten years, or the last fifteen years. Therefore, Table 3 (next page) presents four possible 
population projections for each municipality along with the region as a whole based on the particular community’s five- ten- and 
fifteen-year average growth rates and Alberta’s observed annual average growth rate over the past fifteen years (2.0%).  
 
 
 



Table 3: Population Projections (2007 – 2020) for the Town of Pincher Creek, the Village of Cowley, 
the MD of Pincher Creek and the Region as a Whole Based on 1991 - 2006 Statistics Canada 

Census of Population Data (Calculated 5-, 10- and 15-Year Average Annual Population Changes) 
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Year 5-Year Avg. 10-Year Avg. 15-Year Avg. Est. 2.0% 

Town of Pincher Creek 

2006 
1
 3,625 3,625 3,625 3,625 

2007 3,618 3,621 3,621 3,698 

2008 3,611 3,618 3,618 3,771 

2009 3,603 3,614 3,614 3,847 

2010 3,596 3,611 3,611 3,924 

2011 3,589 3,607 3,607 4,002 

2012 3,582 3,603 3,603 4,082 

2013 3,575 3,600 3,600 4,164 

2014 3,567 3,596 3,596 4,247 

2015 3,560 3,593 3,593 4,332 

2016 3,553 3,589 3,589 4,419 

2017 3,546 3,585 3,585 4,507 

2018 3,539 3,582 3,582 4,597 

2019 3,532 3,578 3,578 4,689 

2020 3,525 3,575 3,575 4,783 

Village of Cowley 

2006 
1
 219 219 219 219 

2007 218 215 216 223 

2008 217 210 213 228 

2009 216 206 210 232 

2010 215 202 207 237 

2011 214 198 204 242 

2012 213 194 201 247 

2013 211 190 198 252 

2014 210 186 196 257 

2015 209 183 193 262 

2016 208 179 190 267 

2017 207 175 188 272 

2018 206 172 185 278 

2019 205 168 182 283 

2020 204 165 180 289 

M.D. of Pincher Creek 

2006 
1
 3,309 3,309 3,309 3,309 

2007 3,332 3,322 3,322 3,375 

2008 3,355 3,336 3,336 3,443 

2009 3,379 3,349 3,349 3,512 

2010 3,403 3,362 3,362 3,582 

2011 3,426 3,376 3,376 3,653 

2012 3,450 3,389 3,389 3,726 

2013 3,475 3,403 3,403 3,801 

2014 3,499 3,416 3,416 3,877 

2015 3,523 3,430 3,430 3,955 

2016 3,548 3,444 3,444 4,034 

2017 3,573 3,458 3,458 4,114 

2018 3,598 3,471 3,471 4,197 

2019 3,623 3,485 3,485 4,281 

2020 3,648 3,499 3,499 4,366 
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Year 5-Year Avg. 10-Year Avg. 15-Year Avg. Est. 2.0% 

Region Totals 

2006 
1
 7,153 7,153 7,153 7,153 

2007 7,167 7,160 7,160 7,296 

2008 7,182 7,167 7,167 7,442 

2009 7,196 7,174 7,174 7,591 

2010 7,210 7,182 7,182 7,743 

2011 7,225 7,189 7,189 7,897 

2012 7,239 7,196 7,196 8,055 

2013 7,254 7,203 7,203 8,217 

2014 7,268 7,210 7,210 8,381 

2015 7,283 7,218 7,218 8,548 

2016 7,297 7,225 7,225 8,719 

2017 7,312 7,232 7,232 8,894 

2018 7,327 7,239 7,239 9,072 

2019 7,341 7,247 7,247 9,253 

2020 7,356 7,254 7,254 9,438 
 

1
 Primary Data Source:  

Statistics Canada 1996, 2001 and 2006 Censuses of Population 

 
 
Based on past trends observed in the Statistics Canada Census of Population data, the 
following populations are projected for each community by 2020:  
 

� Town of Pincher Creek: 3,525 – 3,575 residents 

� Village of Cowley: 165 – 205 residents 

� MD of Pincher Creek: 3,500 – 3,650 residents 

� Regional Total: 7,255 – 7,355 residents 

 
As mentioned above, the Town of Pincher Creek conducted its own Municipal Census in 2008 
which produced a population count that might contradict these projections. Therefore, if an 
annual population growth rate is assumed (e.g., 2.0%), the Town of Pincher Creek could see its 
population grow to 4,785 residents, the Village of Cowley could see its population grow to 290 
residents, the MD of Pincher Creek could see its population grow to 4,365 residents and the 
region as a whole could grow to have as many as 9,440 residents by 2020. It should be noted 
that these latter population projections are not supported by the observed trends in Statistics 
Canada’s Census of Population data over the past fifteen years.  
 

Factors that could influence each community’s population projections include: 
 

� The continued growth of the recreational and investment property market (i.e., the 
degree to which external factors and market forces are driving up the cost of 
housing beyond the reach of permanent residents);  

� The changing nature of the local, regional and/or provincial economy (i.e., whether 
or not there are the jobs necessary for people to be able to afford housing in the 
community and maintain their desired quality of life);  
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� The degree to which people moving into the community feel welcomed and a part 
of the community; thereby choosing to remain in the community and become long-
term residents; and/or  

� The overall affordability (and diversity) of each community’s housing stock (i.e., 
whether or not there is an appropriate supply and mix of housing available to meet 
the needs of a growing and/or changing population thus allowing people to 
establish themselves, maintain their desired quality of life and, therefore, choose to 
remain in the community and become long-term residents). 

 

3.2.3 Demographic Changes 
 
In addition to population decline, communities within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s 
service/catchment area have experienced shifts in the age characteristics of their permanent 
population4. Table 4 (next page) provides a breakdown of each community’s population by age 
based on 1996, 2001 and 2006 Statistics Canada Federal Census data along with an estimated 
regional total and shows the degree to which age profiles have changed in each community over 
the last ten years5.  
 
According to this data, the population both of the region and of each individual community within 
the Foundation’s service/catchment area is clearly ageing. In 1996, approximately 22.9% of the 
region’s population consisted of individuals ages 55 and over (seniors ages 65 and over 
represented 13.6% of the population). By 2006, 30.3% of the region’s population consisted of 
individuals ages 55 and over (with seniors ages 65 and over representing 16.7%). At the same 
time, the region’s population under the age of 25 appears to be declining. In 1996, 35.8% of the 
region’s population consisted of individuals under the age of 25. By 2006, that percentage had 
declined to 31.3%. Similarly, in 1996, 22.3% of the region’s population consisted of children 
under the age of 15. By 2006, that percentage had declined to 20.1%.  
 
Overall, each of the three communities within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment 
area appear to be losing families (including young families) over time while experiencing an 
increase in both the number and relative percentage of empty nesters (ages 55-64) and seniors 
(ages 65 and over). The most dramatic shifts appear to be occurring within the Village of Cowley 
– most likely due to the community’s small population (in which case, small changes can have a 
more profound impact).  
 
In terms of actual numbers, between 1996 and 2006, the region as a whole appears to have: 
 

� Lost approximately 300 children and youth (ages 0-24 years);  

� Lost approximately 185 adults (ages 25-54 years);  

� Gained approximately 310 empty nesters (ages 55-64 years); and   

� Gained approximately 230 seniors (ages 65 and over). 

 
 

                                                           
4
 Data specific to each community’s seasonal/non-permanent population is currently not available.  

5
 Age cohorts are broken down into greater detail in the 2001 and 2006 Statistics Canada Census of Population data. 

However, the age cohorts presented in Table 4 are based on (limited to) those cohorts as defined in the 1996 Census 
of Population data.  
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Table 4: Changing Age Characteristics of the Permanent Population of the Town of Pincher Creek, 
the Village of Cowley, the MD of Pincher Creek and the Region as a Whole  

(1996, 2001 and 2006 Statistics Canada Census of Population Data) 
 

Age 1996 2001 2006 % Change  

Cohorts Total % of Total Total % of Total Total % of Total (1996 – 2006) 

Town of Pincher Creek 

Age 0-4 265 7.2% 230 6.3% 220 6.1% -17.0% 

Age 5-14 535 14.6% 510 13.9% 490 13.5% -8.4% 

Age 15-19 280 7.7% 275 7.5% 225 6.2% -19.6% 

Age 20-24 210 5.7% 180 4.9% 185 5.1% -11.9% 

Age 25-54 1,470 40.2% 1,435 39.2% 1,395 38.5% -5.1% 

Age 55-64 280 7.7% 370 10.1% 415 11.4% 48.2% 

Age 65-74 310 8.5% 310 8.5% 300 8.3% -3.2% 

Age 75+ 305 8.3% 360 9.8% 395 10.9% 29.5% 

Total 3,660 100.0% 3,665 100.0% 3,625 100.0% -1.0% 

Village of Cowley 

Age 0-4 25 9.1% 10 4.4% 5 2.3% -80.0% 

Age 5-14 45 16.4% 30 13.3% 35 15.9% -22.2% 

Age 15-19 25 9.1% 15 6.7% 15 6.8% -40.0% 

Age 20-24 5 1.8% 10 4.4% 5 2.3% 0.0% 

Age 25-54 120 43.6% 100 44.4% 95 43.2% -20.8% 

Age 55-64 30 10.9% 30 13.3% 30 13.6% 0.0% 

Age 65-74 15 5.5% 25 11.1% 30 13.6% 100.0% 

Age 75+ 10 3.6% 5 2.2% 10 4.5% 0.0% 

Total 275 100.0% 225 100.0% 220 100.0% -20.0% 

MD of Pincher Creek 

Age 0-4 240 7.6% 195 6.1% 200 6.0% -16.7% 

Age 5-14 470 14.8% 495 15.5% 490 14.8% 4.3% 

Age 15-19 270 8.5% 225 7.0% 240 7.3% -11.1% 

Age 20-24 170 5.4% 130 4.1% 130 3.9% -23.5% 

Age 25-54 1,350 42.5% 1,350 42.2% 1,265 38.2% -6.3% 

Age 55-64 350 11.0% 430 13.4% 525 15.9% 50.0% 

Age 65-74 205 6.5% 245 7.7% 315 9.5% 53.7% 

Age 75+ 120 3.8% 130 4.1% 145 4.4% 20.8% 

Total 3,175 100.0% 3,200 100.0% 3,310 100.0% 4.3% 

Estimated Regional Total 

Age 0-4 530 7.5% 435 6.1% 425 5.9% -19.8% 

Age 5-14 1,050 14.8% 1,035 14.6% 1,015 14.2% -3.3% 

Age 15-19 575 8.1% 515 7.3% 480 6.7% -16.5% 

Age 20-24 385 5.4% 320 4.5% 320 4.5% -16.9% 

Age 25-54 2,940 41.4% 2,885 40.7% 2,755 38.5% -6.3% 

Age 55-64 660 9.3% 830 11.7% 970 13.6% 47.0% 

Age 65-74 530 7.5% 580 8.2% 645 9.0% 21.7% 

Age 75+ 435 6.1% 495 7.0% 550 7.7% 26.4% 

Total 7,110 100.0% 7,090 100.0% 7,155 100.0% 0.6% 
 

 
 

Data Source:  
Statistics Canada 1996, 2001 and 2006 Censuses of Population 

NOTE: Data are subject to rounding and suppression and are derived using geographic boundaries that may not 
coincide with other data sets used in this study potentially resulting in discrepancies between the data presented 

here and data presented in other tables. 
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Table 5 collapses the age cohort data shown in Table 4 above to show the changes in the 
community’s population based on three categories: 1) children and youth ages 0-24; 2) adults 
ages 25-64; and 3) seniors ages 65 and over and compares that data to the Province as a 
whole.   
 
 

Table 5: Changing Demographics in the Town of Pincher Creek, the Village of Cowley, the MD of 
Pincher Creek and the Region as a Whole Compared to the Province of Alberta  

(Statistics Canada 1996, 2001 and 2006 Census of Population Data) 
 

Population  1996 2001 2006 %Change  

Characteristics Total % Total % Total % (1996 to 2006) 

Town of Pincher Creek 

Age 0-24 1,290 35.2% 1,195 32.6% 1,120 30.9% -13.2% 

Age 25-64 1,750 47.8% 1,805 49.2% 1,810 49.9% 3.4% 

Age 65 and over 615 16.8% 670 18.3% 695 19.2% 13.0% 

Total 3,660 99.9% 3,665 100.1% 3,625 100.0% -1.0% 

Village of Cowley 

Age 0-24 100 36.4% 65 28.9% 60 27.3% -40.0% 

Age 25-64 150 54.5% 130 57.8% 125 56.8% -16.7% 

Age 65 and over 25 9.1% 30 13.3% 40 18.2% 60.0% 

Total 275 100.0% 225 100.0% 220 102.3% -20.0% 

MD of Pincher Creek 

Age 0-24 1,150 36.2% 1,045 32.7% 1,060 32.0% -7.8% 

Age 25-64 1,700 53.5% 1,780 55.6% 1,790 54.1% 5.3% 

Age 65 and over 325 10.2% 375 11.7% 460 13.9% 41.5% 

Total 3,175 100.0% 3,200 100.0% 3,310 100.0% 4.3% 

Estimated Regional Total 

Age 0-24 2,540 35.7% 2,305 32.5% 2,240 31.3% -11.8% 

Age 25-64 3,600 50.6% 3,715 52.4% 3,725 52.1% 3.5% 

Age 65 and over 965 13.6% 1,075 15.2% 1,195 16.7% 23.8% 

Total 7,110 99.9% 7,090 100.1% 7,155 100.1% 0.6% 

Province of Alberta 

Age 0-24 991,435 36.8% 1,055,675 35.5% 1,120,790 34.1% 13.0% 

Age 25-64 1,438,485 53.3% 1,610,720 54.1% 1,816,140 55.2% 26.3% 

Age 65 and over 266,905 9.9% 308,400 10.4% 353,410 10.7% 32.4% 

Total 2,696,825 100.0% 2,974,805 100.0% 3,290,350 100.0% 22.0% 
 

Data Source:  
Statistics Canada 1996, 2001 and 2006 Censuses of Population 

NOTE: Data are subject to rounding and suppression and are derived using geographic boundaries that may not 
coincide with other data sets used in this study potentially resulting in discrepancies between the data presented here 

and data presented in other tables 

 
 
This data reconfirms the overall lost of children and youth both regionally and within each 
community as well as the increase in seniors ages 65 and over. Compared to Alberta as a 
whole, the regional increase in the number of seniors does not appear to be significant (i.e., the 
region saw a 23.8% in the number of seniors between 1996 and 2006 while the Province as a 
whole saw a 32.4% increase in the number of seniors). However, when viewed as a percentage 
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of the total population, there are significantly more seniors living in the Pincher Creek 
Foundation’s service/catchment area in 2006 (16.7% of the total population) than the Province 
as a whole (10.7% of the total population). 
 
Figure 1 compares age cohorts in the in the Town of Pincher Creek, the Village of Cowley, the 
MD of Pincher Creek and the region as a whole to Provincial averages based on the 2006 
Statistics Canada Census of Population data. 
 
 
Figure 1: Comparison of the 2006 Demographic Profiles of the Town of Pincher Creek, the Village 

of Cowley, the MD of Pincher Creek and the Region as a Whole to the Province of Alberta  
(Statistics Canada 2006 Census of Population Data) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This figure further shows the degree to which the communities within the Pincher Creek 
Foundation’s service/catchment area have a higher percentage of seniors and lower 
percentages of adults and youth than the Province as a whole. It is also important to note the 
dramatically higher percentage of older seniors (ages 75 and over) living in the Town of Pincher 
Creek compared to the Village of Cowley and the MD of Pincher Creek. This is due largely to the 
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Village of Cowley vs. Province of Alberta
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MD Pincher Creek vs. Province of Alberta
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Regional Total vs. Province of Alberta
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Legend: 
 

Individual Community               Regional Total               Alberta Total 

  
 

                                   
 

                             
 

 
 

Data Source: Statistics Canada 2006 Census of Population 
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greater number of seniors’ housing and service opportunities available within the Town 
(including the local hospital) compared to the rest of the region.   
 
The lower percentages of adults and youth when compared to the Province as a whole seem to 
support the notion that the area may be losing families. This has clear implications for housing. 
From one perspective, the loss of families may suggest that housing is becoming too expensive 
for families – especially young families – to be able to establish themselves in the area and 
maintain their desired quality of life. Conversely, fewer families living in the area may suggest 
the need (and potential market demand) for smaller homes including townhouses and 
apartment-style condominiums. Similarly, a higher percentage of seniors living in the area 
suggests the need not only for more seniors-oriented housing developments (including 
Independent Living, Supportive Living and Continuing Care) but also seniors-oriented services 
and supports. It is also important to note that communities within the area also show a higher 
percentage of children under the age of 15 than the Province as a whole. Feedback from 
participants in a series of Key Person Interviews and Focus Group Meetings suggests that 
families in the area tend to be larger (i.e., have more children) than average. This would suggest 
the need for larger homes. Additional feedback supports this and suggests that three-bedroom 
units are in both high demand and short supply. All of this points to the need for greater variety 
in terms of housing types and sizes in the Pincher Creek area to accommodate a changing 
population and demographics.  
 
It should be noted that housing costs alone are not the only factor that may be causing the loss 
of young families. Job availability also plays an equally important – and in some case more 
important – role in retaining families in a community. Additional feedback from the participants in 
the Key Person Interviews and Focus Group Meetings indicates that a significant number of 
young families were moving into the community and buying homes (and driving up the cost of 
housing) beginning in 2006 when a major upgrade to the local Shell Plant was initiated. With 
those upgrades now completed, a number of higher-paying jobs have been lost. At the same 
time, the number of homes for sale in the area has increased dramatically – presumably homes 
that were owned by construction workers involved in the Shell Plant upgrades and who are now 
forced to leave the community in search of work. Even with some major employers in the retail 
sector (e.g., Wal-Mart and Rexall), the community is not seeing a large number of new job 
openings – especially not in positions that would pay enough either to attract families to the area 
or encourage existing families to stay in the area given the higher cost of housing. These 
dynamics highlight the interconnectedness between housing affordability and the strength of the 
local economy.  
 
What demographic changes will occur should a large percentage of weekend homeowners and 
recreational property investors choose to move to the community full-time in the future is 
currently unknown. It is anticipated, however, that a significant portion of weekend homeowners 
may have plans to move to the region full-time once they retire; thereby further increasing the 
not only the proportion of empty-nesters and seniors living in the community but also the 
housing and supports they will eventually require.  
 
3.2.3.1 Demographic Projections 
 
Table 6 (next page) shows one potential future demographic profile for each community within 
the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area (along with an estimated total for the 
region) based on the demographic changes that have been observed in the Census of 
Population data. These profiles were derived by combing the overall 10-year average population 
growth projections shown above in Table 3 (pages 14 and 15) with the relative shift in 
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demographic profiles observed in Table 5 above (page 18). They are based solely on the 
demographic shifts observed over the past ten years and do not take into considerations 
other factors such as changing annual birth and death rates, future in-migration due to seasonal 
homeowners deciding to move to the area once they retire, or changing migration rates (in or out 
of the community) that could result from significant economic developments and/or downturns. 
 
 

Table 6: Projected Changing Demographic Profiles of the Town of Pincher Creek, the Village of 
Cowley, the MD of Pincher Creek and the Region as a Whole to 2020  

(Based on Statistics Canada 1996 and 2006 Census of Population Data) 
 

Population  2006 2015 2020 

Characteristics Total % Total % Total % 

Town of Pincher Creek 

Age 0-24 1,120 30.9% 980 27.3% 907 25.4% 
Age 25-64 1,810 49.9% 1,842 51.3% 1,854 51.9% 
Age 65 and over 695 19.2% 771 21.5% 814 22.8% 

Total 3,625 100.0% 3,593 100.0% 3,575 100.0% 

Village of Cowley 

Age 0-24 60 27.3% 32 17.7% 22 13.1% 
Age 25-64 125 56.8% 88 47.9% 68 41.0% 
Age 65 and over 40 18.2% 63 34.3% 76 45.9% 

Total 220 102.3% 183 100.0% 165 100.0% 

MD of Pincher Creek 

Age 0-24 1,060 32.0% 965 28.1% 908 26.0% 
Age 25-64 1,790 54.1% 1,827 53.3% 1,831 52.3% 
Age 65 and over 460 13.9% 638 18.6% 759 21.7% 

Total 3,310 100.0% 3,430 100.0% 3,499 100.0% 

Estimated Regional Total 

Age 0-24 2,240 31.3% 1,983 27.5% 1,845 25.4% 
Age 25-64 3,725 52.1% 3,783 52.4% 3,798 52.4% 
Age 65 and over 1,195 16.7% 1,452 20.1% 1,611 22.2% 

Total 7155 100.1% 7,218 100.0% 7,254 100.0% 
 

Primary Data Source:  
Statistics Canada 1996 and 2006 Censuses of Population 

NOTE: Data are subject to rounding and suppression and are derived using geographic boundaries that may not 
coincide with other data sets used in this study potentially resulting in discrepancies between the data presented here 

and data presented in other tables 

 
 
Based on these projections, it is estimated that by 2020:  
 

� The Town of Pincher Creek’s population could be comprised of: 

� 907 children and youth (25.4% of the total population); 

� 1,854 adults (51.9% of the total population); and 

� 814 seniors (22.8% of the total population). 

� The Village of Cowley’s population could be comprised of: 
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� 22 children and youth (13.1% of the total population); 

� 68 adults (41.0% of the total population); and 

� 76 seniors (45.9% of the total population). 

� The MD of Pincher Creek’s population could be comprised of: 

� 908 children and youth (26.0% of the total population); 

� 1,831 adults (52.3% of the total population); and 

� 759 seniors (21.7% of the total population). 

� The population of the region as a whole could be comprised of: 

� 1,845 children and youth (25.4% of the total population); 

� 3,798 adults (52.4% of the total population); and 

� 1,611 seniors (22.2% of the total population). 

 
3.3 Household Characteristics 
 
Table 7 (next page) shows the distribution of private households by family type in each of the 
communities within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area along with regional 
totals for the years 2001 and 20066 based on Statistics Canada Census of Population data. 
Statistics Canada defines a private household as: 
 

“(A) person or a group of persons (other than foreign residents) who occupy the 
same dwelling and do not have a usual place of residence elsewhere in Canada. 
It may consist of a family group (census family) with or without other persons, of 
two or more families sharing a dwelling, of a group of unrelated persons, or of 
one person living alone. Household members who are temporarily absent on 
Census Day (e.g., temporary residents elsewhere) are considered as part of their 
usual household. For census purposes, every person is a member of one and 
only one household. Unless otherwise specified, all data in household reports are 
for private households only.” 7 

 
As with most communities in Canada, couple (two-adult) households with and without children 
consistently make up the largest proportion of households in both regionally and within each 
individual community. This is followed by single individuals (i.e., one-person households) and 
then by lone-parent families. “Other households” may consist of single individuals sharing 
housing (e.g., roommates) and/or multiple families sharing housing (e.g., multi-generational 
families, families renting out space in their home to boarders, and two or more families sharing 
accommodations possibly out of choice but more likely due to housing affordability issues).  
 
In 2006, 63.4% of all households within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area 
consisted of couple families (with or without children), 25.4% of all households consisted of 
single individuals, 9.4% of all households consisted of lone-parent families, and 2.2% of all 
households consisted of households of various types and sizes sharing accommodations. As a 
comparison between communities, the MD of Pincher Creek appears to contain the highest 

                                                           
6
 Data on the number of one-person households and “other households” was not collected during the 1996 Federal 

Census.  
7
 Statistics Canada. 2007. 2006 Community Profiles. 2006 Census. Statistics Canada Catalogue no. 92-591-XWE. 

Ottawa. Released March 13, 2007. (Accessed September 18, 2008 from: 
http://www12.statcan.ca/english/census06/data/profiles/community/Index.cfm?Lang=E ) 
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percentage of couple households, the Village of Cowley appears to contain the highest 
percentage of one-person households, and the Town of Pincher Creek appears to contain the 
highest percentage of both lone-parent families and “other household” types.  
 
 

Table 7: Household Characteristics by Family Type for the Town of Pincher Creek, the Village of 
Cowley, the MD of Pincher Creek and the Region as a Whole  
(2001 and 2006 Statistics Canada Census of Population Data) 

 

Household 
Characteristics 

2001 Total 2001 % 2006 Total 2006 % 
% Change 

(2001-2006) 

Town of Pincher Creek 

Couple Households  885 60.8% 855 58.2% -3.4% 

Lone-Parent Households 135 9.3% 185 12.6% 37.0% 

One-Person Households 375 25.8% 400 27.2% 6.7% 

Other Households* 60 4.1% 35 2.4% -41.7% 

Total All Households 1,455 100.0% 1,470 100.3% 1.0% 

Village of Cowley 

Couple Households  40 40.0% 55 55.0% 37.5% 

Lone-Parent Households 20 20.0% 10 ** 10.0% -50.0% 

One-Person Households 30 30.0% 35 35.0% 16.7% 

Other Households* 10 10.0% 0 ** 0.0% -100.0% 

Total All Households 100 ** 100.0% 100 100.0% 0.0% 

MD of Pincher Creek 

Couple Households  865 77.9% 815 70.9% -5.8% 

Lone-Parent Households 20 1.8% 60 5.2% 200.0% 

One-Person Households 205 18.5% 255 22.2% 24.4% 

Other Households* 15 1.4% 25 2.2% 66.7% 

Total All Households 1,110 99.5% 1,150 100.4% 3.6% 

Estimated Regional Total 

Couple Households  1,790 67.2% 1,725 63.4% -3.6% 

Lone-Parent Households 175 6.6% 255 9.4% 45.7% 

One-Person Households 610 22.9% 690 25.4% 13.1% 

Other Households* 85 3.2% 60 2.2% -29.4% 

Total All Households 2,665 99.8% 2,720 100.4% 2.1% 
 

Data Source:  
Statistics Canada 2001 and 2006 Censuses of Population 

NOTE: Data are subject to rounding and suppression and are derived using geographic boundaries that may not 
coincide with other data sets used in this study potentially resulting in discrepancies between the data presented here 

and data presented in other tables. 
* “Other Households” includes multiple-family households and non-family households other than one-person 

households (e.g., two or more singles rooming together). 
** Data as presented for the Village of Cowley has been modified from the data originally published by Statistics 

Canada to compensate for data suppression.  

 
 
According to the Statistics Canada Census of Population data, household profiles in each 
community appear to be changing over time along with population change. For example, in 
terms of real numbers between 2001 and 2006: 
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� The Town of Pincher Creek saw: 

� A decrease in the percentage of couple households (3.4%); 

� An increase in the percentage of lone-parent households (37.0%); 

� An increase in the percentage of one-person households (6.7%); and  

� A decrease in the percentage of “other households” (41.7%).  

� The Village of Cowley saw: 

� An increase in the percentage of couple households (37.5%); 

� An estimated decrease in the percentage of lone-parent households (50.0%); 

� An increase in the percentage of one-person households (16.7%); and  

� An apparent decrease in the percentage of “other households” (100.0%).  

� The MD of Pincher Creek saw: 

� A decrease in the percentage of couple households (5.8%); 

� An increase in the percentage of lone-parent households (200.0%); 

� An increase in the percentage of one-person households (24.4%); and  

� An increase in the percentage of “other households” (66.7%).  

� The region as a whole saw: 

� A decrease in the percentage of couple households (3.6%); 

� An increase in the percentage of lone-parent households (45.7%); 

� An increase in the percentage of one-person households (13.1%); and  

� A decrease in the percentage of “other households” (29.4%).  

 
Figure 2 (next page) compares household types the Town of Pincher Creek, the Village of Cowley, 

the MD of Pincher Creek and the region as a whole to Province-wide averages in 2006. According to 
this figure:  
 

� The Town of Pincher Creek has higher percentages of both lone-parent households 
and “other household types” yet lower percentages of both couple households and one-
person households than the Province as a whole; 

� The Village of Cowley has a higher percentage of one-person households yet lower 
percentages of couple households, lone-parent households and “other household” 
types than the Province as a whole; 

� The MD of Pincher Creek has a higher percentage of couple households yet lower 
percentages of lone-parent households, one-person households and “other household” 
types than the Province as a whole; 

� The region as a whole has higher percentages of both couple households and one-
person households yet lower percentages of both lone-parent households and “other 
household” types than the Province as a whole. 
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Figure 2: 2006 Household Types for the Town of Pincher Creek, the Village of Cowley, the MD of Pincher Creek and the Region as a Whole 
Compared to the Province of Alberta (Statistics Canada 2006 Census of Population Data) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Legend:      Individual Community          Regional Total          Alberta Total 

 
 
 
 
Increasing numbers and proportions of single individuals and lone-parent families can have important implications for housing – especially 
affordable housing. Both household types tend to be single-income-earners and therefore tend to have less money available to afford 
housing. While single individuals tend to require smaller units (which can make it easier to meet their affordability requirements), lone-
parent families tend to require larger units with some degree of private yard space which often makes meeting their particular affordability 
needs more difficult. 
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Data Source:  
Statistics Canada 2006 Census of Population 
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Table 8 shows the changing nature of lone-parent families over time for the Pincher Creek 
Foundation’s service/catchment area based on whether they are led by single fathers or by 
single mothers.  

 
 

Table 8: Lone-Parent Households Within the Town of Pincher Creek, the Village of Cowley, the MD 
of Pincher Creek, the Region as a Whole and Province of Alberta  

(Statistics Canada 1996, 2001 and 2006 Census of Population Data) 
 

Year Total  Female-Led % Female-Led Male-Led % Male-Led 

Town of Pincher Creek 

1996 120 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

2001 135 125 93% 15 11.1% 

2006 185 155 84% 30 16.2% 

Village of Cowley 

1996 20 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

2001 20 10 50% 15 75.0% 

2006 10 ** 10 100% 0 0.0% 

MD of Pincher Creek 

1996 35 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

2001 20 10 50% 10 50.0% 

2006 60 40 67% 20 33.3% 

Estimated Regional Total 

1996 175 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

2001 175 145 83% 40 22.9% 

2006 255 205 80% 50 19.6% 

Province of Alberta 

1996 92,485 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

2001 116,520 92,945 79.8% 23,575 20.2% 

2006 130,265 102,555 78.7% 27,710 21.3% 
 

Data Source:  
Statistics Canada 1996, 2001 and 2006 Censuses of Population 

NOTE: Data are subject to rounding and suppression and are derived using geographic boundaries that may not 
coincide with other data sets used in this study potentially resulting in discrepancies between the data presented here 

and data presented in other tables 
* Data not available in the 1996 Census of Population 

** Data as presented for the Village of Cowley has been modified from the data originally published by Statistics 
Canada to compensate for data suppression.  

 
 
As with most communities across Alberta and Canada, single mothers vastly outnumber single 
fathers in the region. In 2006, 80% of lone-parent families in the region were single mothers 
compared to 78.7% Province-wide. Comparing individual communities shows that 84% of lone-
parent families in the Town of Pincher Creek were single mothers, 67% were single mothers in 
the MD of Pincher Creek and 100.0% were single mothers in the Village of Cowley (data 
suppression may be a factor is this last figure). A high percentage of single mothers living in the 
community can have implications for housing. Since women (on average) tend to earn lower 
incomes than men, single mothers are, therefore, more likely to experience housing challenges 
than single fathers.  
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3.4 Household Incomes 
 
The following summary of household incomes for communities within the Pincher Creek 
Foundation’s service/catchment area are based on a combination of Statistics Canada Census 
of Population data from 2001 and 2006 and Statistics Canada Taxfiler data for the years 2001 
and 2006 (the most recent data currently available). Taxfiler data is compiled by the Small Area 
and Data Division of Statistics Canada through information provided on all personal income tax 
returns filed within a given year. The data combines information on levels and sources of income 
from taxfilers and demographic indicators derived from both the taxfilers and their non-filing 
dependents. Taxfiler data is typically two years behind in being published (hence the most 
recent data being 2006)8.  
 
It is important to note that the physical boundaries used to delineate Taxfiler data do not always 
coincide with those boundaries used to delineate the Federal Census of Population data. 
Taxfiler data is organized according to postal codes whereas Census of Population data 
adheres to municipal boundaries. In areas where postal codes overlap between municipal 
boundaries – as may be the case for residents living in the surrounding rural areas and receiving 
mail via Rural Route or through Post Office Boxes located within the Town of Pincher Creek or 
the Village of Cowley – households on both sides of the municipal boundary may share similar 
postal codes and therefore be included as residents of the Town or Village even though they 
technically live in the MD. As a result, discrepancies between the Census of Population data and 
the Taxfiler data can arise.  
 
Another important distinction between Census of Population data and Taxfiler data is how the 
two data sets define households. Census of Population data identifies households based 
primarily on where they live (i.e., a household is a group of people living within a single dwelling), 
whereas Taxfiler data identifies households based on economic relationships (i.e., a household 
is a group of people economically interdependent based on tax laws). For example, two single 
people sharing accommodations as roommates would be considered as a single census 
household in the Census of Population data but as two separate economic households in the 
Taxfiler data unless they filed their taxes as a common-law or married couple.  
 
Table 9 (next page) shows changing median family and household incomes in the Town of 
Pincher Creek, the Village of Cowley and the MD of Pincher Creek9 between 2001 and 2006 
based on Statistics Canada Census of Population data and compares that data to the Province 
as a whole. This table shows that the overall median household income (i.e., for all household 
types combined) increased by 14.2% between 2001 and 2006 for households living in the Town 
and by 3.0% for households living in the MD – compared to 21.8% Province-wide. In terms of 
families (married and common-law), median incomes in the Town increased by 11.9% and 
median incomes in the MD increased by 6.2% compared to 22.7% Province-wide. While median 
incomes among one-person households living in the Town increased by 52.9% between 2001 
and 2006, median incomes among one-person households living in the MD actually declined by 
17.4%. Despite the increases in median incomes among most household and family types living 
in the region between 2001 and 2006, median incomes continue to remain below Provincial 
averages for all household and family types. 

                                                           
8
 The scheduled release date for the 2007 Taxfiler data by Statistics Canada was delayed to the Autumn of 2009 

resulting in that data not being available at the time this study was conducted.  
9
 Similar data for the Village of Cowley is not available due to data suppression arising from the small size of the 

community and Statistics Canada’s legislated privacy standards. 
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Table 9: Median Household Income by Household Size and Type for the Town of Pincher Creek, 
the Village of Cowley, the MD of Pincher Creek and the Province of Alberta 

(Statistics Canada 2001 and 2006 Census of Population Data) 
 

Household Type and Characteristics 2001 Income  2006 Income  % Change 

Town of Pincher Creek 

Median Household Income – All Households $41,822 $47,762 14.2% 

Median Household Income – One-Person Households $17,526 $26,793 52.9% 

Median Family Income – All Census Families $49,733 $55,629 11.9% 

Median Family Income – Couple Families $56,136 N/A * N/A * 

                                       – Married Couples N/A * $66,693 N/A * 

                                       – Common-Law Couples N/A * $39,074 N/A * 

Median Family Income – Lone-Parent Families $21,187 $28,511 34.6% 

Village of Cowley 

Median Household Income – All Households N/A * N/A * N/A * 

Median Household Income – One-Person Households N/A * N/A * N/A * 

Median Family Income – All Census Families N/A * N/A * N/A * 

Median Family Income – Couple Families N/A * N/A * N/A * 

                                       – Married Couples N/A * N/A * N/A * 

                                       – Common-Law Couples N/A * N/A * N/A * 

Median Family Income – Lone-Parent Families N/A * N/A * N/A * 

MD of Pincher Creek 

Median Household Income – All Households $49,541 $51,021 3.0% 

Median Household Income – One-Person Households $30,420 $25,142 -17.4% 

Median Family Income – All Census Families $58,389 $61,999 6.2% 

Median Family Income – Couple Families $58,567 N/A * N/A * 

                                       – Married Couples N/A * $65,614 N/A * 

                                       – Common-Law Couples N/A * $54,159 N/A * 

Median Family Income – Lone-Parent Families $0 $39,845 N/A * 

Province 

Median Household Income – All Households $52,524 $63,988 21.8% 

Median Household Income – One-Person Households $25,400 $32,179 26.7% 

Median Family Income – All Census Families $60,142 $73,823 22.7% 

Median Family Income – Couple Families $65,041 N/A * N/A * 

                                       – Married Couples N/A * $83,046 N/A * 

                                       – Common-Law Couples N/A * $67,184 N/A * 

Median Family Income – Lone-Parent Families $32,763 $40,397 23.3% 
 

 Data Source:  
Statistics Canada 2001 and 2006 Censuses of Population 

NOTE: Data are subject to rounding and suppression and are derived using geographic boundaries that may not 
coincide with other data sets used in this study potentially resulting in discrepancies between the data presented 

here and data presented in other tables 
*For the 2006 Census of Population, Statistics Canada separated the category of “couple families” into “married-
couple families” and “common-law couple families” making a direct comparison between 2001 and 2006 Census 

data no longer possible. 
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Table 10 shows changing median household incomes in the Pincher Creek Foundation’s 
service/catchment area between 2001 and 2006 based on Taxfiler data.  
 
 
Table 10: Changing Median Household Incomes by Household Type for the Town of Pincher Creek, 

the Hamlet of Lundbreck, the Village of Cowley and the Province of Alberta 
(Statistics Canada 2001 and 2006 Taxfiler Data) 

 

Household Type 
2001 Median 

Income 
2006 Median 

Income 
%  

Change 

Town of Pincher Creek 

Couple Families $53,400 $68,900 29.0% 

Lone-Parent Families $22,500 $33,800 50.2% 

Non-Family Persons $20,000 $25,600 28.0% 

Hamlet of Lundbreck 

Couple Families $45,300 $62,500 38.0% 

Lone-Parent Families N/A * $42,900 N/A * 

Non-Family Persons $17,200 $27,500 59.9% 

Village of Cowley 

Couple Families $42,700 $59,400 39.1% 

Lone-Parent Families N/A * N/A * N/A * 

Non-Family Persons $16,800 $23,300 38.7% 

Province of Alberta 

Couple Families $66,300 $86,000 29.7% 

Lone-Parent Families $28,600 $37,500 31.1% 

Non-Family Persons $23,000 $29,300 27.4% 

 
Data Source:  

Statistics Canada Small Area and Data Division (Taxfiler Data) 2001 and 2006 Tax Years 
* Data not available due to suppression 

NOTE: Data are subject to rounding and suppression and are derived using geographic boundaries that may not 
coincide with other data sets used in this study potentially resulting in discrepancies between the data presented here 

and data presented in other tables 

 
 
It should be noted that this table shows significantly different results than the Census of 
Population data due to the primary sources of data used for each data set. For example, the 
Census of Population data collects data based on the geographic (legal) boundaries of the Town 
of Pincher Creek, the Village of Cowley and the MD of Pincher Creek. The Taxfiler data, 
however, uses the postal code boundaries associated with the Town of Pincher Creek (and 
surrounding area), the Village of Cowley (and surrounding area), and the Hamlet of Lundbreck 
(and surrounding area). Additionally, incomes depicted in the Taxfiler data are derived from the 
sum of all filed tax returns (approximately 60%) whereas incomes depicted in the Census of 
Population data are derived from individual household statements (unverified) made by the 20% 
of households who completed the long questionnaire. Taxfiler data is, therefore, deemed to be 
more accurate. 
 
According to this data, the median income for all household types living in the Pincher Creek 
Foundation’s service/catchment area increased between 2001 and 2006. Specifically:  
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� In the Town of Pincher Creek: 

� The median income of couple families increased by 29.0%; 

� The median income of lone-parent families increased by 50.2%; and 

� The median income of non-family persons (singles) increased by 28.0%. 

� In the Hamlet of Lundbreck: 

� The median income of couple families increased by 38.0%; and 

� The median income of non-family persons (singles) increased by 59.9%. 

� NOTE: there is insufficient data to evaluate changing median incomes among 
lone-parent families. 

� In the Village of Cowley: 

� The median income of couple families increased by 39.1%; and  

� The median income of non-family persons (singles) increased by 38.7%. 

� NOTE: there is insufficient data to evaluate changing median incomes among 
lone-parent families. 

 
Despite these significant increases in median incomes, households within the Pincher Creek 
Foundation’s service/catchment area, for the most part, continue to earn incomes below 
Provincial medians (all except lone-parent families in the Hamlet of Lundbreck whose median 
household income in 2006 was $42,900 compared to $37,500 Province-wide). This can have 
important implications for housing affordability if the cost of housing in the Pincher Creek area is 
comparable with Provincial averages (to be discussed in the next chapter) yet the incomes local 
residents are earning are significantly lower than Provincial averages.  
 
Figure 3 (next page) compares median household incomes by household type in 2006 for the 
Town of Pincher Creek, the Hamlet of Lundbreck and the Village of Cowley compared to the 
Province based on Taxfiler data. The data presented in this manner shows the degree to which 
median household incomes for all household types compare to those across the Province as a 
whole.  
 
Table 11 (following page) provides a more detailed look at the distribution of household incomes 
by type in 2006 based on Taxfiler data. This table shows that there is a wide spread of incomes 
among couple families, lone-parent families and single individuals alike. For example: 
 

� In the Town of Pincher Creek, the majority of couple families appear to be earning 
incomes at or above $60,000 while the majority of single individuals appear to be 
earning incomes at or below $25,000 and lone-parent families’ incomes appear to be 
more evenly distributed; 

� In the Hamlet of Lundbreck, the majority of couple families appear to be earning 
incomes at or above $60,000 while the majority of lone-parent families appear to be 
earning incomes less than $40,000 and the majority of single individuals appear to be 
earning incomes at or below $50,000  

� In the Village of Cowley, the majority of couple families appear to be earning incomes 
at or above $60,000 while the majority of single individuals appear to be earning 
incomes at or below $45,000 and no data is available for lone-parent families. 
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Figure 3: Comparison of 2006 Median Household Incomes for the Town of Pincher Creek, the 
Hamlet of Lundbreck and the Village of Cowley to the Province of Alberta 

(Statistics Canada 2006 Taxfiler Data) 
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Data Source:  
Statistics Canada Small Area and Data Division (Taxfiler Data) 2006 Tax Year 

Legend: 
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Table 11: Detailed Household Incomes by Household Type for the Town of Pincher Creek, the 
Hamlet of Lundbreck and the Village of Cowley (Statistics Canada 2006 Taxfiler Data) 
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Family Income Couple Lone-Parent Non-Family Total 

Town of Pincher Creek 

$0 - $9,999 30 2.0% 10 4.5% 60 8.8% 100 4.2% 
$10,000 - $14,999 20 1.4% 10 4.5% 50 7.4% 80 3.4% 
$15,000 - $19,999 30 2.0% 20 9.1% 120 17.6% 170 7.1% 
$20,000 - $24,999 30 2.0% 30 13.6% 100 14.7% 160 6.7% 
$25,000 - $29,999 70 4.7% 20 9.1% 50 7.4% 140 5.9% 

$30,000 - $34,999 90 6.1% 20 9.1% 60 8.8% 170 7.1% 
$35,000 - $39,999 70 4.7% 20 9.1% 40 5.9% 130 5.5% 
$40,000 - $44,999 70 4.7% 20 9.1% 40 5.9% 130 5.5% 
$45,000 - $49,999 70 4.7% 0 0.0% 30 4.4% 100 4.2% 

$50,000 - $59,999 140 9.5% 20 9.1% 40 5.9% 200 8.4% 
$60,000 - $74,999 210 14.2% 20 9.1% 40 5.9% 270 11.3% 
$75,000 - $99,999 250 16.9% 30 13.6% 30 4.4% 310 13.0% 

$100,000+ 400 27.0% 0 0.0% 20 2.9% 420 17.6% 

Total 1,480 100.0% 220 100.0% 680 100.0% 2,380 100.0% 

Hamlet of Lundbreck 

$0 - $9,999 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
$10,000 - $14,999 10 5.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 10 3.7% 
$15,000 - $19,999 0 0.0% 10 33.3% 20 28.6% 30 11.1% 
$20,000 - $24,999 10 5.9% 0 0.0% 10 14.3% 20 7.4% 
$25,000 - $29,999 20 11.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 20 7.4% 

$30,000 - $34,999 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 10 14.3% 10 3.7% 
$35,000 - $39,999 10 5.9% 20 66.7% 10 14.3% 40 14.8% 
$40,000 - $44,999 10 5.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 10 3.7% 
$45,000 - $49,999 10 5.9% 0 0.0% 20 28.6% 30 11.1% 

$50,000 - $59,999 10 5.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 10 3.7% 
$60,000 - $74,999 20 11.8% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 20 7.4% 
$75,000 - $99,999 30 17.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 30 11.1% 

$100,000+ 40 23.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 40 14.8% 

Total 170 100.0% 30 100.0% 70 100.0% 270 100.0% 

Village of Cowley 

$0 - $9,999 0 0.0% 0 N/A 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
$10,000 - $14,999 0 0.0% 0 N/A 10 16.7% 10 5.9% 
$15,000 - $19,999 0 0.0% 0 N/A 20 33.3% 20 11.8% 
$20,000 - $24,999 0 0.0% 0 N/A 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 
$25,000 - $29,999 10 9.1% 0 N/A 0 0.0% 10 5.9% 

$30,000 - $34,999 10 9.1% 0 N/A 10 16.7% 20 11.8% 
$35,000 - $39,999 10 9.1% 0 N/A 0 0.0% 10 5.9% 
$40,000 - $44,999 10 9.1% 0 N/A 20 33.3% 30 17.6% 
$45,000 - $49,999 0 0.0% 0 N/A 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

$50,000 - $59,999 10 9.1% 0 N/A 0 0.0% 10 5.9% 
$60,000 - $74,999 20 18.2% 0 N/A 0 0.0% 20 11.8% 
$75,000 - $99,999 20 18.2% 0 N/A 0 0.0% 20 11.8% 

$100,000+ 20 18.2% 0 N/A 0 0.0% 20 11.8% 

Total 110 100.0% 0 N/A 60 100.0% 170 100.0% 
 

 Data Source:  
Statistics Canada Small Area and Data Division (Taxfiler Data) 2006 Tax Year 

NOTE: Data are subject to rounding and suppression and are derived using geographic boundaries that may not coincide 
with other data sets used in this study potentially resulting in discrepancies between the data presented here and data 

presented in other tables. 
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Figure 4 shows the same information as Table 11 above but in graphic format.  
 

Figure 4: 2006 Distribution of Household Incomes in the Town of Pincher Creek, the Hamlet of 
Lundbreck and the Village of Cowley (Statistics Canada 2006 Taxfiler Data) 
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Data Source: 
Statistics Canada Small Area and Data Division (Taxfiler Data) 2001 Tax Year 

NOTE: Data are subject to rounding and suppression and are derived using geographic boundaries that may not coincide with 
other data sets used in this study potentially resulting in discrepancies between the data presented here and data presented in 

other tables 
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Based on the observed peaks and valleys shown in the figure, the Town of Pincher Creek 
appears to have a large percentage of relatively affluent households earning $60,000 and above 
while the income profiles among residents living in the Hamlet of Lundbreck and the Village of 
Cowley appear to be more evenly distributed. However, this income information may be 
somewhat deceiving. In Figure 4 above, the lower income ranges are arranged around a $5,000 
spread (e.g., the difference between $25,000 and $25,999) whereas the higher income ranges 
are arranged around larger spreads (e.g., $75,000 to $99,999 and $100,000+). Figure 5 shows 
the same data as presented in Figure 4 above but organized into income quintiles of $25,000.  
 
 

Figure 5: 2001 Distribution of Household Incomes by Quintile in the Town of Pincher Creek, the 
Hamlet of Lundbreck and the Village of Cowley Compared to. the Province of Alberta  

(Statistics Canada 2006 Taxfiler Data) 
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According to this figure, the highest percentage of households in each of the three communities 
were earning incomes between $25,000 and $50,000 in 2006 while the highest percentage  of 
households across the Province were earning incomes of $100,000 or more. What this data 
shows is that incomes throughout the region are generally lower than Provincial averages and 
that despite a number of households earning substantial incomes, the majority of households 
within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area are earning low to modest 
incomes. It also shows that there are significantly more households (as a percentage of the total) 
living in the smaller rural areas of the region (e.g., in and around the Hamlet of Lundbreck and 
the Village of Cowley) earning low to modest incomes than in and around the Town of Pincher 
Creek.  
 
3.5 Household Income Projections 
 
There are too many factors and variables involved that could influence future income profiles in 
the region (e.g., changes to minimum wages, in-migration of higher-income empty-nesters and 
early retirees, regional and provincial economic shifts, etc.). Additionally, there is insufficient 
income data for the region to identify or evaluate long-term trends (i.e., the data does no go back 
far enough in time). Furthermore, as has already been seen, a major expansion or retraction of 
existing oil and gas activities in the area can have a dramatic impact on incomes and population 
growth in the region. As such, reasonable projections in terms of future income profiles for the 
region cannot be developed at this time.   
 
3.6 Incidences of Poverty 
 
Taxfiler data also provides a look at incidences of poverty within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s 
service/catchment area with data on the number of households receiving Social Assistance as 
well as the number of households earning incomes at or below the Before-Tax Low Income 
Measures (LIMs).  
 
Table 12 (next page) shows the percentage of households in the area by type receiving Social 
Assistance both in 2001 and in 2006. Based on this data, the overall percentage of households 
receiving Social Assistance throughout the region has declined between 2001 and 2006 
suggesting an overall decline in poverty rates.  
 
However, this may not be true for all household types. For example, while the percentage of all 
households receiving Social Assistance declined by 1.5% in the Town of Pincher Creek and 
area, both the number and percentage of couple families receiving Social Assistance increased 
by 12.0% between 2001 and 2006 (an increase of approximately 20 families). Conversely, the 
actual number of lone-parent families and single individuals receiving Social Assistance declined 
during that same period. While data suppression makes a detailed comparison difficult for 
Cowley, poverty rates in terms of the actual number of households appears to have remained 
stable. In the Lundbreck area, while the overall percentage of households receiving Social 
Assistance declined by 7.4% between 2001 and 2006, the actual number of households 
increased (due to an increase in the total number of households living in the area). Once again, 
data suppression and rounding is a factor in these figures.  
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Table 12: Percentage of Households by Type in the Pincher Creek Foundation’s 
Service/Catchment Area Receiving Social Assistance (2001 and 2006 Taxfiler Data) 

 

Household 2001   2006   % Change  
Characteristics Est. #  Total % Est. #  Total % (2001-2006) 

Town of Pincher Creek        

Couple Families 140 1,450 9.7% 160 1,480 10.8% 12.0% 
Lone-Parent Families 70 280 25.0% 60 230 26.1% 4.3% 
Non-Family Persons 230 670 34.3% 220 680 32.4% -5.8% 

Total All Households 440 2,400 18.3% 430 2,380 18.1% -1.5% 

Village of Cowley        

Couple Families 0 120 0.0% 20 120 16.7% N/A 
Lone-Parent Families 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A N/A 
Non-Family Persons 20 60 33.3% 20 60 33.3% 0.0% 

Total All Households 40 190 21.1% 40 190 21.1% 0.0% 

Hamlet of Lundbreck        

Couple Families 20 140 14.3% 20 170 11.8% -17.6% 
Lone-Parent Families 0 20 0.0% 0 30 0.0% N/A 
Non-Family Persons 20 50 40.0% 20 80 25.0% -37.5% 

Total All Households 40 200 20.0% 50 270 18.5% -7.4% 

Province of Alberta        

Couple Families 53,880 711,600 7.6% 58,060 800,750 7.3% -4.2% 
Lone-Parent Families 30,560 130,410 23.4% 27,380 134,040 20.4% -12.8% 
Non-Family Persons 93,310 453,330 20.6% 99,940 518,620 19.3% -6.4% 

Total All Households 177,750 1,295,340 13.7% 185,380 1,453,410 12.8% -7.1% 
 

Data Source:  
Statistics Canada Small Area and Data Division (Taxfiler Data) 2001 and 2006 Tax Years 

NOTE: Data are subject to rounding and suppression and are derived using geographic boundaries that may not 
coincide with other data sets used in this study potentially resulting in discrepancies between the data presented here 

and data presented in other tables. 

 
 
Seniors have also seen improvements in terms of actual numbers receiving Social Assistance. 
For example, between 2001 and 2006, the estimated number of seniors receiving Social 
Assistance declined from 40 to 30 in the Cowley area (a 25.0% decline in real numbers) and 
from 50 to 40 in the Lundbreck area (a 20.0% decline in real numbers). In the Picher Creek 
area, the total number of seniors receiving Social Assistance remained stable at 360 individuals. 
As a result, the total number of seniors living in the Pincher Creek Foundation’s 
service/catchment area receiving Social Assistance declined from an estimated 450 individuals 
in 2001 to an estimated 430 individuals in 2006 (a 4.4% decline in real numbers). 
 
Table 13 (next page) shows the percentage of households by type in the Pincher Creek 
Foundation’s service/catchment area earning incomes at or below the Before-Tax Low Income 
Measures (LIMs). According to Statistics Canada:  
 

“…the LIM is a fixed percentage (50%) of median adjusted family income, where 
“adjusted” indicates that family needs are taken into account. Adjustment for family 
sizes reflects the fact that a family’s needs increase as the number of members 
increases. Most would agree that a family of five has greater needs than a family of 
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two. Similarly, the LIM allows for the fact that it costs more to feed a family of five 
adults than a family of two adults and three children.”10  

 
 

Table 13: Percentage of Households by Type in the Pincher Creek Foundation’s 
Service/Catchment Area Earning Incomes at or Below the Before-Tax Low Income Measures (LIMs) 

(2001 and 2006 Taxfiler Data) 
 

 

Household 2001   2006   % Change  
Characteristics Est. #  Total % Est. #  Total % (2001-2006) 

Town of Pincher Creek        

Couple Families 150 1,450 10.3% 120 1,480 8.1% -21.6% 
Lone-Parent Families 140 280 50.0% 90 230 39.1% -21.7% 
Non-Family Persons 150 670 22.4% 120 680 17.6% -21.2% 

Total All Households 430 2,400 17.9% 330 2,380 13.9% -22.6% 

Village of Cowley        

Couple Families 20 120 16.7% 0 120 0.0% -100.0% 
Lone-Parent Families 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A N/A 
Non-Family Persons 20 60 33.3% 0 60 0.0% -100.0% 

Total All Households 40 190 21.1% 20 190 10.5% -50.0% 

Hamlet of Lundbreck        

Couple Families 20 140 14.3% 20 170 11.8% -17.6% 
Lone-Parent Families 0 20 0.0% 0 30 0.0% N/A 
Non-Family Persons 0 50 0.0% 0 80 0.0% N/A 

Total All Households 40 200 20.0% 40 270 14.8% -25.9% 

Province of Alberta        

Couple Families 60,700 711,600 8.5% 55,610 800,750 6.9% -18.6% 
Lone-Parent Families 51,770 130,410 39.7% 45,530 134,040 34.0% -14.4% 
Non-Family Persons 114,300 453,330 25.2% 109,050 518,620 21.0% -16.6% 

Total All Households 226,760 1,295,340 17.5% 210,180 1,453,410 14.5% -17.4% 
 

Data Source:  
Statistics Canada Small Area and Data Division (Taxfiler Data) 2001 and 2006 Tax Years 

NOTE: Data are subject to rounding and suppression and are derived using geographic boundaries that may not 
coincide with other data sets used in this study potentially resulting in discrepancies between the data presented here 

and data presented in other tables. 

 
 
This data shows more significant declines in poverty levels for all household types in both the 
area surrounding the Town of Pincher Creek and the Cowley area. Between 2001 and 2006, the 
percentage of all households in Pincher Creek earning incomes at or below the Before-Tax LIMs 
declined by 22.6% while the total number of households in the Cowley area earning incomes at 
or below the Before-Tax LIMs declined by 50.0%. In the Lundbreck area, the total percentage of 
households earning incomes at or below the Before-Tax LIMs declined by 25.9% even though 
the actual number of households remained the same. As with the Social Assistance figures 
presented above, the overall increase in the number of households living in the Lundbreck area 
combined with data suppression and rounding may be a factor in these figures.  

                                                           
10

 Statistics Canada Income Statistics Division (May 2007) Low Income Cut-offs for 2006 and Low Income Measures 
for 2005, Catalogue no. 75F0002MIE — No. 004, page 11. 
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Some of these improvements (i.e., declines in poverty rates) may be related to increases in the 
minimum wage. For example, on September 1, 2005, minimum wage in Alberta increased 
increase from $5.90 per hour (set in October 1999) to $7.00 per hour. This represents an 
increase of 18.6%. As a result, the income profiles shown above for 2001 include minimum-
wage-workers earning $5.90 per hour while the income profiles shown above for 2006 include 
minimum-wage-workers earning $7.00 per hour.  
 
It is unclear to what degree these increases in minimum wage may have benefited seniors since 
the Taxfiler data does not provide sufficient detail to estimate the number of seniors who may be 
working in minimum wage jobs either to supplement their pensions (i.e., in an attempt to make 
ends meet) or to increase their opportunities to socialize and be productive in their retirement 
years. However, Taxfiler data does indicate that in 2001, an estimated 160 seniors ages 65 and 
over living in the Pincher Creek area earned income from wages, salaries or commissions. By 
2006, that number had declined to 120 senior individuals (a 25.0% decline in real numbers). 
Similar data for the Cowley and Lundbreck areas are not available (most likely due to data 
suppression).  
 
On April 1, 2008, Alberta’s minimum wage increased again to $8.40 per hour for most 
employees, $336 per week for salespersons and professionals and $1,601 for domestic 
employees. These more recent increases are not reflected in the data presented in this report as 
they occurred after the 2006 tax year. However, it does suggest that overall poverty rates in the 
Pincher Creek area will likely have continued to improve since 2006.  
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Chapter 4 
 

 
Housing Supply Analysis 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.1 Introduction 
 
The range of available housing types in a community can be defined in three ways: 
 

1. Market housing: rental and ownership housing available on the open market;  

2. Near-market housing: rental and ownership housing targeted specifically to low- 
and moderate-income households in the community and often made more affordable 
through the combined efforts of and partnerships between local non-profits, the 
private sector and government; and  

3. Non-market housing: supportive/transitional housing and emergency shelters in 
which residents’ housing and related services are fully subsidized through 
government and social programs. 

 
This chapter looks at the existing supply of housing in all three categories currently available in 
the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area in order to determine how closely that 
supply meets the needs of the region’s permanent population. The analysis uses a combination 
of data sources, including: 
 

� Statistics Canada Census of Population data (1996, 2001 and 2006); 

� The 2008 Alberta Apartment Vacancy and Rental Cost Survey conducted by Alberta 
Housing and Urban Affairs; and 

� Multiple List Service (MLS) housing sales data summarized by the Calgary Real Estate 
Board.  
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4.2 Housing Tenure in the Pincher Creek Foundation’s Service/Catchment Area 
 
Statistics Canada Census data provides an account of the total number of private occupied 
dwellings within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area that are owned versus 
rented for the years 1996, 2001 and 2006 (Table 14).  
 
 
Table 14: Owned vs. Rented Dwelling Characteristics for the Town of Pincher Creek, the Village of 

Cowley and the MD of Pincher Creek Compared to the Province of Alberta 
(Statistics Canada 1996, 2001 and 2006 Census of Population Data)  

 

Type of Dwellings 1996 2001 2006 % Change 

Town of Pincher Creek N
o.

 % N
o.

 % N
o.

 % N
o.

 % 

Total Owned 1,075 77.6% 1,140 78.4% 1,205 82.0% 12.1% 5.6% 

Total Rented 310 22.4% 315 21.6% 270 18.4% -12.9% -17.9% 

Total Dwellings 1,385 100.0% 1,455 100.0% 1,470 100.3% 6.1% 0.3% 

Village of Cowley N
o.

 % N
o.

 % N
o.

 % N
o.

 % 

Total Owned 85 85.0% 70 70.0% 80 80.0% -5.9% -5.9% 

Total Rented 15 15.0% 35 35.0% 15 15.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Total Dwellings 100 100.0% 100 105.0% 100 95.0% 0.0% -5.0% 

MD of Pincher Creek N
o.

 % N
o.

 % N
o.

 % N
o.

 % 

Total Owned 870 85.7% 970 87.8% 990 85.7% 13.8% 0.0% 

Total Rented 145 14.3% 140 12.7% 165 14.3% 13.8% 0.0% 

Total Dwellings 1,015 100.0% 1,105 100.5% 1,155 100.0% 13.8% 0.0% 

Province of Alberta N
o.

 % N
o.

 % N
o.

 % N
o.

 % 

Total Owned 664,165 67.8% 777,480 70.4% 917,905 73.1% 38.2% 7.7% 

Total Rented 310,300 31.7% 319,090 28.9% 330,275 26.3% 6.4% -17.0% 

Total Dwellings 979,175 99.5% 1,104,100 99.3% 1,256,200 99.4% 28.3% -0.2% 
 

Data Sources:  
Statistics Canada 1996, 2001 and 2006 Censuses of Population 

NOTE: Data are subject to rounding and suppression and are derived using geographic boundaries that may not 
coincide with other data sets used in this study potentially resulting in discrepancies between the data presented here 

and data presented in other tables. 

 
 
According to this data, the majority of homes within the region are owner-occupied – which is 
consistent with most communities across the province.11 In 2006, an estimated 82.0% of homes 
within the Town of Pincher Creek were owned compared to 80.0% in the Village of Cowley and 
85.7% in the MD of Pincher Creek (the Provincial average in 2006 was 73.1%). Ownership rates 
appear to be increasing over time in the Town of Pincher Creek while declining over time in the 
Village of Cowley. However, data suppression and rounding make it difficult to draw clear 
conclusions for the Village. In the MD of Pincher Creek, ownership rates appear to be remaining 
relatively constant.  
 
An important dynamic to note is the correlation between population change and the number of 
housing units in each community. According to Statistics Canada Census of Population, 

                                                           
11

 Appendix A: Comparison of Homeownership vs. Rental vs. Homeownership for Communities Throughout Alberta 
provides a comparison of rental to homeownership rates in a variety of communities across the province.  
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between 1996 and 2006, the Province-wide population increased by 22.0% while the total 
number of homes increased by 28.3%. In comparison: 
 

� The population of the Town of Pincher Creek declined by 0.9% yet the total number of 
homes increased by 6.1%; 

� The population of the Village of Cowley declined by 19.8% yet the total. number of 
homes remained the same; 

� The population of the MD of Pincher Creek increased by 4.3% while the number of 
homes increased by 13.8%; and 

 
A number of factors could explain the significant differences between the overall Provincial trend 
and local trends, including possible errors in the Statistics Canada Census of Population data, a 
significant increase in the region’s recreational/investment home market compared to Province-
wide trends; and/or significant differences in the degree to which average household size is 
declining over time in the region compared to the Province as a hole.  
 
Table 15 shows the estimated number and percentage of homes in the region that are occupied 
by permanent residents compared to non-permanent (or seasonal) residents based on 2001 and 
2006 Statistics Canada Census of Population data.  
 
 
Table 15: 2006 Permanent vs. Seasonal Homeownership in the Town of Pincher Creek, the Village 

of Cowley and the MD of Pincher Creek Compared to the Province of Alberta 
(Statistics Canada 2001 and 2006 Census of Population Data)  

 

Dwelling Occupancy Status 2001 2006 

Town of Pincher Creek N
o.

 % N
o.

 % 

Total Private Dwellings 1,513 100.0% 1,504 100.0% 

Total Private Households* 1,455 96.2% 1,455 96.7% 

Est. N
o.

 of Dwellings Occupied by Non-Permanent Residents 58 3.8% 49 3.3% 

Village of Cowley N
o.

 % N
o.

 % 

Total Private Dwellings 116 100.0% 103 100.0% 

Total Private Households* 0 N/A 98 95.1% 

Est. N
o.

 of Dwellings Occupied by Non-Permanent Residents N/A N/A 5 4.9% 

MD of Pincher Creek N
o.

 % N
o.

 % 

Total Private Dwellings 1,461 100.0% 1,536 100.0% 

Total Private Households* 1,110 76.0% 1,157 75.3% 

Est. N
o.

 of Dwellings Occupied by Non-Permanent Residents 351 24.0% 379 24.7% 

Province of Alberta N
o.

 % N
o.

 % 

Total Private Dwellings 1,171,841 100.0% 1,335,745 100.0% 

Total Private Households* 1,104,100 94.2% 1,256,192 94.0% 

Est. N
o.

 of Dwellings Occupied by Non-Permanent Residents 67,741 5.8% 79,553 6.0% 

 
Data Source:  

Statistics Canada 2006 Census of Population 
* For the 2006 Census of Population, Statistics Canada uses the terms “Total Private Dwellings” and “Private 

Dwellings Occupied by Usual Residents”  
NOTE: Data are subject to rounding and suppression and are derived using geographic boundaries that may not 

coincide with other data sets used in this study potentially resulting in discrepancies between the data presented here 
and data presented in other tables. 
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This data suggests that seasonal or non-permanent homeownership is remaining relatively 
stable over time yet is most prevalent in the MD of Pincher Creek when compared to the Town 
of Pincher Creek, the Village of Cowley and even the Province as a whole. Approximately one-
quarter or the homes located within the MD are not owned or occupied by permanent residents 
compared to an estimated 3.3% of homes in the Town of Pincher Creek and an estimated 4.9% 
of homes in the Village of Cowley (the Provincial average is an estimated 6.0%).  
 
4.3 Housing Diversity in the Pincher Creek Foundation’s Service/Catchment 

Area 
 
In addition to both rental and owner-occupied homes, communities within the Pincher Creek 
Foundation’s service/catchment area offer a moderately diversified supply of housing in terms of 
dwelling types which varies from community to community. For example, Table 16 presents 
2006 housing data for Town of Pincher Creek, the Village of Cowley, the MD of Pincher Creek 
and the Province as a whole based on 2006 Census of Population data. It should be noted, 
however, that Statistics Canada based its percentage figures on the total number of private 
dwellings occupied by permanent residents rather than the total number of private dwellings in 
the community.  
 
 

Table 16: 2006 Dwelling Characteristics for the Town of Pincher Creek, the Village of Cowley and 
the MD of Pincher Creek Compared to the Province of Alberta  

(Statistics Canada 2006 Census of Population Data)  
 

Dwelling Type (Private Dwellings Town of Pincher Creek Village of Cowley MD Pincher Creek Province of Alberta 

Occupied by Usual Residents) % Est. # % Est. # % Est. # % Est. # 

Single-Detached Houses 82.7% 1,216 60.0% 60 90.9% 1,050 63.4% 796,431 

Semi-Detached Houses 1.0% 15 0.0% 0 0.9% 10 4.8% 60,298 

Row Houses (e.g., Townhouse) 5.1% 75 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 7.0% 87,934 

Apartments, Duplex 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.9% 10 2.6% 32,661 

Apartments in Buildings < 5 Storeys 3.4% 50 10.0% 10 0.0% 0 14.7% 184,661 

Apartments in Buildings ≥ 5 Storeys 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 4.4% 55,273 

Other Dwellings * 7.8% 115 35.0% 35 7.8% 90 3.1% 38,942 

Total Private Dwellings 100.0% 1,470 105.0% 100 100.5% 1,155 100.0% 1,256,200 

 
Data Source:  

Statistics Canada 2006 Census of Population 
NOTE: Data are subject to rounding and suppression and are derived using geographic boundaries that may not 

coincide with other data sets used in this study potentially resulting in discrepancies between the data presented here 
and data presented in other tables 

 
 
According to this data, an estimated 82.7% of homes within the Town of Pincher Creek were 
single-detached houses in 2006 (an estimated 1,470 homes) followed by “other dwellings” – 
presumably a combination of mobile/manufactured homes and residential suites within 
commercial buildings12 (7.8% or 115 homes) and then row houses (5.1% or 75 homes). The 
Town also had an estimated 50 apartment units (3.4% of the total housing stock) and 15 semi-
detached dwellings representing 1.0% of the community’s total dwelling units. In comparison, 
60.0% of homes in the Village of Cowley were single detached in 2006 (an estimated 60 homes) 
                                                           
12

 According to Statistics Canada “other dwellings” include “other single attached houses and movable dwellings such 
as mobile homes and other movable dwellings such as houseboats and railroad cars.” 
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while 35.0% were “other dwellings” (an estimated 35 homes) and 10.0% were low-rise 
apartment units (an estimated 10 units). Housing is even less diversified within the MD – owing 
to the predominantly rural and agricultural character of the MD compared to the Town and 
Village. In 2006, an estimated 90.9% of homes in the MD were single detached (approximately 
1,050 homes), 7.8% were “other dwellings” (approximately 90 homes), 0.9% were semi-
detached homes (an estimated 10 homes) and 0.9% were duplex apartment homes (an 
additional 10 homes). Figure 6 presents this same data but in graphic form and compared to 
Provincial averages. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6: 2006 Dwelling Types for the Town of Pincher Creek, the Village of Cowley and the MD of 
Pincher Creek Compared to the Province of Alberta (Statistics Canada 2006 Census of Population Data)  
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This data suggests that the region may be lacking sufficient diversity in terms of its housing mix 
(i.e., range of housing opportunities and choices) in order to meet the varied needs of its 
permanent population based on household income, household type or size, life cycle and 
housing preferences (e.g., while some people consider single-detached houses as the ideal – 
greatly influencing the overall housing market – others may prefer other higher-density forms of 
housing such as townhouses and apartment-style condominiums with smaller yards and less 
maintenance). Furthermore, as seasonal homeownership increases in the region, higher density 
townhouse- and apartment-style condominiums may provide more appropriate housing options 
given that security and property maintenance is often provided as part of the condominium fees.  
 
4.4 Market Values and Housing Costs for Ownership Homes Within the Pincher 

Creek Foundation’s Service/Catchment Area 
 
As mentioned in section 4.2 above, the vast majority of homes within each community of the 
Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area are owned according to Statistics Canada 
Census of Population data – ranging in 2006 from 80.0% in the Village of Cowley to 85.7% in 
the MD of Pincher Creek.  
 
Table 17 presents data from the 1996, 2001 and 2006 Census depicting estimated average 
dwelling values13 in the Town of Pincher Creek, the Village of Cowley and the MD of Pincher 
Creek compared to the Province of Alberta. This data indicates that average dwelling values 
have more than doubled in the Village of Cowley and almost tripled in the MD of Pincher Creek 
between 1996 and 2006 while average dwelling values in the Town of Pincher Creek increased 
by an estimated 67.5%. In comparison, average dwelling values across the Province increased 
by 131.4% between 1996 and 2006. 
 
 
Table 17: Average Dwelling Values for Homes in the Town of Pincher Creek, the Village of Cowley 

and the MD of Pincher Creek Compared to the Province of Alberta 
(Statistics Canada 1996, 2001 and 2006 Census of Population Data) 

 

Characteristics 
Town of 

Pincher Creek 
Village of 
Cowley 

MD of Pincher 
Creek 

Province of 
Alberta 

Average Dwelling Value (1996) $76,988 $45,813 $106,033 $126,979 

Average Dwelling Value (2001) $94,560 $53,396 $155,368 $159,698 

Average Dwelling Value (2006) $128,949 
1
 $94,000 

1
 $303,917 

1
 $293,811 

1
 

Percent Change (1996 – 2006) 67.5% 105.2% 186.6% 131.4% 

Percent Change (2001 – 2006) 36.4% 76.0% 95.6% 84.0% 

 
Data Sources:  

Statistics Canada 1996, 2001 and 2006 Censuses of Population 
1
 2006 data represents average values for owned dwellings only and does not include farm or on-Reserve dwellings.  
NOTE: Data are subject to rounding and suppression and are derived using geographic boundaries that may not 

coincide with other data sets used in this study potentially resulting in discrepancies between the data presented here 
and data presented in other tables. 

 
 

                                                           
13

 These values are based on the 20% sample of households answering the long Census questionnaire on which 
households are asked to estimate what they believe to be the price that they could get for their home should they sell 
it and, therefore, may not represent an accurate estimate of the average actual market value for homes in the 
community.  
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As mentioned in the previous chapter, median income levels for most household types I the 
region remain below Provincial averages – which could have implications for housing 
affordability. The data shown in Table 17 indicates that average housing prices in the Town of 
Pincher Creek and the Village of Cowley remain significantly lower then Provincial averages 
while average housing prices in the MD of Pincher Creek have become slightly higher than 
Provincial averages. Should this data be an accurate reflection of current housing markets 
across the region, it suggests that overall housing affordability may not be a significant issue for 
the majority of households.  
 
With average dwelling values increasing, it is expected that average monthly housing costs (e.g., 
mortgage payments, property taxes and utility costs) would also be increasing in the region. 
However, this does not appear to be the case. Table 18 shows that while monthly housing costs 
for homeowners Province-wide appears to have increased by an estimated 16.1% between 
2001 and 2006, monthly housing costs for homeowners living within the Pincher Creek 
Foundation’s service/catchment area appear to have decreased. 
 
 
Table 18: Average Housing Costs for Owner-Occupied Dwellings in the Town of Pincher Creek, the 

Village of Cowley and the MD of Pincher Creek Compared to the Province of Alberta 
(Statistics Canada 2001 and 2006 Census of Population Data) 

 

Housing Costs 2001 (“Average”) 2006 (“Median”) % Change 

Town of Pincher Creek 

Number of Owned Dwellings 1,140  
1
 1,205  

1
 5.7% 

Monthly Payments (Owner-Occupied Dwellings) $602 $536 -11.0% 
2
 

Village of Cowley 

Number of Owned Dwellings 70  
1
 80  

1
 14.3% 

Monthly Payments (Owner-Occupied Dwellings) $369 $0 * N/A * 

MD of Pincher Creek 

Number of Owned Dwellings 620  
1
 990  

1
 59.7% 

Monthly Payments (Owner-Occupied Dwellings) $789 $442 -44.0% 
2
 

Province of Alberta 

Number of Owned Dwellings 736,065 
1
 917,905 

1
 24.7% 

Monthly Payments (Owner-Occupied Dwellings) $875 $1,016 16.1% 
2
 

 
Data Sources:  

Statistics Canada 2001 and 2006 Censuses of Population 
1
 Refers to non-Reserve and non-farm private dwellings 

2
 Median and average figures may not be directly comparable 

* Data not available due to suppression 
NOTE: Data are subject to rounding and suppression and are derived using geographic boundaries that may not 

coincide with other data sets used in this study potentially resulting in discrepancies between the data presented here 
and data presented in other tables. 

 
 
According to this data, average monthly housing costs for homeowners living in the MD of 
Pincher Creek declined by an estimated 11.0% between 2001 and 2006 while those costs 
declined by an estimated 44.0% for homeowners living in the Town of Pincher Creek – further 
indication that housing affordability may not be a significant issue in the region. (Due to data 
suppression, sufficient data is not available to provide observations for the Village of Cowley.) 
However, it should be noted that these observations may be based on a comparison of the 
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arithmetic mean average housing costs identified in the 2001 Census of Population data and 
median average housing costs identified in the 2006 Census of Population data – which may not 
be directly comparable – as it is unclear in the 2001 Census of Population data which “average” 
is being used.14  
 
It should also be noted that these figures (as well as the figures presented in Table 15 above) 
are based on the responses of 20% of local households responding to the Census of Population 
long questionnaire whereby residents are asked to calculate their ongoing housing costs and to 
estimate what price they would expect to receive should they choose to sell their home. What 
residents estimate their homes to be worth may not be an accurate reflection of actual market 
values – especially if market values in the region have escalated since 2006. 
 
Table 19, therefore, provides a summary of the annual average and median selling prices of 
homes in the MD of Pincher Creek between 2005 and June 2009 derived from MLS data 
published by the Calgary Real Estate Board. (Data is currently not available from the Calgary 
Real Estate Board for the Town of Pincher Creek or the Village of Cowley.)  
 
 

Table 19: Average and Median Home Sale Prices in the MD of Pincher Creek (December 2005 – 
June 30, 2009) Based on MLS Sales Data Summarized by the Calgary Real Estate Board 

 

Year Total Sales Average Sale Price Median Sale Price 

2005 5 $172,275 $175,000 

2006 1 $315,000 $315,000 

2007 4 $1,196,250 $370,000 

2008 2 $522,000 $420,000 

2009 (2
nd

 Quarter 2009) 3 $490,000 $430,000 

Percent Change  N/A 184.4% 145.7% 

 

Data Source: 
Calgary Real Estate Board 

 
 
Based on this information, housing prices have more than doubled in the past five years. For 
example, the average selling price of homes in the MD increased by 184.4% between 2005 and 
the second quarter of 2009 while the median selling price of homes (that price at which 50% of 
homes sold above that price and 50% of homes sold below that price) increased by 145.7%. 
 
However, since this data applies only to the MD of Pincher Creek, it may over-exaggerate actual 
housing prices across the region – particularly housing in the Town of Pincher Creek and the 
Village of Cowley. Table 20 (next page) shows the results of a survey of current online listings of 
homes for sale in the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area; providing a more 
current and detailed overview of housing prices in the area. This survey occurred on August 31, 
2009 – providing a one-day snapshot of homes for sale – and involved reviewing all homes 
listed for sale on Multiple List Service (MLS), WeList.com and Point2Homes.com.15  

                                                           
14

 The 2001 Census of Population data identifies “average gross monthly payments” while the 2006 Census of 
Population data identifies “median monthly payments”. Mean, median and mode are all terms that can be used 
interchangeably when expressing an “average” value yet each term carries with it important differences. The 2001 
Census of Population data does not specify which “average” is being used.  
15

 All of the identified listings were cross referenced between online sources to ensure that no individual listings were 
double-counted.  
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A total of 90 residential listings were identified through this survey. However, one listing 
consisted of a quarter section of land with a house and was being advertised as a prime 
recreational redevelopment opportunity and was, therefore, removed from the survey.  
 
 
Table 20: Current Average and Median Home List Prices (MLS, WeList.com and Point2Homes.com) 

in the Pincher Creek Service/Catchment Area (August 31, 2009)  
 

Characteristics N
o.

 Listings Average Median Range 

Country Residential (2+ acres) 7 $639,571 $650,000 $395,000 - $790,000 

Single Detached 66* $271,473 $269,000 $79,500 - $749,000 

Duplex 3 $230,000 $235,000 $220,000 - $235,000 

Row/Townhouse 6 $383,333 $445,000 $135,000 - $535,000 

Condominium Apartments 0 $0 $0 $0 

Mobile Home (Owned Land/City Lot) 1 $69,900 $69,900 $69,900 

Mobile Home (Rented Land/Mobile Home Park) 6 $31,767 $34,450 $9,900 - $49,900 

Total 89 $285,280 $254,500 $9,900 - $790,000 

 
Data Source: 

MLS.ca, WeList.com and Point2Homes.com – data subject to rounding 
* Includes one mobile home situated on a leased parcel at Castle Mountain listed at $375,000 

 
 
According to this survey, the average current list price of homes for sale in the Pincher Creek 
Foundation’s service/catchment area as of August 31, 2009 was approximately $285,280 while 
the median list price (that list price where 50% of homes for sale are above and 50% are below) 
was $254,500. The lowest priced home for sale (land included) at the time of the survey was 
$69,900 and consisted of a mobile home situated on its own lot in the Town of Pincher Creek. 
The lowest priced home overall was a mobile home on rented land located in the Lundbreck 
Mobile Home Park listed at $9,900.  
 
Assuming that actual sale prices were 94.5% of the list prices (the average sale to list price ratio 
for homes sold in the Pincher Creek area during the second quarter of 2009 as published by the 
Calgary Real Estate Board16), a household would have to earn an estimated annual income of 
$61,750 in order to purchase the average-priced home and an estimated $57,000 in order to 
purchase the median-priced home available for purchase in the area as of August 31, 2009. 
These income estimates are based on the following assumptions: 
 

� Actual Sale Price: 94.5% of List Price 

� Amortization: 35 years 

� Term: 5-year fixed-rate 

� Interest Rate: 4.42% (CIBC 5-Year Fixed-Rate “Better Than Posted Mortgage” as of 
September 10, 2009) 

� Downpayment: 5% 

� CMHC Mortgage Insurance: Yes 

� Mortgage Payments: Monthly 

� Est. Monthly Condo Fees or Mobile Home Pad Rental Fees (where applicable): $250 

                                                           
16

 http://www.creb.com/public/documents/statistics/2009/community/2nd%20qtr%2009%20Community%20TC%20PB.pdf 
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� Est. Monthly Heat: $150 

� Est. Annual Property Taxes: 1.0% of market value 

� Est. Other Monthly Expenses (e.g., credit cards and car loan): $450 max.  

 
Most first-time homebuyers earning than $50,000 would have found only ten (10) homes 
available for sale on August 31, 2009 that were within their price range based on the above 
assumptions. Only four (4) of those options would have included their own land (one mobile 
home and three half-duplex units) – the rest would have been mobile homes on rented land. 
According to Taxfiler data, 49.7% of households in the Town of Pincher Creek, 63.0% of 
households in the Hamlet of Lundbreck and 58.7% of households in the Village of Cowley 
earned incomes less than $50,000 in 2006 and would likely have difficulty as a first-time 
homebuyer purchasing an average- or median-priced home today unless they had significant 
savings to draw upon for a downpayment.  
 
Higher debt loads (e.g., credit card debt, car payments, etc.) would increase a household’s 
monthly payments and, therefore, either increase the income required or potentially lower the 
maximum mortgage that household could afford. Conversely, lower interest rates would result in 
lower monthly payments and, therefore, potentially increase the maximum mortgage that 
household could afford.  
 
Table 21 provides a more detailed summary of the estimated incomes required by first-time 
homebuyers seeking to purchase various types of housing currently available for sale in the 
area.  
 
Table 21: Current Average and Median Home List Prices (MLS, WeList.com and Point2Homes.com) 

in the Pincher Creek Service/Catchment Area (August 31, 2009) and the Estimated Incomes 
Required by First-Time Homebuyers  

 

Characteristics 
N

o.
 

Listings 
Average 
List Price 

Incomes 
Required 

Median 
List Price 

Incomes 
Required 

Country Residential (2+ acres) 7 $639,571 $128,250 $650,000 $130,250 

Single Detached 66* $271,473 $59,750 $269,000 $59,250 

Duplex 3 $230,000 $53,250 $235,000 $54,250 

Row/Townhouse 6 $383,333 $83,750** $445,000 $95,750** 

Condominium Apartments 0 $0 N/A $0 N/A 

Mobile Home (Owned Land/City Lot) 1 $69,900 $28,750 $69,900 $28,750 

Mobile Home (Rented Land/Mobile Home Park) 6 $31,767** $26,000** $34,450 $26,250** 

Total 89 $285,280 $61,750 $254,500 $57,000 

 
Data Source: 

MLS.ca, WeList.com and Point2Homes.com – data subject to rounding 
* Includes one mobile home situated on a leased parcel at Castle Mountain listed at $375,000 

** Home purchase requires ongoing additional condo or pad rental fees which increases the income required 
compared to other comparably priced homes that do not require ongoing condo fees or pad rental fees.  

 
 
According to this data, first-time homebuyers earning less than $30,000 would have no other 
option available to them than to purchase a mobile home located on rented land. Even first-time 
homebuyers earning less than $50,000 appear to have limited housing options available to 
them.  
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4.4.1 Market Housing – Ownership (Entry-Level) 
 
One standard measure of relative housing affordability in a community is the “entry-level” 
housing market. Entry-level housing is defined as the lowest 25% (lowest quartile) of homes for 
sale in the private housing market. For example, if there were 100 homes in the community for 
sale at a given point in time, the entry-level market would consist of the 25 lowest-priced homes 
available for purchase. Similarly, if there were only 40 homes for sale, the entry-level market 
would consist of the ten (10) lowest-priced homes.   
 
Of the 89 homes available for purchase in the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment 
area as of August 31, 2009, the entry-level market consisted of 22 homes ranging in list price 
from $9,900 for a mobile home on rented land located in Lundbreck and $189,000 for a single 
detached house located in the Town of Pincher Creek. Table 22 shows a summary of that entry-
level market.  
 
 
Table 22: The Entry Level Housing Market for the Pincher Creek Foundation’s Service/Catchment 

Area on August 31, 2009 (Based on MLS, WeList.com and Point2Homes.com List Data) 
 

Characteristics 
N

o.
 

Listings 
Lowest List 

Price 
Incomes 
Required 

Highest 
List Price 

Incomes 
Required 

Country Residential (2+ acres) 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Single Detached 14 $139,000 $39,500 $189,000 $47,000 

Duplex 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Row/Townhouse 1 $135,000 $42,500* $135,000 $42,500* 

Condominium Apartments 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Mobile Home (Owned Land/City Lot) 1 $69,900 $28,750 $69,900 $28,750 

Mobile Home (Rented Land/Mobile Home Park) 6 $9,900 $23,250 $49,900 $28,250 

Total 22 $9,900 $23,250 $189,000 $47,000 

 
Data Source: 

MLS.ca, WeList.com and Point2Homes.com – data subject to rounding 
* Home purchase requires ongoing additional condo or pad rental fees which increases the income required 

compared to other comparably priced homes that do not require ongoing condo fees or pad rental fees.  

 
 
Based on these entry-level price figures, a first-time homebuyer would have to earn between 
$23,250 and $47,000 in order to earn enough to quality for a mortgage to purchase an entry-
level home available for purchase within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area 
as of August 31, 2009 (based on the mortgage assumptions and estimated debt loads presented 
on page 47 and 48 above). A first-time homebuyer would need to earn:  
 

� Between $23,250 and $28,250 in order to purchase a mobile home on rented land;  

� An estimated $28,750 in order to purchase a mobile home situated on its own lot;  

� An estimated $42,500 in order to purchase a row/townhouse; and 

� Between $39,500 and $47,000 in order to purchase a single-detached home.  

 
According to this data, first-time homebuyers in the area earning less than $40,000 appear to 
have very few options available to them. These figures also suggest that homeownership for 
first-time homebuyers in the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area is likely to only 
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be affordable to dual income households, semi-professional households and households already 
established in their careers. First-time homebuyers earning less than $20,000 would not likely be 
able to afford even an entry-level-priced home without a sizeable downpayment or few other 
monthly loan payments (e.g., little to no credit card debt, car loans, student loans, etc.). 
Alternatively, a modest-income household would have to have already owned a home and be 
able to contribute substantial equity in order to purchase a home in the area. Entry-level 
homeownership does not appear to be affordable to many single individuals, lone-parents, 
people working in the retail and service industry, people on income assistance, or people 
starting their careers in entry-level professional positions attempting to enter the housing market 
for the first time.  
 
Figure 7 shows the distribution of homes in the entry-level market both by type and by location.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 7: Distribution of Entry-Level Homes in the Pincher Creek Foundation’s 
Service/Catchment Area by Type and by Location  
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Data Source:  
MLS.ca, WeList.com and Point2Homes.com – data subject to rounding 
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It is somewhat surprising to note that the vast majority of homes in the entry-level market consist 
of single-detached dwellings (63.6%) and are also located in the Town of Pincher Creek 
(68.2%). This is most likely due to the limited diversity of housing in the area (predominantly 
single-detached homes).  
 
It should also be noted that the incomes required to purchase a mobile home on rented land as 
presented above may be higher than what might actually be required. Anecdotal evidence 
suggests that individuals seeking to purchase a mobile home on rented land may actually be 
required to provide a 25% downpayment to purchase the dwelling as opposed to the 5% 
minimum downpayment required to purchase a home with a condominium or fee-simple title. 
While this would significantly increase the downpayment required to purchase the unit, it would 
also significantly reduce the ongoing mortgage costs and, therefore, the incomes required to 
obtain a mortgage. It should be noted, however, that man low- and modest-income households 
find it incredibly difficult to save up with a 5% downpayment let alone a 25% downpayment. 
Furthermore, communities across Alberta are experiencing the loss of mobile home parks as 
property developers seek to realize profits from the sale and redevelopment of those lands – 
making mobile home ownership on rented land (albeit generally more affordable) less secure in 
the long-term than other forms of housing.  
 
4.5 Housing Costs for Market Rental Units 
 
As shown in section 4.2 above, between 14.3% and 18.4% of homes within the Pincher Creek 
Foundation’s service/catchment area are available as market rental units as compared to 26.3% 
of homes Province-wide. The Town of Pincher Creek contains the highest percentage of the 
region’s rental units (18.4% or 270 units) while the MD of Pincher Creek contains the lowest 
percentage of rental units (14.3% or 165 units). An estimated 15.0% of homes (15 units) within 
the Village of Cowley were available as rental in 2006 according to Statistics Canada’s Census 
of Population.  
 
Table 23 (next page) shows that monthly housing costs for renters (e.g., monthly rent and other 
utility costs not included in tenants’ rents) both regionally and Province-wide appear to be 
increasing over time. For example, monthly housing costs for renters increased by an estimated 
11.9% Province-wide between 2001 and 2006 while those same costs increased by 6.9% 
among renters living in the MD of Pincher Creek and 32.6% for renters living in the Town of 
Pincher Creek. (Due to data suppression, sufficient data is not available to provide observations 
for the Village of Cowley.)  
 
It should be noted that, as with the homeowner housing cost data presented in Table 18 above, 
these observations may be based on a comparison of the arithmetic mean average housing 
costs identified in the 2001 Census of Population data and median average housing costs 
identified in the 2006 Census of Population data – which may not be directly comparable – as it 
is unclear in the 2001 Census of Population data which “average” is being used.17  
 

                                                           
17

 The 2001 Census of Population data identifies “average gross monthly payments” while the 2006 Census of 
Population data identifies “median monthly payments”. Mean, median and mode are all terms that can be used 
interchangeably when expressing an “average” value yet each term carries with it important differences. The 2001 
Census of Population data does not specify which “average” is being used.  
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Table 23: Average Housing Costs for Renter-Occupied Dwellings in the Town of Pincher Creek, the 
Village of Cowley and the MD of Pincher Creek Compared to the Province of Alberta 

(Statistics Canada 2001 and 2006 Census of Population Data) 
 

Housing Costs 2001 (Average) 2006 (Median) % Change 

Town of Pincher Creek 

Number of Rented Dwellings 315  
1
 270  

1
 -14.3% 

Monthly Payments (Renter-Occupied Dwellings) $594 $635 6.9% 
2
 

Village of Cowley 

Number of Rented Dwellings 35  
1
 15  

1
 -57.1% 

Monthly Payments (Renter-Occupied Dwellings) $575 $0 * N/A * 

MD of Pincher Creek 

Number of Rented Dwellings 120  
1
 165  

1
 37.5% 

Monthly Payments (Renter-Occupied Dwellings) $509 $675 32.6% 
2
 

Province of Alberta 

Number of Rented Dwellings 316,645  
1
 330,275  

1
 4.3% 

Monthly Payments (Renter-Occupied Dwellings) $674 $754 11.9% 
2
 

 
Data Sources:  

Statistics Canada 2001 and 2006 Censuses of Population 
1
 Refers to non-Reserve and non-farm private dwellings 

2
 Median and average figures may not be directly comparable 

* Data not available due to suppression 
NOTE: Data are subject to rounding and suppression and are derived using geographic boundaries that may not 

coincide with other data sets used in this study potentially resulting in discrepancies between the data presented here 
and data presented in other tables. 

 
 
Alberta Housing and Urban Affairs conducts an annual survey of rental housing in 63 
communities across the province with populations over 1,000 (the Alberta Apartment Vacancy 
and Rental Cost Survey), including the Town of Pincher Creek. The survey typically occurs 
during the months of June, July and August of each year and examines private, non-subsidized 
buildings containing four or more rental units to determine the average housing costs and 
availability of formal rental units within the community. In buildings that contain both subsidized 
and non-subsidized units, only the non-subsidized units were surveyed. In some communities, 
mixed commercial-residential developments that have fewer than four units are also included. 
The survey does not include rented single-family and semi-detached homes, basement 
apartments/suites or rented condominium units. The Alberta Housing and Urban Affairs 
survey also does not cover communities surveyed by Canada Mortgage and Housing 
Corporation (CMHC). 
 
Table 24 (next page) shows average rents and vacancy rates in 2008 for the Town of Pincher 
Creek identified by Alberta Housing and Urban Affairs.18 Neither the Village of Cowley nor the 
MD of Pincher Creek are included in Alberta Housing and Urban Affairs’ annual Alberta 
Apartment Vacancy and Rental Cost Survey and, therefore, detailed rental data for those 
communities are currently not available.  
 
 

                                                           
18

 Consultations with staff from Alberta Housing and Urban Affairs indicate that the results of the 2009 Alberta 
Apartment Vacancy and Rental Cost Survey will likely not be published until October/November of this year. 
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Table 24: 2008 Average Rents in the Town of Pincher Creek  
(2008 Alberta Apartment Vacancy and Rental Cost Survey) 

 

Unit Type 
# Units 

Surveyed 
Vacant  
Units 

2007 Average 
Rents 

2007 Rental 
Range 

Bachelor 0 0 (0.0%) $0 N/A 

One-Bedroom 7 1 (14.3%) $561 $500-$600 

Two-Bedrooms 67 0 (0.0%) $581 $400-$1,100 

Three-Bedrooms 10 0 (0.0%) $620 $475-$750 

Four+-Bedrooms 0 0 (0.0%) $0 N/A 

Total Units Surveyed* 84 (100.0%)*  1 (1.2%) N/A N/A 

 

Data Source: 
Alberta Housing and Urban Affairs 

*NOTE: At total of 84 units were identified by Alberta Housing and Urban Affairs as meeting the 2008 survey criteria. 
Of these 84 units identified, 84 units were accounted for in the 2008 survey representing a 100.0% response rate (the 

provincial average response rate for the 2008 survey was 97.6%).  

 
 
Based on this data, the current average monthly rent for a one-bedroom unit available in the 
Town of Pincher through the formal rental market is $561 while the current average rent for a 
two-bedroom unit is $581 and a three-bedroom unit is $620. There were no bachelor units or 
units with four or more bedrooms identified in the 2008 survey. Feedback from participants in a 
series of Key Person Interviews and Focus Group Meetings suggest that these figures are 
actually low and that the average rent for a one bedroom unit is currently $575 per month while 
the average rent for a two-bedroom unit is closer to $600-$625 and the average three-bedroom 
unit is currently renting for $800 to $1,000 per month. This includes units in both the formal and 
informal rental markets. It should also be noted that the figures presented in Table 24 above are 
based on the 2008 survey by Alberta Housing and Urban Affairs rather than the 2009 survey 
which was not yet published at the time of this study.  
 
Actual rents in the formal rental market vary greatly from the average. For example, monthly 
rents for one-bedroom units ranged from $500 to $600 according to the 2008 survey, monthly 
rents for two-bedroom units ranged from $400 to $1,100 and monthly rents for three-bedroom 
units ranged from $475 to $750. Although surprising at first glance, it is not uncommon for two-
bedroom units to rent for more than three-bedroom units. The main reason for this is that very 
few new rental developments include units with three or more bedrooms. The majority of these 
new developments consist almost exclusively of two- and one-bedroom units. As a result, many 
three-bedroom rental units available through the formal rental market are in older developments 
which may not have the amenities necessary to command the same level of rents as the newer 
developments.  
 
Table 25 (next page) shows historical data for the formal rental market in the Town of Pincher 
Creek between 2001 and 2008. During that period, average rents have increased for all unit 
sizes. Three-bedroom units underwent the smallest rate of increase (5.1%) between 2001 and 
2008 while one-bedroom units underwent the highest rate of increase (31.1%). Average rents for 
two-bedroom units were 26.6% higher in 2008 than they were in 2001. These increases may in 
part be due to declining vacancy rates – especially in recent years. For example, in 2005, the 
vacancy rate was 3.4%. However, by 2008, the vacancy rate had declined to 1.2% (the vacancy 
rate in 2007 was 0.0%). Vacancy rates in a healthy/stable rental market typically range between 
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2%-3%. At the time the 2008 survey was conducted, only one (1) vacant unit was identified in 
the community (a one-bedroom unit).  
 
 

Table 25: 2001 – 2008 Average Rents and Overall Vacancy Rates in the Town of Pincher Creek 
(2008 Alberta Apartment Vacancy and Rental Cost Survey) 

 

Unit Type 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 % Change 

Bachelor -- -- -- N/A 
†
 -- -- -- -- -- 

One-Bedroom $428 $425 $457 N/A 
†
 $464 $475 $507 $561 31.1% 

Two-Bedrooms $459 $457 $462 N/A 
†
 $480 $467 $503 $581 26.6% 

Three-Bedrooms $590 $650 $565 N/A 
†
 $585 $475 $593 $620 5.1% 

Four+-Bedrooms -- -- -- N/A 
†
 -- -- -- -- -- 

Vacancy Rates 3.3% 6.6% 2.4% N/A 
†
 3.4% 2.1% 0.0% 1.2% -63.6% 

 

Data Source: 
Alberta Housing and Urban Affairs 

* Data not available 
† 

Alberta Apartment Vacancy & Rental Cost Survey not conducted in 2004 

 
 
One reason for the decline in vacancy rates could be the decline in the availability of rental units 
in the community. For example, the total number of rental units identified in the Statistics 
Canada Census of Population data declined from 315 units in 2001 to 270 units in 2006. It is 
unclear whether (or to what degree) condominium conversions and home sales to recreational 
property investors may be influencing the loss of rental stock.  
 
Table 26 shows the incomes required to afford an average rental unit available through the 
formal rental market in the Town of Pincher Creek based on the rental data provided in the 2008 
Alberta Apartment Vacancy and Rental Cost Survey. Determining the incomes required to afford 
average rental housing in the community is based on CMHC’s standard measure of 30% before-
tax income for housing. 
 
 

Table 26: 2008 Average Rents and Incomes Required by Size of Rental Units in the  
Town of Pincher Creek (2008 Alberta Apartment Vacancy and Rental Cost Survey) 

 

Unit Type 
2008 Average 

Rents 
1
 

Income Required 
(30%) for Avg.

 2
 

2008 Rental 
Range 

1
 

Income Required (30%) 
for Range 

2
 

Bachelor $0 N/A N/A N/A 

One-Bedroom $561 $22,440 $500 - $600 $20,000 – $24,000 

Two-Bedrooms $581 $23,240 $400 - $1,100 $16,000 – $44,000 

Three-Bedrooms $620 $24,800 $475 - $750 $19,000 – $30,000 

Four+-Bedrooms $0 N/A N/A N/A 

 

Data Sources: 
1 

Alberta Housing and Urban Affairs (Note: numbers are subject to rounding) 
2
 Calculations based on rental data provided by Alberta Housing and Urban Affairs and 30% maximum before-tax 

income to shelter cost ratio
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Based on this data, households in the Town of Pincher Creek require an annual income of 
$22,440 in order to afford an average one-bedroom unit, $23,240 order to afford an average 
two-bedroom unit, and $24,800 in order to afford an average three-bedroom unit.  
 
A household earning less than $16,000 per year would not be able to afford even the lowest 
price rental unit identified in the 2008 Alberta Apartment Vacancy and Rental Cost Survey (a 
two-bedroom unit). According to Taxfiler data, 7.6% of households in the Town of Pincher Creek, 
3.7% of households in the Hamlet of Lundbreck and 5.9% of households in the Village of Cowley 
earned incomes less than $15,000 in 2006. A single parent or couple with one child (requiring at 
minimum a two-bedroom unit in order to meet National Occupancy Standards) receiving no 
other income assistance would have to earn an annual income of between $16,000 and $44,000 
in order to afford a two-bedroom rental unit identified in the survey without exceeding CMHC’s 
30% affordability threshold. Those families with children earning less than $15,000 might have 
limited options, including: 
 

1. Living “unaffordably” by paying more than the CMHC standard of 30% on rental 
housing to obtain a suitable sized unit;  

2. Renting a one-bedroom unit where the parent(s) and child (or children) either 
shared a single bedroom (which is contrary to National Occupancy Standards) or 
family members are required to “sleep on the couch”; or  

3. Finding shared accommodations (e.g., living with extended family or friends). 

 
4.6 Near-Market Housing, Non-Market Housing and Seniors Housing 
 
Near-market housing consists of rental and ownership housing targeted specifically to low- and 
moderate-income households and are often made more affordable through the combined efforts 
of and partnerships between local non-profits, the private sector and government. Non-market 
housing consists of supportive/transitional housing and emergency shelters in which residents’ 
rents are fully subsidized through government and social programs. Seniors’ housing is a 
broad category that can include market, near-market and non-market options and, therefore, 
warrants its own section.  
 
4.6.1 Near-Market Housing in the Pincher Creek Foundation’s Service/Catchment 

Area 
 
Near-market housing generally consists of the following:  
 

� Limited/shared equity homeownership options such as: 

- Housing Co-operatives 

- Co-housing 

- Perpetually affordable/resale restricted housing 

� Staff-oriented rental accommodations; and 

� Subsidized/social rental housing: 

- Rent-geared-to-income rental units (e.g., Community Housing) 

- Rent supplements (e.g., the Direct Rent Supplement Program) 
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There are currently no limited/shared equity homeownership opportunities within the Pincher 
Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area either in the form of a housing co-op, co-housing or 
perpetually affordable/resale restricted homeownership.  
 
There are twelve (12) Community Housing units (i.e., subsidized, rent-geared-to-income units for 
families with children) located in Pincher Creek and operated by the Pincher Creek Foundation, 
including two duplexes (4 units total) and two fourplexes (8 units total). Currently, there are an 
additional 35 families on the waitlist for Community Housing in Pincher Creek.  
 
The Pincher Creek Foundation also administers rent supplements funded through the Alberta 
Housing and Urban Affairs’ Direct Rent Supplement Program (DRSP) to an estimated 30 
households living in the area. Anecdotal evidence indicates that the Province of Alberta has 
recently put a freeze on rent supplements and, therefore, will not be providing any additional 
funds to support additional applicants seeking that assistance.   
 
The potential number of staff housing units located within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s 
service/catchment area is currently unknown and an accurate estimate of the total number of 
employee housing units in the area is unlikely to be developed.19 However, anecdotal evidence 
indicates that Castle Mountain Resort is currently providing staff housing as are some of the 
hotels in the area and some of the fast food restaurants.  
 
4.6.2 Non-Market Housing in the Pincher Creek Foundation’s Service/Catchment 

Area 
 
Non-market housing consists of emergency shelters (e.g., homeless shelters, youth shelters, 
family violence shelters and Safe Houses) and supportive housing (e.g., Group Homes and 
second stage/transitional housing).  
 
There is currently only one emergency shelter located within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s 
service/catchment area – the Pincher Creek Emergency Women’s Shelter. The shelter is 
operated by the Pincher Creek Women’s Emergency Shelter Association and provides housing 
and supports for up to 21 days to women and children fleeing family violence. Based on the 
findings from the quantitative analysis, there does not appear to be any other emergency 
shelters (e.g., homeless shelters, youth shelters, and Safe Houses) or any second 
stage/transitional housing units within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area. 
Statistics provided by senior staff at the Pincher Creek Emergency Women’s Shelter indicate 
that over the past five years, the Shelter has provided emergency lodging to an average of 104 
women along with their children per year with the highest number of clients occurring in 
2005/2006 (140 women) and the lowest number of clients occurring in 2008/2009 (79 women). 
The shelter has also significantly increased the number of women it serves through outreach 
programs over the past few years. 2008/2009 shows the highest number of clients (83 women). 
The number of women being turned away on an annual basis suggests a need for additional 
shelter space and/or transitional housing to help women once they leave the shelter. The 
highest incidence of “turn aways” occurred in 2007/2008 with a total of 72 women (along with 
their children).  
 

                                                           
19

 Smaller employers may be reluctant to openly advertise the number of housing units that they make available to 
their staff since rarely do all staff have equal access to those units (i.e., there are fewer housing units than there are 
staff members) so the fear often exists that sharing that information could potentially lead to employee resentment 
and possible internal conflict. 
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There are currently no registered Group Homes located within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s 
service/catchment area. Quest Support Services Inc. is an organization out of Lethbridge that 
provides a combination of housing and support services to Persons with Developmental 
Disabilities (including Group Homes) and currently operates a satellite office in Pincher Creek. 
However, Quest does not operate any Group Homes in the Pincher Creek area at this time. The 
closest registered Group Homes appear to be located either in Lethbridge or the Group Home 
owned and operated by the Crowsnest Community Support Society in the Crowsnest Pass.  
 
4.6.3 Near- and Non-Market Seniors’ Housing in the Pincher Creek Foundation’s 

Service/Catchment Area 
 
In Alberta, seniors’ housing is seen as a continuum of care which is organized into three basic 
streams per the Province’s Supportive Living Framework:  
 

1. The Home Living Stream: seniors living in their own homes (e.g., single family 
dwellings, apartments, condominiums, mobile homes, etc.) either on their own or 
with extended family and other seniors-oriented independent living options.  

2. The Supportive Living Stream: seniors living in congregate housing that 
includes hospitality services and a range of health and personal care supports 
delivered either directly by the individual housing operator or coordinated by the 
housing operator. Under the Supportive Living Framework20, there are four 
distinct levels of Supportive Living (see Appendix B: Alberta’s Supportive Living 
Framework for a more detailed comparison of the four levels), including:  

� Residential Living – Level 1;  

� Lodge Living – Level 2;  

� Assisted Living – Level 3; and 

� Enhanced Assisted Living – Level 4. 

3. The Facility Living Stream: seniors whose health care needs are such that they 
cannot be met either within their own home, within an Independent Living 
environment or within a Supportive Living environment and, therefore, need to be 
in a long-term care facility with ready access to advanced medical and health 
care services (e.g., nursing homes and auxiliary hospitals).  

 
It should be noted that while Alberta Seniors and Community Supports uses the Supportive 
Living Framework as currently published (i.e., the four levels of Supportive Living as presented 
above), Alberta Health Services organizes Supportive Living in the Pincher Creek area into three 
categories (Lodge, Enhanced Lodge and Designated Assisted Living). One reason for this 
discrepancy may be that Alberta Health Services focuses only on those Supportive Living 
environments that incorporate a health service component whereas Alberta Seniors and 
Community Supports focuses on a broader range of Supportive Living environments including 
those facilities where health services staff are not on-site on a 24-hour basis. For the purpose of 
this study, the four categories as currently published under the Supportive Living Framework are 
used. 
 

                                                           
20

 Alberta Seniors and Community Supports, Supportive Living Framework (March 2007) 
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In Alberta, palliative care may be provided within a long-term care facility, a specialized hospice, 
a Supportive Living environment, or within the individual’s home and therefore crosses all three 
streams.  
 
While housing options within the Facility Living Stream are typically publicly owned and operated 
(e.g., managed and delivered by Alberta Health Services), housing within both the Home Living 
Stream and the Supportive Living Stream is available to seniors through a range of market, 
near-market and non-market options. For the purpose of this analysis, only those seniors’ 
housing options that are considered near- and non-market are described. Therefore, the 
following is a summary of the near- and non-market housing options available specifically to 
seniors in the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area organized into the following 
three categories:  
 

� Seniors’ Independent Living; 

� Seniors’ Supportive Living; and  

� Seniors’ Long-Term Care. 

 
4.6.3.1 Seniors’ Independent Living 
 
Seniors’ Independent Living provides self-contained suites (e.g., bedroom, bathroom, kitchen 
and sitting area) along with common facilities for seniors who are functionally independent yet 
wish to live in a congregate setting. Limited services are provided with the most common being 
basic housekeeping and Home Care where required. It should be noted that, while there are a 
number of housing developments in the area that house seniors, including those that cater 
specifically to individuals who are 55+, these developments would be considered market 
housing options (within the Home Living Stream) rather than formally designated near- or non-
market Independent Living environments.  
 
There are currently 24 seniors’ Independent Living units in the Town of Pincher Creek that are 
owned by the Province and managed by the Pincher Creek Foundation. This includes twelve 
(12) units at Canyon Manor I, six (6) units at Canyon Manor II and six (6) units at Willow Court. 
All 24 units one-bedroom units of approximately 900 ft2 with two of the units at Canyon Manor I 
and one of the units at Willow Court being wheelchair accessible. Rents at Canyon Manor I are 
geared-to-income (30%) to a maximum of $450 per month while rents at both Canyon Manor II 
and Willow court are geared-to-income (30%) to a maximum of $513 per month. Currently, there 
are an additional 32 senior households on the Pincher Creek Foundation’s waitlist for 
Independent Living, including 20 local households and 12 households from outside the 
community. 
 
4.6.3.2 Seniors’ Supportive Living 
 
Seniors’ Supportive Living provides a combination of housing, board, and supportive 
services/personal care assistance. Units may be self-contained apartments or shared rooms for 
seniors or people with disabilities who need some support services to continue living 
independently, but do not need 24-hour facility care. Services typically provided include daily 
meals, housekeeping, transportation, social and recreational opportunities, personal care as 
required through Home Care, assistance with medications as required through Home Care, and 
a 24-hour, 7-days-per-week monitoring and emergency response system.  
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Senior Citizen Lodges are a form of Supportive Living (i.e., Lodge Living – Level 2 under the 
Province’s Supportive Living Framework). Core services provided within Lodges typically include 
basic room furnishings, meals, housekeeping services, linen services, building security, 24-hour 
non-medical staffing and life enrichment services. Some Lodges may also provide personal 
care, medication assistance and contracted home care services. Assisted Living is a form of 
Supportive Living (e.g., Assisted Living – Level 3 and Enhanced Assisted Living – Level 4 under 
the Supportive Living Framework) that involves a higher level of personal and health care 
services. It is a long-term care alternative that involves the managed delivery of prescribed 
health and personal services within a residential (i.e., non-institutional) setting. In some Health 
Areas, the difference between Supportive Living and Assisted Living focuses on the particular 
qualifications of the health care providers. For example, in Lodge environments, unscheduled 
personal care is typically provided by Health Care Aides while professional services such as 
nursing and rehabilitation services are provided by Home Care Nurses. However, in an Assisted 
Living or Enhanced Assisted Living environment, health care services are provided by Licensed 
Practical Nurses along with Health Care Aides.  
 
The Pincher Creek Foundation currently operates one (1) seniors’ Lodge (Crestview Lodge) 
containing 47 units comprised of: 
 

� Five (5) small studio units (approx. 160 ft2) currently renting for $810+ per month21;  

� Fourteen (14) Atrium studio units with full bath (approx. 175 ft2) currently renting for 
$920+ per month;  

� Twenty-seven (27) regular studio units with half-bath (approx. 200 ft2) currently 
renting for $970+ per month; and  

� One (1) double/couple-size studio unit (approx. 220 ft2) currently renting for $1,490+ 
per month. 

 
Currently, there are an additional 30 senior households (including three couples) on the Pincher 
Creek Foundation’s waitlist for Crestview Lodge. Feedback from participants in the Key Person 
Interviews and Focus Group Meetings suggests that this waitlist data should be used with 
caution. They suggest that a number of seniors, knowing that waitlists are long, typically put their 
names on the waitlists for the Lodge well in advance of needing that housing so that when they 
do actually need the housing, they are high enough on the waitlist to get into the Lodge sooner.  
 
The Good Samaritan Society also operates a Designated Assisted Living facility in Pincher 
Creek (Vista Village) in partnership with Alberta Health Services. Vista Village is an ageing-in-
place facility that contains 45 Assisted Living units along with ten Dementia Care units. The 45 
Assisted Living units are comprised of the following:  
 

� Thirty-six (36) individual studio suites currently renting for $1,368 per month22;  

� Four (4) one-bedroom suites (companion suites) currently renting for $1,448 per 
month; and  

� Five (5) Community Support Beds (i.e., short-term stay beds for clients requiring 
respite care, recovery or palliative care). 

 
The four (4) companion suites at Vista Village are designed to accommodate couples where one 
partner has been admitted for Continuing Care but the other continues to be independent; thus 
                                                           
21

 Rents are accurate as of August 31, 2009. Additional fees may apply for optional services.  
22

 Ibid. 
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allowing the couple to continue living together despite differing health care needs (something 
that is not typically available under traditional models of seniors’ care). In some cases both 
partners may be assessed for Continuing Care. Both the studio suites and the one-bedroom 
suites contain both a kitchenette and a three-piece bathroom with wheelchair accessible shower. 
Vista Village also contains 10 Dementia Care beds in the form of two 5-bed cottages attached to 
the main building. Each cottage contains a kitchen, living room, bathroom, and laundry room 
along with five bedrooms renting for $1,100 per month (including meals and laundry).  
 
Vista Village is currently undergoing an expansion that will see an additional 40 Assisted Living 
units opening toward the end of 2009. Twenty (20) of these 40 units will be under contract with 
Alberta Health Services. Ten (10) of these 20 contracted units will be Designated Assisted Living 
units (two of which will serve as one-bedroom companion suites) and the remaining 10 
contracted units will be Dementia Care beds similar to those currently available at Vista Village. 
According to data from Alberta Health Services, once the Vista Village expansion is complete, 
the facility will contain: 
 

� 10 Supportive Living Level 3 units; 

� 60 Supportive Living Level 4 units; and 

� 5 Community Support Beds. 

 
Anecdotal evidence suggests that the remaining 20 non-contracted units at Vista Village will 
serve as seniors’ affordable housing – either as seniors’ Independent Living, Supportive Living 
Level 1 (Residential Living) or Supportive Living Level 2 (Lodge Living) units under the 
Supportive Living Framework. Given the range of facilities currently available at Vista Village, 
regardless of how these 20 units are used, they would likely fall under the Supportive Living 
Framework’s minimum definition for Residential Living – Level 1 since full meal and hospitality 
services are available on-site and coordinated by the facility operator. 
 
Waitlist data for Vista Village is currently unavailable from Alberta Health Services.  
 
4.6.3.3 Seniors’ Long-Term Care 
 
Seniors’ Long-Term Care (also referred to as Continuing Care) beds offer a wide range of 
services within a facility setting (e.g., nursing home, auxiliary hospital, long-term care facility) to 
seniors and persons with disabilities whose needs exceed those services provided in a 
Supportive Living environment. This would include seniors and persons with disabilities who 
have serious, chronic and/or unpredictable health care needs that may require ongoing, 
unscheduled health care and/or emergency medical assistance and seniors with advanced 
dementia care needs. Services typically provided in a Long-Term Care facility include:23  
 

� 24-hour nursing care (e.g., Registered Nurses);  

� Pharmacy services;  

� Nutrition service;   

� Physical therapy;  

� Housekeeping services, and laundry for bedding and linens;  

� Supplies for recreation programs; 

� Dressing and wound care supplies;  

                                                           
23

 http://www.health.alberta.ca/regions/RHA_long-term-care.html (accessed January 29, 2008) 
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� Incontinent products and bladder care equipment;  

� Transportation (including ambulance transport) for prescribed services; and  

� Trust account services.  

 
Residents living in a Long-Term Care facility are often responsible for the following:24  
 

� Accommodation charges;  

� Personal laundry services;  

� Hair care;  

� Personal goods and services;  

� Transportation for recreational purposes; and  

� Services not covered by Alberta Aids to Daily Living and other benefit programs. 

 
There is currently no formal Long-Term Care facility located within the Pincher Creek 
Foundation’s service/catchment area. Rather, Long-Term Care services are being delivered by 
both the Good Samaritan’s Society at Vista Village (operating under contract with Alberta Health 
Services) and through Alberta Health Services directly at the Pincher Creek Health Centre. Vista 
Village currently contains four companion suites for seniors who have been designated as 
requiring Long-Term Care and is planning on increasing that number to six units once the 
expansion is completed. The Pincher Creek Health Centre “is an acute care and continuing care 
facility offering 24-hour emergency services, intensive care, obstetrics, surgery and palliative 
care.”25 The Health Centre maintains a commitment to the community to allow up to three of its 
acute care beds to be used as long-term care beds should the need arise (i.e., if the needs of a 
particular individual cannot be met at Vista Village). It should be noted that, to date, there has 
not been a need to do so.  
 
It should be noted that in some Alberta communities, anecdotal evidence indicates that a 
number of seniors who reside in Long-Term Care facilities would be more suitably housed in a 
Designated Assisted Living (DAL) facility. However, the absence of such a facility leaves them 
no alternative but to move into a long-term care facility, nursing home or auxiliary hospital.26 
Furthermore, the Province of Alberta’s Continuing Care Strategy states that: 
 

“We know from consulting with Albertans that most seniors and patients with 
chronic illnesses or disabilities would prefer to receive health care and personal 
care services in their own homes, or in community-based home-like settings. 
They prefer choices that permit them to preserve their independence, quality of 
life and personal dignity. Long-term care in a nursing home, while still an 
important service option for the most fragile, dependent and ill Albertans, is 
seldom the first choice of Albertans and their families.”27 

 
The Continuing Care Strategy also states that “a small proportion of Alberta seniors and persons 
with disabilities require the services of a 24-hour long-term care facility”.28 This seems to support 
anecdotal evidence from health care providers outside the region that the Province appears to 

                                                           
24

 Ibid.  
25

 http://www.albertahealthservices.ca/2700.htm 
26

 Anecdotal evidence obtained by Housing Strategies Inc. during the development of Housing Needs Assessments in 
other Alberta communities.  
27

 Alberta Health and Wellness, Continuing Care Strategy: Aging in the Right Place. December 2008, page 2. 
28

 Ibid., page 14. 
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be moving toward making Designated Assisted Living the cornerstone of Continuing Care in 
Alberta.  
 
4.6.3.4 Summary of Near- and Non-Market Seniors’ Housing in the Pincher 

Creek Foundation’s Service/Catchment Area 
 
Table 27 provides a summary of the seniors’ housing currently available within the Pincher 
Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area.  
 
Based on preliminary findings, there are currently an estimated 129 seniors’ housing units within 
the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area with an additional 40 units currently 
being developed by the Good Samaritan’s Society at Vista Village. Once these units are 
completed, there will be an estimated 169 seniors’ housing units serving approximately 15% of 
the region’s 1,195 seniors ages 65 and over identified in the 2006 Census of Population data. 
This unit mix will include: 
 
� 24 Independent Living (Manor) units: 
� An estimated 137 Supportive Living Units (Levels 1 through 4);  
� Three (3) Long-Term Care beds; and  
� Five (5) short-term Community Support Beds. 

 
 

Table 27: Summary of Seniors’ Housing in the Pincher Creek Foundation’s  
Service/Catchment Area (2009) 

 

Housing Type Location N
o
. of Units 

Unknown/TBA: Vista Village (Forthcoming) (20) 

Independent Living: Canyon Manor I 12 

 Canyon Manor II 6 

 Willow Court 6 

Lodge Living - Level 2: Crestview Lodge 47 

Assisted Living – Level 3: Vista Village (Forthcoming) (10) 

Assisted Living – Level 4 Vista Village 50 

 Vista Village (Forthcoming) (10) 

Community Support: Vista Village 5 

Long-Term Care: Pincher Creek Community Health Centre 3 

Total   129 (169) 

 
 
Alberta Seniors and Community Supports estimates that approximately 11% of the Alberta’s 
seniors were living in some form of provincially-funded (subsidized) seniors’ housing in 2004. 
This includes:  
 
� 4.3% of Alberta’s seniors who were living in self-contained, subsidized rental 

accommodations;  
� 2.7% of Alberta’s seniors who were living in housing provided under the Lodge 

and Cottage programs; and   
� 4.0% of Alberta’s seniors who were living in Long-Term Care facilities. 
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Based on these percentages and an estimated senior’s population of 1,195, the current need for 
seniors’ housing within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area would total 132 
units, including:  
 
� 52 Independent Living units;  
� 32 Supportive Living units; and  
� 48 Long-Term Care beds.  

 
While these figures suggest that the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area may be 
under-represented both in terms of Independent Living units and Long-Term Care beds and 
over-represented in terms of Supportive Living units, these averages are based on province-
wide figures in 2004 and may not accurately reflect the particular health and care needs of 
seniors living in the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area today. For example, 
anecdotal evidence suggests that seniors living in rural areas typically have fewer housing 
alternatives available to them than their urban counterparts and are, therefore, more likely to 
remain living in their own homes (i.e., on their farms) longer. As a result, they are less likely to 
have access to the same levels of health care services and supports than their urban 
counterparts resulting in a potentially higher need for Supportive Living than the 2004 provincial 
averages might suggest. Nor do the 2004 figures reflect the Province’s current direction toward 
reducing dependence on Continuing Care by making Designated Assisted Living the 
cornerstone of Continuing Care in Alberta.  
 
Additionally, the projections listed above are based on a seniors' population projection that does 
not include those residents living on the neighbouring Piikani/Peigan Reserve 147 (i.e., Brocket). 
Anecdotal evidence from numerous sources indicates that the First Nations population living in 
the area has a significant impact on housing needs in the area. Additional anecdotal evidence 
suggests that the Pincher Creek area may also be experiencing some spill-over from seniors 
living in the Crowsnest Pass who do not currently have access to a Designated Assisted Facility 
locally (Vista Village is the closest DAL facility within 60 kilometres of the Crowsnest Pass). 
 
Table 28 (next page) shows revised seniors’ population projections for the Pincher Creek 
Foundation’s service/catchment area taking into consideration the population of the Piikani 
Reserve 147.  
 
According to this data (based on conservative estimated), there may be as many as 1,390 
seniors ages 65 and over currently living in the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment 
area (including an estimated 625 seniors ages 75 and over). By 2015, the number of seniors 
ages 65 and over could increase to 1,555 while the number of seniors ages 75 and over could 
increase to approximately 695. By 2020, there may be as many as 1,730 seniors ages 65 and 
over living in the area of which an estimated 820 would be 75 and over.  
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Table 28: Seniors Population Projections for the Pincher Creek Foundation’s Service/Catchment Area (2010 to 2020) 

 

Population  2006 (Published) * 2010 2015 2020 

Characteristics Est. Total Est. % Est. Total Est. % Est. Total Est. % Est. Total Est. % 

Town of Pincher Creek         

Estimated 65+ 696 19.2% 729 20.2% 772 21.5% 815 22.8% 

Estimated 75+ 395 10.9% 442 12.2% 507 14.1% 593 16.6% 

Est. Total Population 3,625 100.0% 3,611 100.0% 3,593 100.0% 3,575 100.0% 

Village of Cowley         

Estimated 65+ 40 18.2% 49 24.4% 64 34.7% 77 46.5% 

Estimated 75+ 10 4.5% 9 4.6% 8 4.6% 11 6.4% 

Est. Total Population 220 100.0% 202 100.0% 183 100.0% 165 100.0% 

MD of Pincher Creek         

Estimated 65+ 460 13.9% 533 15.9% 638 18.6% 759 21.7% 

Estimated 75+ 146 4.4% 156 4.6% 168 4.9% 192 5.5% 

Est. Total Population 3,310 100.0% 3,362 100.0% 3,430 100.0% 3,499 100.0% 

Brocket/Piikani         

Estimated 65+ 75 5.8% 94 7.9% 124 11.6% 159 16.7% 

Estimated 75+ 20 1.5% 20 1.7% 19 1.8% 22 2.3% 

Est. Total Population 1,300 100.0% 1,190 100.0% 1,066 100.0% 955 100.0% 

Estimated Regional Total         

Estimated 65+ 1,268 15.0% 1,390 16.7% 1,555 19.0% 1,729 21.5% 

Estimated 75+ 566 6.7% 624 7.5% 696 8.5% 820 10.2% 

Est. Total Population 8,453 100.0% 8,333 100.0% 8,185 100.0% 8,040 100.0% 

 
Data Sources:  

Statistics Canada 2006 Censuses of Population 
NOTE: Data are subject to rounding and suppression and are derived using geographic boundaries that may not coincide with other data sets used in this study 

potentially resulting in discrepancies between the data presented here and data presented in other tables. 
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Table 29 takes these population projections and projects the potential number of seniors 
housing units required in the area up to 2020. These unit projections are based on the following 
assumptions (i.e., use the following modeling assumptions): 
 
� An estimated 4.3% of seniors ages 65 and over will require Independent Living 

(per Alberta Seniors and Community Supports’ 2004 analysis of seniors ages 
65+);  

� An estimated 2.7% of seniors ages 65 and over will require Supportive Living in 
the form of Residential Living – Level 1 and Lodge Living – Level 2 under the 
Supportive Living Framework (per Alberta Seniors and Community Supports’ 2004 
analysis of seniors ages 65+);  

� An estimated 10.4% of seniors ages 75 and over will require either Long-Term 
Care or Supportive Living in the form of either Assisted Living – Level 3 or 
Enhanced Assisted Living – Level 4 under the Supportive Living Framework (per 
Alberta Health Services’ current modeling of 104 beds per 1,000 population ages 
75+). 

 
Alberta Health Services also currently uses a ratio of 20:60:20 to determine the required 
distribution of Supportive Living Level 3 units (20%), Supportive Living Level 4 units (60%) and 
Long-Term Care beds (20%). 
 
 

Table 29: Detailed Seniors Housing Projections for the Pincher Creek Foundation’s 
Service/Catchment Area (2010 to 2020) 

 

Characteristics Total  Independent  Supportive Living  Long-Term 
2010 Seniors Living Levels 1 + 2 Level 3 Level 4 Care 

Estimated 65+ 1,390 60 38 -- -- -- 

Estimated 75+ 624 -- -- 13 39 13 

Estimated Total Units 162 60 38 13 39 13 

2015       

Estimated 65+ 1,555 67 42 -- -- -- 

Estimated 75+ 696 -- -- 14 43 14 

Estimated Total Units 181 67 42 14 43 14 

2020       

Estimated 65+ 1,729 74 47 -- -- -- 

Estimated 75+ 820 -- -- 17 51 17 

Estimated Total Units 206 74 47 17 51 17 

 
 
According to these revised estimates (using figures derived from Provincial analyses), the 
current need for seniors’ housing within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area 
totals approximately 162 units, including:  
 
� 60 Independent Living units;  
� 38 Supportive Living Level 1 and 2 units;  
� 13 Supportive Living Level 3 units;  
� 39 Supportive Living Level 4 units; and  
� 13 Long-Term Care beds.  
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This data suggests that once the Vista Village expansion is completed, the region may be 
slightly over-represented in terms of meeting current need for Supportive Living (Levels 1 
through 4) yet under-represented in terms of Long-Term Care and greatly under-represented in 
terms of Independent Living. However, as mentioned above, seniors living in rural areas may 
require a greater degree of supports than their urban counterparts due to the nature of their 
housing options and their predominantly rural lifestyles.  
 
Should the population projections presented in Table 28 above hold true, there could be as 
many as 206 seniors’ housing units required in the Pincher Creek Foundation’s 
service/catchment area to serve the needs of an estimated 1,730 seniors projected to be living 
in the region. This includes: 
 
� Up to 74 Independent Living units;  
� Up to 47 Supportive Living Level 1 and 2 units;  
� Up to 17 Supportive Living Level 3 units;  
� Up to 51 Supportive Living Level 4 units; and  
� Up to 17 Long-Term Care beds.  

 
Consultations with staff from Alberta Seniors and Community Supports suggests that it may be 
more appropriate to estimate of seniors housing needs using a formula of 7.2% of seniors ages 
65 and over requiring Supportive Living (Levels 1 through 4) and 0.8% requiring Long-Term 
Care. Thus, Table 30 uses this revised formula combined with a 4.3% estimate of seniors ages 
65 and over requiring some form of Independent Living. 
 
 

Table 30: Simplified Seniors Housing Projections for the Pincher Creek Foundation’s 
Service/Catchment Area (2010 to 2020) 

 

Year 
Total Seniors 

65 + 
Independent 
Living (4.3%)  

Supportive 
Living (7.2%) 

Long-Term 
Care (0.8%) 

2010 1,390 60 100 11 
2015 1,555 67 112 12 
2020 1,729 74 124 14 

 
 
According to this more simplified formula, the current need for seniors’ housing in the Pincher 
Creek area would include:  
 
� 60 Independent Living units;  
� 100 Supportive Living units (Level 1 – Level 4); and  
� 11 Long-Term Care beds.  

By 2020, the projected need for seniors’ housing would increase to:  
 
� 74 Independent Living units;  
� 124 Supportive Living units (Level 1 – Level 4); and  
� 14 Long-Term Care beds.  

 
Alberta Health Services has also recently developed its own projections for seniors’ Supportive 
Living in the Pincher Creek area with a focus on Level 3 units, Level 4 units and Long-Term 
Care. The service/catchment area used by Alberta Health Services includes the Piikani Reserve 
147 population and area (i.e., Brocket) but does not include the Crowsnest Pass or other areas 
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outside the MD of Pincher Creek. According to their projections, the region will require and 
estimated 87 Level 3, Level 4 and Long-Term Care beds by 2020.  
 
As mentioned above, once the Vista Village expansion is completed, it is estimated that the new 
facility will contain a total of: 
 
� 10 Assisted Living (Level 3) units;  
� 60 Enhanced Assisted Living (Level 4) units;  
� 5 Community Support beds.  

 
With the three (3) acute care beds at the Pincher Creek Health Care Centre currently available 
for use as Long-Term Care beds should the need arise, Alberta Health Services estimates a 
projected shortfall of up to 14 units by 2020 which will be assessed over time to verify to what 
extent these units may be needed over time.  
 
While the Alberta Health Services figures estimate the need for Supportive Living Level 3 and 
above for the area over the next ten years, they do not address the need for Independent Living 
or Supportive Living Levels 1 and 2. As mentioned above, the Pincher Creek Foundation 
currently has 32 senior households on the waitlist for its Independent Living units and 30 senior 
households (including three couples) on its waitlist for Crestview Lodge – for a total of 62 senior 
households. It is reasonable to assume that a portion of the seniors currently on these two 
waitlists may find accommodations at Vista Village once the expansion is completed and the 
twenty non-contracted units are opened to the general public. How many of the seniors currently 
on the Pincher Creek Foundation’s waitlists will either chose or have the opportunity to move to 
Vista Village will depend greatly on their particular housing and care needs and by how 
affordable the intended Lodge units at Vista Village are compared to the incomes these seniors 
are currently earning. Assuming that all 20 of the pending Lodge units at Vista Village are 
occupied by seniors on the Pincher Creek Foundation’s current waitlists, there will still remain a 
potential current shortfall of up to forty (40) seniors’ housing units (including Independent Living, 
Residential Living – Level 1 and Lodge Living – Level 2).  
 
Whatever formula happens to be used, the same consistent trends appear:  
 

1. A shortfall or undersupply of seniors’ Independent Living units;  
2. A surplus of seniors’ Supportive Living units; and  
3. A shortfall or undersupply of Long-Term Care beds.  

 
However, the Level 4 Designated Assisted Living units at Vista Village appears to be addressing 
some of the shortfall in terms of Long-Term Care beds in the Pincher Creek Area.  
 
It should also be noted that the unit figures presented in Table 27 (page 62) above may over-
exaggerate the actual number of seniors’ housing units in the area that meet current Provincial 
guidelines. According to a February 2009 evaluation report of the Crestview Lodge facility by 
Alberta Infrastructure29, none of the rooms meet current guidelines in terms of unit size. The 
report suggests a need for up to seven (7) double rooms that would result in the loss of thirteen 
(13) of the facility’s existing single rooms (i.e., two single rooms would need to be combined to 
form each double room with one additional single room lost to allow the expansion of the 
facility’s one existing double room). The report also indicates that to bring the remaining single 

                                                           
29

 RECAPP Facility Evaluation Report: Alberta Social Housing Corporation “Crest View Lodge B1874A, Pincher 
Creek” (February 27, 2009) 
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rooms in line with Provincial guidelines, another eleven (11) single rooms would be lost. These 
upgrades would result in a total of 29 rooms (22 single rooms and 7 double rooms) instead of 
the 47 rooms currently available at Crestview Lodge.  
 
Should Crestview Lodge undergo a significant renovation to better comply with Provincial 
guidelines, a more realistic estimate of the seniors’ housing units that will be available to area 
residents once the Vista Village expansion is completed would be 151 units (as opposed to the 
169 units indicated in Table 27) – of which 99 to 119 units would provide Supportive Living 
opportunities to seniors (depending on how the 20 non-contracted units at Vista Village end up 
being used). This is compared to the estimated 100 Supportive Living units currently required in 
the area (based on the most favourable estimate above using the simplified formula from Alberta 
Seniors and Community Supports) and the 124 Supportive Living units required by 2020. Thus 
the presumed “over supply” of Supportive Living units in the area may not be a great as 
originally suggested.  
 
4.7 Identified Gaps in the Local Housing Continuum 
 
Housing occurs along a continuum (Figure 8). At one end of the continuum are those individuals 
and families who are experiencing homelessness. They may be living on the street; they may be 
sleeping in doorways, parkades, parks or beaches; or they may be sleeping in their vehicles or 
staying temporarily in emergency shelters (absolute homelessness). Alternatively, they may be 
“couch surfing” - staying temporarily with family or friends – or they may be living in hotels or 
other non-permanent accommodations (near/relative homelessness). At the other end of the 
continuum are those individuals and families who can easily meet their housing needs and other 
basic needs along with many of their more advanced needs and wants. These households are 
often “over-housed” – living in what some have come to call “starter castles”. In the middle of the 
continuum are a range of households often living pay cheque to pay cheque and who may be 
finding it difficult to make ends meet. Any household can be struggling with their housing if they 
must pay more than 30% of their before-tax income on housing.  
 
 

Figure 8: The Traditional Housing Continuum 
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continuum. Crises such as job loss, divorce, illness, severe accident, changes to social support 
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payments, or addictions can significantly reduce a household’s income and therefore ability to 
afford shelter. Gaps in the local housing continuum can mean that individuals or families who 
experience one or more to these crises may be vulnerable to becoming homeless or 
inappropriately housed. A crisis in health or employment status can lead to a situation where 
individuals and families may have to exhaust all of their equity, savings and support (thus often 
threatening the family unit's stability) before they are able to qualify for the limited assistance 
available through various social programs. For those who fall through the cracks and end up 
hitting the bottom, there may not be enough “stepping stones” to move back up the continuum 
no matter how hard they work to get themselves “back on their feet.” This bottleneck can prevent 
efficient flowing through the housing continuum and may create a strain on existing social 
services, health services, and related facilities. 
 
Given the limited supply of apartments, condominiums, townhouses, and small/starter homes in 
the area, it may be difficult for low- and moderate-income households to gradually build equity 
and move up the housing continuum. Similarly, it may be difficult for established and middle-
aged households to downsize as their housing needs change (i.e. when their children move out 
of that family home) and for seniors to age in place. Thus, it is important that the Pincher Creek 
area have a range of housing types, price ranges and tenure types to meet the changing needs 
and circumstances of local residents of all ages and family types.  
 
Based on the findings from the housing inventory presented above and feedback from 
participants in a series of Key Person Interviews, the following gaps in the housing continuum 
have been identified for the Pincher Creek area.  
 
� Emergency Shelters: while Pincher Creek has a shelter for women fleeing 

domestic violence, the community does not have an emergency shelter or short-
term housing for the area’s homeless population and/or itinerant workers who may 
be seeking employment in the agricultural or oil and gas sectors.  

� Transitional Housing: while Pincher Creek has a shelter for women fleeing 
domestic violence, the families who use this facility can only stay for a maximum 
of 21 days. The community does not have transitional or Second-Stage housing 
for these families to go beyond that timeframe while they search for suitable 
housing elsewhere in the community.  

� Supportive Housing: the community does not have any Group Homes for 
individuals with severe disabilities (cognitive, physical or behavioral) or other forms 
of supportive housing for individuals either with disabilities or with mental health 
challenges who do not need the services provided in a traditional Group Home 
setting but who do need additional supports and assistance with living on their 
own in order to remain independent.  

� (Rent-Geared-To-Income) Community Housing: while the community does 
have twelve (12) Community Housing units geared to low-income families, current 
waitlist data maintained by the Pincher Creek Foundation suggests that these 
units may only be meeting 25% of the actual demand for such housing.  

� Near-Market Rental Housing: while the community does have an active and 
ongoing rental market, current rents may not be affordable to most low- and 
modest–income households (including families with children) earning less than 
$30,000.  

� Near-Market Homeownership: while the current entry-level housing appears to 
be affordable to households earning between $23,250 and $47,000, there is both 
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a limited supply of these homes and very few options available to households 
earning less than $40,000 (e.g., limited/shared equity homeownership options 
such as housing co-ops, co-housing or perpetually affordable/resale restricted 
homeownership). 

� Entry-Level Homeownership: while the current entry-level housing appears to be 
affordable to households earning between $23,250 and $47,000, the number of 
options that are affordable to households earning between $40,000 and $50,000 is 
severely limited and only affordable to households in that income range because 
current interest rates are so favorable.  

� Seniors’ Housing: while the community has a range of Independent Living, 
Supportive Living and Long-Term Care opportunities for seniors, there appears to 
be a significant lack of near-market rental and Independent Living for low- and 
modest-income seniors along with near-market/entry-level homeownership 
opportunities (e.g., Life Lease) for seniors wishing to move into a more supportive 
or congregate living environment yet who cannot qualify for housing offered by the 
Pincher Creek Foundation because of their combined incomes and assets. There 
also appears to be a lack of Independent Living and Supportive Living 
opportunities for higher income seniors living in the area. It is also clear that 
Crestview Lodge (one of two seniors’ Supportive Living facilities in the area) also 
needs significant upgrades in order to bring the facility and its individual rooms up 
to current Lodge standards as set by the Province of Alberta.  

 
Feedback gathered from participants in a series of Key Person Interviews and Focus Group 
meetings support these gaps as priorities for housing in the Pincher Creek area. Additional 
priorities include: 
 
� Supportive/Assisted Living for people under the age of 65 who require a 

higher level of care yet find it difficult to access either Crestview Lodge or Vista 
Village due to their age (and in some cases incomes);  

� Affordable rental and ownership housing geared specifically to Aboriginal 
people in order to allow them to live in a more culturally appropriate and accepting 
environment; and 

� Rent-geared-to-income housing for single individuals since priority for the 
area’s Community Housing is typically given to families with children.   

 
4.8 Planned Future Developments Within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s 

Service/Catchment Area 
 
This section assesses the degree to which future housing developments currently in the 
planning or development stages may address the gaps identified above. 
 
4.8.1 Planned Future Housing Developments 
 
Golden Life Management, out of Cranbrook, BC is currently planning to build a 70-unit Lodge 
facility in Pincher Creek targeting seniors currently living in Pincher Creek and the surrounding 
area along with seniors living outside the region who have extended family living in Pincher 
Creek (i.e., seniors wishing to move to the area in order to be closer to friends and family). The 
development will include a mix of studio apartments (approx. 460 ft2), one-bedroom units 
(approx. 670 ft2) and two-bedroom units (approx. 880 ft2). Rents will range from $1,650 per 
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month for the studio units to $2,200 per month for the two-bedroom units and will give seniors 
living in the facility access to a number of services including meals and snacks, housekeeping, 
transportation, social opportunities, recreational program, and 24hr emergency monitoring. 
Golden Life Management plans to begin construction in the Spring of 2010 and have the project 
completed by the end of the year or early 2011.  
 
Given the rents that will be charged, this proposed facility is unlikely to compete for the same 
population currently being served at Crestview Lodge or the Pincher Creek Foundation’s Manor 
units (i.e., the proposed facility will likely serve those seniors looking for Lodge-type 
accommodations who cannot quality for housing at Crestview Lodge due to their combined 
incomes and assets). For example, in accordance with the Alberta Housing Act, Alberta Seniors 
and Community Supports requires that all Management Bodies operating Lodges under the 
Seniors Lodge Program “ensure that each senior resident 65 years of age or older is left with at 
least $265 a month in disposable (after tax) income to spend on personal needs after paying 
their monthly basic lodge rate.” 30 Under this requirement, a single senior renting one of the 
proposed studio apartments would need to earn a minimum monthly after-tax income of $1,915 
($22,980 per year) and a senior couple renting one of the proposed two-bedroom units would 
need to earn a minimum monthly after-tax income of $2,730 ($32,760 per year) – both of which 
exceed the 2009 before-tax CNITs for Pincher Creek and area.  
 
It should be noted that Golden Life Management is not a Management Body operating under 
Ministerial Order from the Province of Alberta; nor will the organization be receiving government 
subsidies under the Seniors Lodge Program. As a result, Golden Life Management will not be 
obligated to adhere to the Province’s $265 per senior per month minimum disposable income 
requirements when establishing its rents.  
 
Anecdotal evidence also suggests that plans may be underway to build a Designated Assisted 
Living facility in the Crowsnest Pass. How many units are proposed and the potential timelines 
for development are currently unknown. However, once this new facility is operational, it should 
reduce the additional demand placed on DAL in Pincher Creek by residents living in the 
Crowsnest Pass who have no other options within 60 kilometers of the community.  
 
These two developments will clearly have an impact on seniors’ housing in the area. However, 
to what extent actual demand for seniors’ housing provided by the Pincher Creek Foundation will 
be affected is yet to be determined. While it is reasonable to expect that the rents proposed for 
the Golden Life Management project will serve as a deterrent to most low- and modest-income 
seniors living in the area31, the actual amenities (e.g., size and quality of the individual units) 
provided may provide enough incentive to overcome resistance to paying higher rents. 
Furthermore, once completed, this project will increase the total number of Supportive Living 
units in the area to 207 instead of the 137 presented in Table 27 (page 62 above) depending on 
how the 20 non-contracted units being built at Vista Village end up being used. Therefore, 
extreme caution should be taken to when planning any new seniors’ housing development in the 
area to avoid overbuilding (i.e., creating an oversupply of seniors’ housing in the area).  
 

                                                           
30

 http://www.seniors.gov.ab.ca/housing/seniors_housing/lodges/index.asp 
31

 Consultations by the Board and Staff of the Pincher Creek Foundation with residents of Crestview Lodge indicate 
that seniors living in that facility would not be able to afford even a $400 increase in their rents to cover the costs of 
additional upgrades to the facility and its services.  
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4.7.2 Planned Future Economic Developments 
 
Consultations with representatives from Shell Canada indicate that there are currently no plans 
to do any major upgrades or to significantly increase activities at the Waterton Gas Facility. The 
significant expansion that had been occurring at the plant for the past few years has recently 
been completed and only minor activities (i.e., a few smaller projects) may be occurring early in 
2010 – however, staff indicate that these activities will have little to no impact on demand for 
housing in the area.  
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Chapter 5 
 
 

 
Housing Needs Analysis 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5.1 Introduction 
 
This chapter estimates the number of households within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s 
service/catchment area that may be facing housing challenges and/or hardships in either of four 
standard categories:  
 

1. Housing adequacy (physical safety and maintenance of the home);  

2. Housing suitability (proper size of the home given the size of the household);  

3. Housing affordability (the cost of the home related to the household’s income); 
and 

4. Housing accessibility (the degree to which housing meets the needs of persons 
with health, mobility or stamina limitations).  

 
Housing affordability is typically the dominant issue for the majority of households experiencing 
difficulty. However, it also tends to affect the other two. For example, households unable to 
afford the average price of market housing (either rental or homeowners) may find themselves 
choosing (or being limited to) housing that is too small to meet their needs. Alternatively, 
homeowners that find themselves paying an excessive amount of their before-tax income on 
their mortgage payments and may not be able to commit to the ongoing upkeep and 
maintenance required to keep their home in good condition or pay for upgrades to their homes 
to make them more accessible. Similarly, renters may find themselves with few housing choices 
available to them other than those rental properties poorly maintained by their owners.  
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5.2 Housing Adequacy in the Pincher Creek Foundation’s Service/Catchment 
Area 

 
Housing adequacy refers to the physical safety of an individual dwelling. Housing is considered 
inadequate if it requires major repairs and/or is lacking necessary services and basic facilities. 
Major repairs refer to plumbing, electrical, ventilation systems, disposal systems, and the 
structural components of a house that might warrant it being unsafe. Basic facilities refer to 
potable hot and cold running water, and full bathroom facilities including an indoor toilet and a 
bathtub or shower. Additionally, housing is not adequate if it is infested with vermin or black 
mould. 
 
Table 31 shows the degree to which dwellings in the Pincher Creek Foundation’s 
service/catchment area may be in need of major repairs compared to the Province as a whole 
based on Statistics Canada Census of Population data for 2006 (data from the 1996 and 2001 
Censuses are not available).  
 
 
Table 31: Homes in Need of Major Repairs in the Town of Pincher Creek, the Village of Cowley and 

the MD of Pincher Creek Compared to the Province of Alberta 
(Statistics Canada 2006 Census of Population Data) 

 

Housing Costs 2006 

Town of Pincher Creek  

Total Private Occupied Dwellings 1,470 

% Occupied Dwellings Requiring Major Repairs 10.5% 

Est. No. Dwellings in Need of Major Repairs 155 

Village of Cowley  

Total Private Occupied Dwellings 100 

% Occupied Dwellings Requiring Major Repairs 15.0% 

Est. No. Dwellings in Need of Major Repairs 15 

MD of Pincher Creek  

Total Private Occupied Dwellings 1,155 

% Occupied Dwellings Requiring Major Repairs 12.1% 

Est. No. Dwellings in Need of Major Repairs 140 

Province of Alberta  

Total Private Occupied Dwellings 1,256,200 

% Occupied Dwellings Requiring Major Repairs 6.7% 

Est. No. Dwellings in Need of Major Repairs 84,165 

 
Data Source:  

Statistics Canada 2006 Census of Population 
NOTE: Data are subject to rounding and suppression and are derived using geographic boundaries that may not 

coincide with other data sets used in this study potentially resulting in discrepancies between the data presented here 
and data presented in other tables. 

 
 
According to this data, communities within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment 
area have a significantly higher percentage of homes in need of major repairs compared to the 
Province as a whole. For example, the percentage of homes in the MD of Pincher Creek in need 
of major repairs (12.1%) is almost twice the Provincial average (6.7%) while the percentage of 
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homes in the Village of Cowley (15.0%) is more than twice the Provincial average. Of the three 
communities, the Town of Pincher Creek appears to have the lowest percentage of homes in 
need of major repairs (10.5%) – which is still 50% higher than the Provincial average. Based on 
this data, there may be as many as 310 homes in the Pincher Creek Foundation’s 
service/catchment area in need of major repairs and, therefore, could be considered inadequate. 
This includes an estimated 155 homes in the Town of Pincher Creek, 15 homes in the Village of 
Cowley and 140 homes in the MD of Pincher Creek.  
 
It should be noted that this data was derived from permanent residents completing the Long 
Questionnaire from the 2006 Census of Population and may not accurately reflect the condition 
of homes owned by non-permanent residents or any changes that may have occurred since 
2006 (e.g., homes undergoing major repairs since 2006).  
 
5.2.1 Anecdotal Evidence of Housing Adequacy Issues in the Pincher Creek 

Foundation’s Service/Catchment Area 
 
Feedback from participants in a series of Key Person Interviews and Focus Group Meetings 
conducted with local stakeholders and residents living in the Pincher Creek area suggests that 
rental units are more likely to be in need of major repairs than owned homes – especially if those 
rental units are located in trailer parks. At the same time, several participants in both processes 
clearly stated that there are a number of very good landlords in the community who treat their 
tenants well and keep their rental properties well maintained.  
 
Examples of housing adequacy challenges experienced by tenants living in the area included 
homes that are poorly insulated, homes with windows and doors that do not close or seal 
properly, leaking cold air – especially in the winter and when there are strong winds blowing, and 
homes with old heating systems that are not up to modern standards and, therefore, are unable 
to heat homes adequately in the winter. These older heating systems are particularly 
problematic in homes that have poor insulation or leaky window or door frames. Poor insulation 
and leaking windows or doors typically lead to higher heating bills – especially in the winter – 
further exacerbating already-existing affordability issues. One participant in the Key Person 
Interviews suggested that homes built in some areas of Pincher Creek are prone to shifting due 
to the nature of the soil upon which they are built. This could be a factor in the number of homes 
with leaky window or door frames.  
 
A number of participants in the Key Person Interviews and the Focus Group Meetings suggested 
that the lack of housing options in the region – especially affordable rental housing – may be 
forcing residents to accept a lower standard of living because they have limited choices. For 
example, it was suggested that the limited supply of rental housing may actually serve as a 
disincentive for some landlords to fix up their units because tenants (having little choice) are 
more likely to continue renting the units the way they are. Even if some tenants are not willing to 
live in units that require significant repairs or upgrades, it was suggested that there are always 
other tenants who are willing to accept those units given the overall housing shortage in the 
area. It was also suggested that there is a significant number of Aboriginal people renting homes 
in the area and that a large portion of those tenants were formerly living on the Reserve in 
Brocket where their particular housing conditions may have been even worse. 
 
In some cases, rental units in need of repairs go unaddressed because the landlord refuses to 
deal with the situation. In other cases, the tenants fail to inform their landlord of the situation. 
Several examples were cited by landlords of minor problems that were not addressed and, 
therefore, eventually became major problems because the tenant never informed the landlord. It 
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was suggested that tenants who do not inform their landlords or the Municipality of issues with 
their units often fail to do so out of fear – fear that they may evicted for having complained, fear 
that they may have to move out of the unit while the repairs are being conducted, or fear that 
they may experience a rent increase after the repairs have been completed.  
 
In terms of owned homes in need of major repairs, it is important to note the difference between 
what constitutes a major repair in terms of structural issues with a dwelling that the homeowner 
could not predict (e.g., electrical, plumbing, and foundation problems) and what constitutes 
regular maintenance (albeit costly) that the homeowner failed to plan for such as replacing the 
shingles on the roof. It is also important to recognize that there may be homes in need of major 
repairs because the homeowner failed to address the problem early, when the problem first 
arose and, therefore, allowed the situation to deteriorate to the point where it has now become a 
major repair issue. This speaks to the issue of personal accountability and choices as a 
homeowner. At the same time, if affordability is an ongoing challenge for a homeowner, regular 
maintenance is less likely to be done which can lead to major repair issues and other structural 
problems – especially with older homes.  
 
Participants in one of the Focus Group Meetings suggested that homes in need of major repairs 
can lead to hospitalization due to injuries or health issues when the home becomes unsafe for 
the resident. It can also lead to extended hospitalizations while the individual tries to find a safer 
housing alternative to move into so they can be discharged from the hospital.  
 
It was also suggested that the environments in which most of the area’s affordable housing are 
located may be unsafe – especially for children. Most of the comments related to this issue were 
focused on situations in some of the area’s trailer parks. Examples cited included trailer parks 
that are located near industrial areas without the provision of safe places and green spaces for 
children to play, children being exposed to ongoing drug and alcohol abuse by neighbours living 
in the trailer park, and children having to cross the highway and walk past bars and/or transient 
individuals in order to get to school.  
 
5.3 Housing Suitability in the Pincher Creek Foundation’s Service/Catchment 

Area 
 
Housing suitability refers to the size of the home in terms of bedrooms compared to the size of 
the family living in that home. National Occupancy Standards set minimum criteria for number of 
persons per bedroom and level of privacy for members of a household. These standards require:  
 

� A maximum of two persons per bedroom;  

� That the parent(s)’s bedroom be separate from that of the children(s)’s;  

� That family members over the age of 17 not share a bedroom; and  

� That family members over four years of age and of the opposite gender not share a 
bedroom.  

 
Households that are unable to meet these occupancy standards are said to be living in 
overcrowded or unsuitable housing conditions. There are currently no published data by 
Statistics Canada directly related to housing suitability for the communities located within the 
Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area (as defined using National Occupancy 
Standards). However, Statistics Canada does provide data from the 2006 Census of Population 
identifying the number of households having more than one person per room (see Table 32 – 
next page). Statistics Canada defines a room as follows:   
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“A 'room' is an enclosed area within a dwelling which is finished and suitable for 
year-round living (e.g., kitchen, dining-room, or bedroom). Not counted as rooms 
are bathrooms, halls, vestibules and rooms used solely for business purposes.”32 

 
 

Table 32: Dwellings in the Town of Pincher Creek, the Village of Cowley and the MD of Pincher 
Creek with More Than One Person Per Room Compared to the Province of Alberta 

(Statistics Canada 2006 Census of Population Data) 
 

Housing Costs 2006 

Town of Pincher Creek  

Total Private Occupied Dwellings 1,470 

% Dwellings With More Than One Person Per Room 0.7% 

Est. No. Dwellings w/ More Than One Person Per Room 10 

Village of Cowley  

Total Private Occupied Dwellings 100 

% Dwellings With More Than One Person Per Room 0.0% 

Est. No. Dwellings w/ More Than One Person Per Room 0 * 

MD of Pincher Creek  

Total Private Occupied Dwellings 1,155 

% Dwellings With More Than One Person Per Room 0.9% 

Est. No. Dwellings w/ More Than One Person Per Room 10 

Province of Alberta  

Total Private Occupied Dwellings 1,256,200 

% Dwellings With More Than One Person Per Room 1.3% 

Est. No. Dwellings w/ More Than One Person Per Room 16,330 

 
Data Source:  

Statistics Canada 2006 Censuses of Population 
* Estimates for the Village of Cowley may be due to data suppression 

NOTE: Data are subject to rounding and suppression and are derived using geographic boundaries that may not 
coincide with other data sets used in this study potentially resulting in discrepancies between the data presented here 

and data presented in other tables. 

 
 
According to this data, suitability challenges within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s 
service/catchment area appear to be significantly lower than the Province as a whole. For 
example, 1.3% of dwellings Province-wide had more than one person per room in 2006 
compared to 0.9% of dwellings in the MD of Pincher Creek, 0.7% of dwellings in the Town of 
Pincher Creek and 0.0% of dwellings in the Village of Cowley (data suppression is likely a factor 
in this last estimate). Based on this data, there may be as many as 20 households within the 
Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area living in unsuitable accommodations.  
 
While this data suggests that the region may have relatively few suitability issues, these figures 
do not relate directly to the number or percentage of households with two or more people 
sharing a bedroom – and, therefore, do not related to National Occupancy Standards (i.e., more 

                                                           
32

 Statistics Canada, 2007. 2006 Community Profiles. 2006 Census. Statistics Canada Catalogue no. 92-591-XWE. 
Ottawa. Released March 13, 2007 (accessed June 20, 2007). 
http://www12.statcan.ca/english/census06/data/profiles/community/Index.cfm?Lang=E  
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than one person per room does not necessarily translate into more than two persons per 
bedroom).  
 
5.3.1 Anecdotal Evidence of Housing Suitability Issues in the Pincher Creek 

Foundation’s Service/Catchment Area 
 
Limited anecdotal evidence was derived from participants in a series of Key Person Interviews 
and Focus Group Meetings conducted with local stakeholders and residents living in the Pincher 
Creek area relating to overcrowding. However, the feedback that was received suggests that 
overcrowding may be a larger issue than the Statistics Canada 2006 Census data indicates. It 
was suggested that people living in overcrowded conditions may not be fully divulging the actual 
number of individuals living in the unit (especially if they are renting their home) for fear of being 
evicted should the landlord find out.  
 
Overcrowding is more likely to be an issue for larger families with children. This is due to the 
limited number of three-bedroom units available to rent in the area. Overcrowding is also likely to 
be an issue for Aboriginal families – mainly due to cultural norms and differences. For example, 
Aboriginal people are more likely to live in multi-generational family units. They also generally 
have larger families (more children) and have extended family living close by. Aboriginal people 
who have been able to secure housing off the Reserve are also more likely to help family 
members who haven’t been able to find housing by providing them with a temporary place to 
stay while they continue to search for an appropriate rental unit in town. 
 
While overcrowding may be a bigger issue on the Reserve, it remains an issue off the Reserve 
due in part to a growing number of larger families living in the area and in part to the large 
portion of Aboriginal families who have moved into the Town of Pincher Creek in search of 
housing that is less crowded and in better condition than what is available on the Reserve.  
 
Overcrowding becomes more of a problem when low- and modest-income households find 
themselves having to share accommodations (i.e., invite friends and other non-family members 
to move in with them) in order to make ends meet. 
 
The lack of sufficient three-bedroom units or larger to rent in the area means that, for some 
larger families – particularly larger Aboriginal families living off-Reserve, children may become 
separated from their parents. Examples were given during the Focus Group Meetings of families 
where some of the children have to live with extended family or friends because the parent(s) 
cannot find an affordable unit to rent in town with enough bedrooms for all of the children to live 
at home together.  
 
Participants in the Key Person Interviews and Focus Group Meetings also suggested that the 
National Occupancy Standards upon which overcrowding is assessed do not take into 
consideration generational or cultural norms. For example, Aboriginal people and some new 
Canadians may come from cultures where living in a multigenerational home or one where more 
than two people share a bedroom is considered normal. Similarly, previous generations of 
Canadians also considered sharing a bedroom with one or more siblings to be normal and not 
overcrowding.  
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5.4 Housing Accessibility in the Pincher Creek Foundation’s Service/Catchment 
Area 

 
Housing accessibility relates to ability of individuals with health, mobility and/or stamina 
limitations to easily get into and out of their home, and to move around freely while inside their 
home. Accessibility is particularly problematic for persons with physical disabilities including 
people confined to wheelchairs and people needing the use of walkers to get around their home. 
Those households with accessibility issues may require a number of improvements to their 
homes including wheelchair ramps and/or elevators; larger doors and hallways; lowered counter 
tops, sinks and cabinets; and reconfigured rooms including larger bathrooms and specialty 
bathtubs.  
 
Statistics Canada estimates that 13.6% of Albertans (an estimated 435,820 children, adults and 
seniors) had disabilities in 200633 based on findings from the Participation and Activity Limitation 
Survey (PALS) conducted following the 2006 Census of Population. While this figure represents 
an increase from 12.5% of Albertans in 2001 (and partly due to the general ageing of the 
population34), it remains slightly lower than the national average of 14.3%. These statistics 
include people with mild or moderate disabilities to those with severe or very severe disabilities. 
These statistics also include a range of disability types, including: 
 

� Hearing; 

� Seeing; 

� Speech; 

� Mobility; 

� Agility/Dexterity; 

� Pain; 

� Developmental Delay; 

� Developmental Disability or Disorder; 

� Learning; 

� Memory; 

� Psychological; 

� Chronic Conditions; and 

� Unknown/Undeclared Disabilities. 

 
Based on this estimate, there may be as many as 975 residents living in the Pincher Creek 
Foundation service/catchment area (13.6% of the estimated 2006 population of 7,153 residents 
living in the region) with one or more of the above-mentioned disabilities. This total includes an 
estimated: 
 

� 495 residents living in the Town of Pincher Creek (13.6% of the 2006 population of 
3,625 residents);  

� 30 residents living in the Village of Cowley (13.6% of the 2006 population of 219 
residents); and 

                                                           
33

 Statistics Canada, Participation and Activity Limitation Survey 2006: Analytical Report (December 2007), Catalogue 
No. 89-628-XIE – No. 002, page 16. 
34

 Government of Canada, 2008 Federal Disability Report (2008), Catalogue No. HS61-1/2008E, page 2. 
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� 450 residents living in the MD of Pincher Creek (13.6% of the 2006 population of 
3,309 residents).  

 
In terms of Albertans with identified mobility challenges, Statistics Canada estimates that, in 
2006, 0.4% of children ages 0 to 14, 6.5% of individuals ages 15 to 64, and 34.4% of seniors 
ages 65 and over had one or more disabilities that affect their mobility35. These figures may 
over-exaggerate the need for accessible housing in the region, however, because the presence 
of a disability that affects one’s mobility does not automatically indicate the need for more 
accessible housing. As mentioned above, the statistics used to derive this figure include people 
with mild or moderate disabilities (i.e., those less likely to require accessible housing) as well as 
those with severe or very severe disabilities (i.e., those more likely to require accessible 
housing). 
 
A more detailed analysis from the 2006 Participation and Activity Limitation Survey (PALS), 
conducted nation-wide by Statistics Canada estimates that 7.9% of Canadian adults with 
disabilities “reported using specialized features either to enter or leave their residence or inside 
their residence.”36 Furthermore, “4.6% of adults with disabilities reported that the design and 
layout of their home made it difficult to participate in activities that they wanted or needed to 
do.”37 Table 33 (next page) provides an estimate of the number of residents living in the Pincher 
Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area who may require accessible housing based on 
these figures.  
 
Based on this analysis, there may be as many as 75 - 80 individuals living in the Pincher Creek 
Foundation service/catchment area currently using specialized features to enter and exit their 
homes and as many as 45 individuals living in the region potentially in need of more accessible 
housing (i.e., for whom the design and layout of their home makes it difficult for them to 
participate in daily activities).  
 
Factors that might affect these estimates include a higher percentage of persons with severe or 
very severe mobility challenges in the region compared to Provincial averages and/or a higher 
percentage of persons needing accessible housing in region compared to National averages. 
Given the higher percentage of seniors living in the Pincher Creek area compared to provincial 
averages, these estimates are likely low.  
 

                                                           
35

 Statistics Canada, Participation and Activity Limitation Survey 2006: Tables (December 2007), Catalogue No. 89-
628-XIE – No. 003, page 100. 
36

 Ibid., page 26. 
37

 Ibid. 
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Table 33: Identified Percentage of Albertans and Estimated Number of Residents Living in the 
Town of Pincher Creek, the Village of Cowley, the MD of Pincher Creek and the Region as a Whole 

Potentially Requiring More Accessible Housing  
(Statistics Canada 2006 Census of Population Data and 2006 PALS Data) 

 

Characteristics Total Percentage (%) 

Town of Pincher Creek   

2006 Population 3,625  
1
 100.0% 

Est. 2006 Pop. with Disabilities 493 13.6% 

Est. Pop. w/ Disabilities Using Specialized Features (2006) 39 7.9% 
2
 

Est. Pop. w/ Disabilities w/ Design/Layout Constraints (2006) 23 4.6% 
2
 

Village of Cowley   

2006 Population 219  
1
 100.0% 

Est. 2006 Pop. with Disabilities 30 13.6% 

Est. Pop. w/ Disabilities Using Specialized Features (2006) 2 7.9% 
2
 

Est. Pop. w/ Disabilities w/ Design/Layout Constraints (2006) 1 4.6% 
2
 

MD of Pincher Creek   

2006 Population 3,309  
1
 100.0% 

Est. 2006 Pop. with Disabilities 450 13.6% 

Est. Pop. w/ Disabilities Using Specialized Features (2006) 36 7.9% 
2
 

Est. Pop. w/ Disabilities w/ Design/Layout Constraints (2006) 21 4.6% 
2
 

Estimated Regional Total   

2006 Population 7,153  
1
 100.0% 

Est. 2006 Pop. with Disabilities 973 13.6% 

Est. Pop. w/ Disabilities Using Specialized Features (2006) 77 7.9% 2 

Est. Pop. w/ Disabilities w/ Design/Layout Constraints (2006) 45 4.6% 2 
 

Data Sources:  
1
 Statistics Canada 2006 Censuses of Population 

2
 Statistics Canada 2006 Participation and Activity Limitation Survey (PALS) 

NOTE: Data are subject to rounding and suppression and are derived using geographic boundaries that may not 
coincide with other data sets used in this study potentially resulting in discrepancies between the data presented here 

and data presented in other tables. 

 
 
5.4.1 Anecdotal Evidence of Housing Accessibility Issues in the Pincher Creek 

Foundation’s Service/Catchment Area 
 
Limited anecdotal evidence was derived from participants in a series of Key Person Interviews 
and Focus Group Meetings conducted with local stakeholders and residents living in the Pincher 
Creek area relating to housing accessibility. The feedback that was received indicates that 
housing accessibility is more likely to be an issue for seniors and for persons with disabilities.  
 
Given the higher percentage of seniors, including older seniors, living in the region when 
compared to Provincial averages and the lack of supportive housing (including Group Homes) in 
the area for persons with disabilities, it needs to be recognized that the number of households 
estimated to be requiring accessible housing may actually be higher than what has been 
estimated using data from the Federal Census data and the 2006 Participation and Activity 
Limitation Survey (PALS). Feedback from Alberta Health Services staff indicates that more 
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detailed data on the actual number of seniors needing more accessible housing in the area is 
currently unavailable.  
 
Seniors are more likely to require accessible housing if they have experienced an injury due to a 
fall (e.g., hip or leg fracture) or a brain injury resulting from a stroke. Severe cases of arthritis 
may also lead a senior to require more accessible housing. Thus housing accessibility can be 
particularly problematic for seniors attempting to remain in their own homes longer rather than 
moving into a unit at Crestview Lodge or Vista Village. As the seniors’ population in the region 
continues to grow, the need for more accessible housing is likely to increase.  
 
Improving the accessibility of homes can be a costly endeavour. While wheelchair ramps are the 
most common adaptation, some individuals require lifts in the bathroom, widening of doorways 
and hallways, and/or the lowering of countertops and cabinets. In some cases, major 
renovations are required. There are government programs that provide financial assistance to 
homeowners that need to make adaptations to their homes as a result of an injury or chronic 
disability. However, information on these programs may be difficult to find – especially for people 
without access to a computer or limited experience searching for information on the internet.  
 
5.5 Housing Affordability in the Pincher Creek Foundation’s Service/Catchment 

Area 
 
Housing affordability relates to the ability of individual households to meet their monthly rent or 
mortgage payments within a reasonable threshold of their income. CMHC has determined that 
housing is affordable if it costs no more than 30% of a household’s before-tax monthly income 
for rent or mortgage payments. 
 
5.5.1 Estimating Housing Affordability Needs 
 
In order to estimate the number of households within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s 
service/catchment area that are potentially facing housing hardships due to the cost of market 
housing, two standard measures are used:  
 

1. The 2008 Low Income Cut-offs (LICOs) as published by Statistics Canada; and  

2. The 2009 Core Need Income Thresholds (CNITs) as published by Alberta 
Housing and Urban Affairs.  

 
These measures are compared to income data derived from Statistics Canada Taxfiler data for 
2006 (the most recent data currently published). Another analysis prepared by Statistics Canada 
using 2006 Census of Population data identifies the number of households paying 30% or more 
of their income on housing and is used to complement the analysis. 
 
Estimating housing need can be tricky. While LICO and CNIT are the standard measures used 
to determine affordability needs, neither the LICOs nor the CNITs are able to take into 
consideration individual lifestyle choices or particular external needs. In other words, a 
household may be deemed to be low-income and in need of more affordable housing according 
to LICO or CNIT, yet because they purchased their home several years ago when housing 
prices in the community were lower and/or with a sizeable downpayment, the household’s actual 
mortgage payments may be within the 30% affordability range. Conversely, a household may be 
deemed to have an adequate income to afford average market housing, yet have particular 
health needs (e.g., special medications not covered under existing health plan(s), specialized 
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diets, treatment by non-government-subsidized specialists, etc.) or supports (e.g., special 
assistance for a disabled child not covered under existing health plans or government programs) 
whose costs reduce the household’s disposable income to the point were their actual housing 
costs do pose a challenge. Despite these limitations, LICOs and CNITs are the standards used 
for assessing affordable housing needs in a community.  
 
Another challenge with estimating housing need is differentiating between “need” and “want.” It 
is often the case that what people seek in terms of more “affordable” housing are opportunities 
that bring the purchase price of the traditional single-family home  down to a level that is 
affordable to a household earning $30,000 or less (as it may have been as early as 10-15 years 
ago). Neither the LICOs nor the CNITs take into consideration households’ expectations of what 
housing looks like or where it is located. Rather, these measures are used to assess what is 
needed to provide for a household’s minimum requirements based on national standards and 
who may be unable to achieve those minimum standards based on their income.  
 
A third challenge is the different definitions of “households” used by Statistics Canada in the 
Taxfiler data compared to the Census of Population data. Taxfiler data collects and organizes 
information based on economic households (i.e., persons living together as a single 
interdependent economic unit – or family) whereas Census of Population data collects and 
organizes information based on census households (i.e., persons living together within a single 
housing unit regardless of economic relationship or interdependency). Thus Census of 
Population data would record two single individuals living as roommates in a single apartment as 
one household, while the Taxfiler data would record these individuals as two separate 
households (unless the two individuals filed their income tax returns as either a married or 
common-law couple).38   
 
Therefore, caution should be taken when assessing the actual number of households within 
each target group. A combination of data rounding and suppression found in the Taxfiler data, 
population growth and changes since 2006 not reflected in the data, different levels of housing 
equity among local households, and the important distinction between economic households 
and census households makes the following estimates approximations at best. 
 
5.5.2 Statistics Canada 2008 Low Income Cut-offs 
 
The Low Income Cut-off (LICO) is a measure developed by Statistics Canada to estimate the 
number of households who could be considered “low-income” (as the name implies). LICO looks 
at what an average household spends on basic needs (food, clothing, and shelter) to determine 
at what income level households may be unable to meet their basic needs. While the measure is 
not designed specifically to assess “poverty”39, the LICO is often used as such. Rather, Statistics 
Canada uses the LICO to estimate the number of households likely to be living under what it 
calls “straitened [sic.] circumstances.”  
 
It should be noted that LICO may not necessarily take into consideration the cost of utilities. 
Rising utility costs can have a significant impact on affordability and housing stability. For some 
households, rising utilities costs can further erode already limited disposable income and put 
them “over the edge” in terms of their financial and housing stability. Nor does LICO take into 
consideration regional variations (LICOs are nation-wide measures). For example, a community 

                                                           
38

 More information is provided in Appendix C: Data Sources and Limitations.  
39

 Statistics Canada makes it very clear that the LICO is not a measure of actual poverty. However, it is one of several 
standard measures accepted across the country as just that.  
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such as shares the same LICO with other similarly-sized communities across the country. 
However, the combined cost of food, clothing and shelter in the Pincher Creek area may not be 
the same as the same costs in other similarly-sized communities of Alberta or in similarly-sized 
communities in other provinces (e.g., Saskatchewan, Ontario, Newfoundland, etc.) but they will 
all share the same LICO.  
 
Table 34 shows the 2008 before-tax LICOs for rural communities such as those within the 
Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area organized according to the size of the 
household (i.e., number of persons). In 2008, the before-tax LICOs range from a low of 
approximately $15,262 for a one-person household to $40,390 for a household containing seven 
(7) or more persons.  
 
 

Table 34: 2008 Before-Tax Low Income Cut-offs (LICOs) for Rural Communities  
(Statistics Canada Income Statistics Division) 

 

Household Size 2008 Before-Tax LICO (Rural Areas) 

One-Person $15,262 

Two-Person  $19,000 

Three-Person  $23,358 

Four-Person  $28,361 

Five- Person  $32,165 

Six-Person  $36,278 

Seven+- Person  $40,390 
 

Data Source: 
Statistics Canada Income Statistics Division 

 
Table 35 (next page) estimates the approximate number of economic households within the 
Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area whose incomes fall at or below the 2008 
before-tax LICO based on income data for 2006 provided by Statistics Canada Taxfiler data.  
 

Note that Taxfiler data does not provide sufficient detail in terms of household size (i.e., the 
number of family households with four or more children) to estimate households whose income 
meets the six- or seven-plus-person LICOs. 
 
Based on these estimates, there may be as many as 315 economic households (11.1% of all 
economic households) in the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area whose 
incomes fall at or below the Statistics Canada 2008 Low Income Cut-offs and, therefore, may be 
in need of more affordable housing. In terms of percentage of the total, lone-parent families are 
the most affected with an estimated 19.2% living under “straitened circumstances” followed by 
single individuals (15.2%) and then couples (7.9%). In terms of actual numbers, couples 
outnumber other households with an estimated 140 couple economic households earning 
incomes at or below the 2008 LICO compared to an estimated 125 individual economic 
households and an estimated 50 lone-parent economic households.  
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Table 35: Estimated Number and Percentage of Economic Households within the Pincher Creek 
Foundation’s Service/Catchment Area Whose Incomes Fall At or Below the 2008 Before-Tax Low 
Income Cut-Offs (LICOs) for Rural Communities (Based on Statistics Canada 2006 Taxfiler Data) 

 

Size of Household 
2008 LICOs (Rural 

Communities) 
1
 

Max. Affordable 
Rents 

2
 

Couples 
3
 

Lone 
Parents 

3
 

Singles 
3
 Total 

3
 

Town of Pincher Creek 

One-person $15,262 $380 -- -- 115 115 

Two-persons $19,000 $475 45 20 -- 65 

Three-persons $23,358 $585 0 5 -- 5 

Four-persons $28,361 $710 25 15 -- 40 

Five-persons $32,165 $805 10 -- -- 10 

Unknown Size < $20,000 $500 20 0 -- 20 

Subtotal -- -- 100 40 115 255 

Hamlet of Lundbreck 

One-person $15,262 $380 -- -- 0 0 

Two-persons $19,000 $475 10 0 -- 10 

Three-persons $23,358 $585 0 0 -- 0 

Four-persons $28,361 $710 0 0 -- 0 

Five-persons $32,165 $805 20 -- -- 20 

Unknown Size < $20,000 $500 0 10 -- 10 

Subtotal -- -- 30 10 0 40 

Village of Cowley 

One-person $15,262 $380 -- -- 10 10 

Two-persons $19,000 $475 10 0 -- 10 

Three-persons $23,358 $585 0 0 -- 0 

Four-persons $28,361 $710 0 0 -- 0 

Five-persons $32,165 $805 0 -- -- 0 

Unknown Size < $20,000 $500 0 0 -- 0 

Subtotal -- -- 10 0 10 20 

Estimated Regional Total 

One-person $15,262 $380 -- -- 125 125 

Two-persons $19,000 $475 65 20 -- 85 

Three-persons $23,358 $585 0 5 -- 5 

Four-persons $28,361 $710 25 15 -- 40 

Five-persons $32,165 $805 30 0 -- 30 

Unknown Size < $20,000 $500 20 10 -- 30 

Subtotal -- -- 140 50 125 315 

Total Households -- -- 1,770 260 820 2,850 

% of All Households -- -- 7.9% 19.2% 15.2% 11.1% 

 

Data Sources: 
1
 Statistics Canada Income Statistics Division 

2
 Calculations based on 30% of Before-Tax Income 

3
 Figures are derived from Statistics Canada Small Area and Data Division (2006 Taxfiler Data) 

NOTE: numbers are subject to rounding, suppression and discrepancies associated with the nature of the geographic 
boundaries use to define the data region. 
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5.5.3 Alberta Housing and Urban Affairs 2009 Core Need Income Thresholds 
 
Core Need Income Thresholds (CNITs – pronounced “snits”) are established on an annual basis 
by Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) and Alberta Housing and Urban Affairs. 
CNITs are based on 30% of the identified median market rents within a particular community. 
Households with annual before-tax incomes equal to or less than CNIT are said to have 
insufficient incomes to afford the on-going costs of safe, suitable and adequate rental units in 
their area. Therefore, CNITs are often used to determine eligibility for subsidized housing/rent 
subsidies.  
 
The cost of rental housing is used to calculate CNIT levels because of the difficulty tracking 
individual household mortgage payments – which vary greatly according a variety of factors, 
including:  
 

1. When the home was purchased (which affects the original purchase price of the 
home);  

2. The size of the initial downpayment (which affects the total size of the original 
mortgage);  

3. The particular interest rate and mortgage term (both of which affect the actual 
mortgage payments); and 

4. Whether or not the household sought to refinance the mortgage (which may result 
in multiple mortgages with different terms and interest rates).   

 
Table 36 shows the published 2009 CNITs for the Town of Pincher Creek and smaller rural 
communities within the Province’s South Region as defined by Alberta Housing and Urban 
Affairs. The 2009 CNITs for the Town of Pincher Creek and communities within the South 
Region range from a low of $22,000 for a one-bedroom unit to a high of $42,500 for a five-
bedroom-or-larger unit.  
 
 

Table 36: 2009 Core Need Income Thresholds (CNITs) for the Town of Pincher Creek and Smaller 
Communities Within the South Region (Alberta Housing and Urban Affairs) 

 

Dwelling Size 2009 CNITs 

Bachelor $22,000 

One-Bedroom $27,000 

Two-Bedroom  $31,500 

Three-Bedroom  $36,000 

Four-Bedroom $39,500 

Five+-Bedroom  $42,500 
 

Data Sources: 
Alberta Housing and Urban Affairs  

 
 
Calculating core housing need is based on National Occupancy Standards, which (as described 
above) set minimum criteria for the number of persons per bedroom in a home and the level of 
privacy for members of a household. Based on these Occupancy Standards and for the purpose 
of this analysis, the following assumptions are made:  
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� All one-person households (defined as non-family persons in the Taxfiler data) will 
require a bachelor unit;  

� All two-person households (defined as couple families in the Taxfiler data) without 
children will require a one-bedroom unit;  

� All couple families with one child and 50% of couple families with two children will 
require a two-bedroom unit;  

� All lone-parent families with one child and 50% of lone-parent families with two 
children will require a two-bedroom unit;  

� 50% of lone-parent families with two or three children and 50% of couple families with 
two or three children will require a three-bedroom unit; and  

� 50% of lone-parent families and 50% of couple families with three or more children 
will require a four-bedroom unit.  

 
Table 37 (next page) estimates the approximate number of economic households within the 
Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment that may be in Core Housing Need (i.e., paying 
more than 30% of their before-tax income on housing) based on the published 2009 CNIT data 
for the Town of Pincher Creek and the South Region of the Province compared to 2006 income 
data provided by Statistics Canada Taxfiler data.  
 
Based on this analysis, there may be as many as 660 economic households (23.2% of all 
economic households) in the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area whose 
incomes fall at or below the 2009 Core Need Income Thresholds (CNITs). According to this data, 
lone-parent families are once again more likely to be affected as a percentage of the total with 
an estimated 44.2% earning incomes at or below CNIT, followed by single individuals (39.6%) 
and then couples (12.4%). In terms of actual numbers, single individuals are more likely to be in 
Core Housing Need with an estimated 325 single-person economic households earning incomes 
at or below the 2009 CNIT compared to an estimated 220 couple economic households and an 
estimated 115 lone-parent economic households.   
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Table 37: Estimated Number and Percentage of Economic Households within the Town of Pincher 
Creek, the Hamlet of Lundbreck, the Village of Cowley and the Region as a Whole Whose Incomes 

Fall At or Below the 2009 Core Need Income Thresholds (CNITs)  
(Based on Statistics Canada 2006 Taxfiler Data) 

 

Size of Household 2009 CNITs 
1
 

Max. Affordable 
Rents 

2
 

Couples 
3
 

Lone 
Parents 

3
 

Singles 
3
 Total 

3
 

Town of Pincher Creek 

Bachelor $22,000 $550 -- -- 270 270 

1-bedroom $27,000 $675 85 -- -- 85 

2-bedroom $31,500 $790 30 55 -- 85 

3-bedroom $36,000 $900 20 20 -- 40 

4-bedroom $39,500 $990 10 10 -- 20 

Unknown Size < $30,000 $750 20 10 -- 30 

Subtotal -- -- 165 95 270 530 

Hamlet of Lundbreck 

Bachelor $22,000 $550 -- -- 25 25 

1-bedroom $27,000 $675 20 -- -- 20 

2-bedroom $31,500 $790 0 20 -- 20 

3-bedroom $36,000 $900 10 0 -- 10 

4-bedroom $39,500 $990 10 0 -- 10 

Unknown Size < $30,000 $750 -- -- -- 0 

Subtotal -- -- 40 20 25 85 

Village of Cowley 

Bachelor $22,000 $550 -- -- 30 30 

1-bedroom $27,000 $675 15 -- -- 15 

2-bedroom $31,500 $790 0 0 -- 0 

3-bedroom $36,000 $900 0 0 -- 0 

4-bedroom $39,500 $990 0 0 -- 0 

Unknown Size < $30,000 $750 -- -- -- 0 

Subtotal -- -- 15 0 30 45 

Estimated Regional Total 

Bachelor $22,000 $550 -- -- 325 325 

1-bedroom $27,000 $675 120 -- -- 120 

2-bedroom $31,500 $790 30 75 -- 105 

3-bedroom $36,000 $900 30 20 -- 50 

4-bedroom $39,500 $990 20 10 -- 30 

Unknown Size < $30,000 $750 20 10 -- 30 

Subtotal -- -- 220 115 325 660 

Total Households -- -- 1,770 260 820 2,850 

% of All Households -- -- 12.4% 44.2% 39.6% 23.2% 

 

Data Sources: 
1
 Alberta Housing and Urban Affairs  

2
 Calculations based on 30% of Before-Tax Income 

3
 Figures are derived from Statistics Canada Small Area and Data Division (2006 Taxfiler Data) 

NOTE: numbers are subject to rounding, suppression and discrepancies associated with the nature of the geographic 
boundaries use to define the data region. 
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5.5.4 Statistics Canada 2006 Housing Cost Analyses 
 
Another analysis of potential affordable housing needs within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s 
service/catchment area shows somewhat different – yet potentially more accurate – figures. 
Using 2006 Census of Population data from the 20% sample of households within the Town of 
Pincher Creek, the Village of Cowley and the MD of Pincher Creek who filled out the long (more 
detailed) Census questionnaire, Statistics Canada has estimated the number of households 
living within the region paying more than 30% of their income on housing. Included in the total 
estimated housing costs are:  
 

� Rent or mortgage payments; 

� Condominium fees (if applicable); 

� Property taxes (if applicable); 

� Electricity costs; 

� Oil, gas, wood or other fuel costs; and 

� Water and other municipal service costs.  

 
Table 38 (next page) shows two housing affordability estimates for the Pincher Creek 
Foundation’s service/catchment area based on the 2006 Census of Population data:  
 

1. The estimated number of households spending 30% or more of their before-tax 
income; and  

2. The estimated number of households spending 30%-99% of their before-tax 
income on housing.40  

 
Based on these figures, Statistics Canada estimates that between 285 and 330 census 
households living in the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area in 2006 (11.6% - 
13.5% of all census households) were paying 30% or more of their income on housing. This 
includes: 
 

� 100 - 110 tenant households (22.7% - 25.0%); and  

� 185 - 220 homeowners (9.2% - 10.9%), including:  

- 165 - 170 homeowners carrying a mortgage (18.5% - 19.1%); and  

- 20 - 50 homeowners no longer carrying a mortgage (1.8% - 4.5%). 

 

                                                           
40

 The 30%-99% measure is preferred by CMHC since, with various sources of credit (lines of credit, credit cards, 
etc.), it is possible, albeit rare, for a household to spend more than 100% of its income on housing within any given 
year (personal communication with Statistics Canada staff).  
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Table 38: 2006 Statistics Canada Estimates of Household Payments for the Town of Pincher Creek, 
the Village of Cowley and the MD of Pincher Creek  

(Statistics Canada 2006 Census of Population Data) 
 

Characteristics Number Percentage 

Town of Pincher Creek   

Owner Households with a Mortgage 600 100.0% 

Spending 30% or More of Income on Shelter 105 17.5% 

Spending 30%-99% of Income on Shelter 105 17.5% 

Owner Households without a Mortgage 590 100.0% 

Spending 30% or More of Income on Shelter 20 3.4% 

Spending 30%-99% of Income on Shelter 10 1.7% 

Tenant Households 265 100.0% 

Spending 30% or More of Income on Shelter 80 30.2% 

Spending 30%-99% of Income on Shelter 75 28.3% 

Village of Cowley    

Owner Households with a Mortgage 25 100.0% 

Spending 30% or More of Income on Shelter 0 0.0% 

Spending 30%-99% of Income on Shelter 0 0.0% 

Owner Households without a Mortgage 50 100.0% 

Spending 30% or More of Income on Shelter 10 20.0% 

Spending 30%-99% of Income on Shelter 0 0.0% 

Tenant Households 20 100.0% 

Spending 30% or More of Income on Shelter 10 50.0% 

Spending 30%-99% of Income on Shelter 10 50.0% 

MD of Pincher Creek   

Owner Households with a Mortgage 265 100.0% 

Spending 30% or More of Income on Shelter 65 24.5% 

Spending 30%-99% of Income on Shelter 60 22.6% 

Owner Households without a Mortgage 480 100.0% 

Spending 30% or More of Income on Shelter 20 4.2% 

Spending 30%-99% of Income on Shelter 10 2.1% 

Tenant Households 155 100.0% 

Spending 30% or More of Income on Shelter 20 12.9% 

Spending 30%-99% of Income on Shelter 15 9.7% 

Estimated Regional Total   

Owner Households with a Mortgage 890 100.0% 

Spending 30% or More of Income on Shelter 170 19.1% 

Spending 30%-99% of Income on Shelter 165 18.5% 

Owner Households without a Mortgage 1,120 100.0% 

Spending 30% or More of Income on Shelter 50 4.5% 

Spending 30%-99% of Income on Shelter 20 1.8% 

Tenant Households 440 100.0% 

Spending 30% or More of Income on Shelter 110 25.0% 

Spending 30%-99% of Income on Shelter 100 22.7% 

Total households (Tenants and Owners) 2,450 100.0% 

Spending 30% or More of Income on Shelter 330 13.5% 

Spending 30%-99% of Income on Shelter 285 11.6% 
 

Data Source: 
Statistics Canada 2006 Census of Population 

NOTE: Data are subject to rounding and suppression and are derived using geographic boundaries that may not 
coincide with other data sets used in this study potentially resulting in discrepancies between the data presented here 

and data presented in other tables. 
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5.5.5 Summary and Conclusions 
 
Table 39 provides a summary of the estimated percentage and number of households within the 
Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area potentially experiencing housing 
affordability challenges based on 2006 Taxfiler data per the three analyses presented above.  
 
 

Table 39: Estimates of the Number and Percentage of Households in the  
Pincher Creek Foundation’s Service/Catchment Area that may be Experiencing Housing Hardships 
 

Characteristics Est. Number 
of Households 

Est. Percentage 
of Households 

2009 Core Need Income Thresholds:   

Economic Households 660 23.2% 

2006 Statistics Canada Housing Costs Analysis:   

Census Households Spending 30% or More of Income on Shelter 330 13.5% 

Census Households Spending 30%-99% of Income on Shelter 285 11.6% 

2008 Before-Tax Low Income Cut-offs:   

Economic Households 315 11.1% 

Range (% of Households)  11.1%–23.2% 

 

Data Source: 
Calculations are based on Statistics Canada data including 2006 Taxfiler data and data derived  

from the 2006 Census of Population 
NOTE: numbers are subject to rounding, suppression and discrepancies associated with the nature of the geographic 

boundaries use to define the data region. 

 
 
Based on these estimates, between 11% and 23% of households currently living in the Pincher 
Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area may be experiencing housing affordability 
challenges. 
 
5.5.6 Anecdotal Evidence of Housing Affordability Issues in the Pincher Creek 

Foundation’s Service/Catchment Area 
 
Feedback from participants in a series of Key Person Interviews and Focus Group Meetings 
conducted with local stakeholders and residents living in the Pincher Creek area indicates that 
affordability is the number-one housing issue facing the area. Furthermore, the relative 
affordability of housing has declined significantly over the past two to three years due to several 
factors including the impacts of the Shell optimization project, continued growth in the 
recreational property market (i.e., weekend homeowners), higher land and construction costs, 
and the recent economic downturn.  
 
The Shell optimization project had a major impact on housing prices in the area as increased 
demand for housing outstripped the available supply. For example, the jobs that were made 
available by the optimization project lead to an influx of higher-wage workers moving into the 
community as well as temporary workers receiving housing and other daily living expense 
allowances. The increased demand for both rental and ownership housing combined with higher 
incomes and expense allowances lead to a rapid increase in both the selling prices of homes 
and rental rates.  
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There Pincher Creek area also appears to have experienced an increase in recreational 
property investment from out-of-town homebuyers and early retirees. It was suggested that 
these homebuyers are used to paying housing prices typically associated with the larger centres 
and other recreational communities (e.g., Banff, Canmore, Fernie, etc.) which is having a 
“trickling down” affect on the smaller communities including Pincher Creek.  
 
Increasing land and construction costs are also factors resulting in higher housing prices. For 
example, four years ago, the average cost of a serviced residential lot was approximately 
$20,000 while today, smaller residential lots are selling for approximately $80,000 – a fourfold 
increase. Over that same period, construction costs have increased by an estimated 65% from 
an average of $100 per square foot to an average of $165 per square foot. This is in addition to 
land costs.  
 
It was suggested that, because of the high demand for housing which led to record low vacancy 
rates during the economic boom brought about in large part by the Shell optimization project, 
landlords were able to charge a premium for their units and still rent those units out. Since the 
completion of the Shell expansion, demand both for rental and homeownership has declined. 
However, participants in both the Key Person Interviews and the Focus Group Meetings 
indicated that rental rates and selling prices have only marginally come down. For example, it 
was suggested that, during the economic boom in town, many people were paying $900 or more 
per month in rent. Since the completion of the Shell optimization project, rents have declined 
slightly but many people are still paying between $575 per month for a one-bedroom unit to 
$800 and $900 per month for a three-bedroom unit. Another example given was a series of 
duplex units that were renting for less than $400 per month prior to the Shell optimization project 
increasing to $1,500 per month and currently renting for $900 per month (still more than twice 
the rent that was being charged before the Shell optimization project began).  
 
Escalating housing prices means that it is becoming increasingly difficult for informal landlords to 
purchase an existing home in the community and rent that home out at an affordable rate for 
most low- and modest-income households. For example, it was suggested that a home 
purchased recently for $250,000 would cost the homebuyer approximately $1,400 per month 
including monthly mortgage payments and property taxes. It is unlikely that such a home would 
be rented out for any less than $1,500 per month in order to cover ongoing maintenance costs 
and a reasonable return on the homebuyer’s investment.   
 
Local property taxes are also seen as having an important impact on the cost of housing in the 
Pincher Creek area. For example, participants in both the Key Person Interviews and the Focus 
Group Meetings expressed concerns that the high property taxes being charged by the Town of 
Pincher Creek not only add to the overall cost of housing, some participants also felt that these 
taxes serve as a disincentive to new people moving into the community and purchasing a home.  
 
Utility costs also pose a challenge for low- and modest-income households. Utility costs are 
especially high for people living in homes that are poorly insulated or have leaky doors or 
windows. Also, the upfront cost of deposits required for utilities (gas, power, etc.) along with 
damage deposits can make it extremely difficult for low- and modest-income renters or first-time 
homebuyers who are new to the area and do not have an existing account with local utility 
providers.  
 
The recent economic downturn means that there are no longer as many higher-paying jobs in 
the area for people to be able to afford the higher housing prices that have now become the 
norm for the area. When the local economy was booming, even some people receiving AISH 
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were able to find part-time work to help supplement their income. However, with the economic 
downturn that no longer appears to be a possibility. The recent economic downturn may also be 
responsible for an increase in the number of foreclosures in the area.  
 
Low- and modest-income households are the most affected by increasing housing prices (both 
rental and homeownership) – especially households receiving various forms of income supports 
such as Social Assistance or AISH (Assured Income for the Severely Handicapped). People 
working in the retail sector area also likely experiencing housing affordability challenges due to 
the low wages offered in many of these positions. Some retail workers are even having to move 
outside the area (e.g., to Fort Macleod and the Crowsnest Pass) and commute into work. This 
can be particularly problematic in the winter time when the roads are bad.  
 
Low- and modest-income seniors are also likely to experience housing affordability challenges. 
Even those seniors who own their homes outright may still be having difficulty affording their 
property taxes, their monthly heating and electricity bills, and the ongoing costs of maintenance 
and upkeep – especially if their income is limited to government pensions. That being said, 
seniors also have the greatest access to affordable housing as provided by the Pincher Creek 
Foundation (Crestview Lodge and the Manors) and the Good Samaritans Society (Vista Village) 
as compared to other target groups.  
 
One of the key challenges for households entering homeownership is the ability to save up a 
downpayment. While CMHC has increased the maximum shelter cost thresholds (the 
percentage of one’s before-tax income that banks use when qualifying households for a 
mortgage) from 30% to 32%, thereby increasing the cost of homes that households can typically 
afford based on their income, and while interest rates are at record lows, CMHC has also 
recently cancelled the opportunity for households to purchase a home with a 0% downpayment. 
Saving up even a $5,000 to $10,000 downpayment is particularly challenging for many low- and 
modest-income households.  
 
According to several participants in the Key Person Interviews and the Focus Group Meetings, 
mobile homes offer the greatest opportunity and, typically, the most widely recognized 
opportunity for affordable housing in the area (as is the case in many small and rural 
communities). However, mobile homes also tend to be the least preferable option for people 
needing affordable housing given the negative stigma and stereotypes associated with mobile 
home parks. It was suggested that providing government assistance (e.g., free or below-market 
land and/or government grants) to develop a new mobile home park may increase the number of 
affordable housing opportunities available in the community. However, a brand new mobile 
home can cost anywhere from $70,000 to $120,000 (plus monthly pad rental fees) making it 
difficult for many low- and modest-income households to afford. It was also suggested that 
accessing government assistance to develop a new mobile home park could result in unfair 
competition with existing mobile home park owners. The question of where to site a new mobile 
home park was also raised given the need to place affordable housing as close to the downtown 
as possible given the likelihood that the people living in those units may not have a vehicle and 
the need for children to be within close and safe walking distance to school.   
 
It was also suggested by various participants in the Key Person Interviews and the Focus Group 
Meetings that some low- and modest-income seniors may have properties that they could sell 
and then either purchase a more suitable seniors-oriented housing unit in the community or 
invest the proceeds from the sale and use that investment income to pay rent. This could free up 
existing units and make them available to other households including young families. There 
remains the question of whether or not a senior moving into a subsidized seniors’ housing unit 
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would be willing to pass that subsidy onto to the purchaser of their existing home, thereby 
retaining the affordability of that housing (much like developers are expected to do when they 
access capital grants or below-market land from the Municipal or Provincial government). In 
other words, would a low- or modest-income senior who is moving into a unit that is renting or 
selling at below-market rates due to government grants and subsidies be willing to sell their 
existing home at below-market rates to another low- or modest-income household or would that 
senior still expect full market value for their home even though they themselves are about to 
benefit financially from tax-payer assisted government grants? It was also suggested that a 
growing number of seniors in the area may be transferring ownership of their personal assets 
over to their adult children early so they can qualify for subsidized seniors’ housing – in which 
case those assets are not available to sell.  
 
Another suggestion was that owners of duplexes and single-detached homes who are renting 
those units out be charged property taxes based on the market value of those homes as rental 
units similar to how commercial rental properties are valued (i.e., the market value of those units 
is based on the actual rental revenues being generated multiplied by the current capitalization 
rate rather than by what the home would likely sell for on the open market). This could potentially 
help to lower rents. 
 
5.5.7 Anecdotal Evidence of Other Housing Issues in the Pincher Creek 

Foundation’s Service/Catchment Area 
 
Feedback from participants in a series of Key Person Interviews and Focus Group Meetings 
conducted with local stakeholders and residents living in the Pincher Creek area indicates that 
the lack of housing availability and choice is an ongoing barrier not only to many low- and 
modest-income households but also to seniors at all income levels. For example, there 
continues to be long waiting lists for subsidized housing opportunities provided by the Pincher 
Creek Foundation including Community Housing (rent-geared-to-income housing for low-income 
families), the Manors (seniors’ self-contained apartments) and Crestview Lodge. This lack of 
availability may be leading to overcrowding for larger families. The lack of housing availability 
has also been cited as one of the primary reasons women fleeing domestic violence return to 
their abusive partners, and is resulting in people of all income levels (including young families 
and higher-income seniors) deciding to leave the community in search of better housing 
opportunities elsewhere. The lack of housing choices and opportunities is made even worse by 
the influences of the recreational/investment property market. Informal landlords (i.e., those who 
own and rent out single detached homes in the community) are able to earn greater returns by 
selling their homes to property investors rather than keeping those units as rentals. Not only 
does this result in the loss of a rental unit, it also results in one more home not being available to 
a local, permanent resident or household.  
 
Homelessness is another significant issue for the Pincher Creek area. This includes both a 
clearly visible Aboriginal homeless population (mostly men from the Piikani/Peigan Nation) as 
well as itinerant workers. The absence of an emergency or short-term shelter in the area means 
that people who become homeless are more likely to resort to living on the street or “couch 
surfing” with friends or family. The actual number of homeless people living in Pincher Creek is 
currently unknown and may shift due to the transient nature of the homeless population.  
 
Discrimination by landlords against certain types of renters – especially those who are Aboriginal 
– appears to be another significant housing challenge in the Pincher Creek area. It was 
suggested on several occasions that individuals with Aboriginal last names are more likely to be 
told that a particular rental unit is no longer available when they phone to enquire about the unit 
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even if that unit is actually available. It was also stated that Aboriginal individuals with a non-
Aboriginal surnames are often told that units are available over the phone but when they go to 
meet the landlord in person, the unit is suddenly no longer available. While it was acknowledged 
by a number of participants in the Focus Group Meetings that landlords have had negative 
experiences renting their units to Aboriginal tenants, participants also acknowledged that there 
have been problems with non-Aboriginal tenants as well. Furthermore, several landlords 
participating in the various Focus Group meetings indicated that some of their better tenants 
have been Aboriginal. Discrimination does not affect only Aboriginal tenants. It was suggested 
that young people often have difficultly securing rental accommodations due to the assumption 
that they are going to party and cause problems for other tenants. First-time tenants or tenants 
who are new to the area and who are unable to produce references from previous landlords are 
also likely to experience discrimination by landlords. Once again, participants in the Focus 
Group Meetings fully acknowledged that landlords have reason to be cautious due to negative 
past experiences. At the same time, they suggested that stereotyping and pre-judging people 
based on their age or ethnicity is not an appropriate practice – especially for renters who can 
produce good references.  
 
A lack of life skills is another challenge affecting some low- and modest-income households in 
the Pincher Creek area which can lead to a variety of issues affecting their housing situation and 
overall quality of life. For example, it was cited that households with poor financial management 
skills are more likely to experience affordability issues as well as problems with their landlords 
because they are unable to budget properly and, therefore, consistently pay their rent on time. 
Households with poor nutritional knowledge or skills are less likely to maintain a healthy diet 
because of their limited income and may be prone to overspending on more expensive “fast 
food” alternatives. People with limited knowledge or skills working with computers are less likely 
to find information about services and supports that may be able to them. People with limited life 
skills may also be less employable overall and, therefore, earn lower incomes – increasing their 
need for affordable housing.  
 
The lack of affordable public transportation was also cited as a significant challenge both for low-
income households and for seniors living in the area. A common practice in communities all over 
the province is to locate affordable housing near the outskirts of town where land costs are 
cheaper or to locate affordable housing closer to industrial areas where there is less chance of 
NIMBY opposition from residents living in established neighbourhoods. Thus affordable housing 
tends to be located where transportation becomes a critical issue for those who do not own their 
own vehicle, those who cannot afford to own a newer, more reliable vehicle, or those who are no 
longer able to drive a vehicle due to advanced age or a disability. According to participants in the 
Key Person Interviews, these situations result in children having to walk long distances to get to 
school and often through unsafe or unsavory environments and in people becoming more 
isolated because they don’t have sufficient access to a full range of community services.   
 
Perhaps the most significant housing issue affecting Pincher Creek is the housing situation in 
Brocket (i.e., on the Piikani/Peigan Reserve). Many participants in both the Key Person 
Interviews and the Focus Group Meetings stated that the housing situation on the Reserve (a 
lack of housing opportunities available, frequent overcrowding and numerous homes in need of 
major repairs) is forcing Aboriginal people – many of whom would prefer to live on the Reserve – 
to move to Pincher Creek in search of decent housing. This effectively increases the demand for 
rental housing in Pincher Creek and may skew many of the housing needs figures presented in 
the various analyses presented above (i.e., actual incidences of overcrowding, homes in need of 
major repairs, challenges with accessibility, and challenges with affordability may be significantly 
higher than the estimates presented above). It also increases the number of tenants in the area 
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who may not share the same attitudes about housing as their landlords, who may have different 
expectations in terms of their rights and obligations as tenants, who may have either grown 
accustomed to a lower standard of living (e.g., overcrowding), who may have different values 
when it comes to living in a multi-generational home, or who may not posses the necessary life 
skills to be successful tenants (e.g., good financial management skills or the ability to take 
proper care of their unit). At the same time, as mentioned above, there were numerous 
examples cited in both the Key Person Interviews and the Focus Group Meetings of Aboriginal 
people who have tremendous life skills and who are exemplary tenants.  
 
Brocket is not the only external source affecting demand for housing in Pincher Creek. The lack 
of a Designated Assisted Living facility in the Crowsnest Pass is increasing demand for seniors’ 
housing in Pincher Creek. The recent growth in the recreational property investment market (i.e., 
weekend homeowners) that is affecting communities throughout southern Alberta has not only 
increased demand for housing locally but also lead to increased selling prices by homebuyers 
who have the money and are willing to pay higher prices. Seasonal workers from Waterton were 
also cited as increasing demand for rental housing in Pincher Creek due to the lack of sufficient 
staff accommodations in the Park. All together, these factors increase the demand for housing in 
Pincher Creek beyond simply meeting the needs of the permanent local population.  
 
Finally, the lack of employment opportunities in Pincher Creek exacerbated by the recent 
economic downturn and the completion of the Shell optimization project is another issue 
affecting housing. It was cited on numerous occasions during the Focus Group Meetings that 
there are not enough higher-paying job opportunities in Pincher Creek for a growing number of 
people to be able to afford housing at current prices (either rental or homeownership). This may 
encourage young people to leave the area. Child care is another dynamic affecting the 
employability of families with children – especially single mothers. The lack of affordable child 
care may limit the ability of people with young children to obtain and maintain steady 
employment – thereby affecting their ability to afford housing in the area.  
 
5.6 Proposed Housing Targets for the Pincher Creek Foundation’s 

Service/Catchment Area 
 
The following two broad housing targets are proposed for the Pincher Creek Foundation’s 
service/catchment area based on income: 
 

3. The high-needs group consisting of approximately 11% of the community’s 
households estimated to be earning incomes at or below the 2008 before-tax Low 
Income Cut-offs (LICOs) for rural communities such as Pincher Creek. These 
households are likely to be paying 50% or more of their income on housing; and  

4. The medium-needs group consisting of approximately 12% of the community’s 
households estimated to be earning incomes at or below the 2009 Core Need 
Income Thresholds (CNITs) for the Town of Pincher Creek and the South Region. 
These households are likely to be paying between 30% and 49% of their before-
tax income on housing (e.g., the difference between the estimated 23.2% of 
households paying 30% or more minus the estimated 11.1% of households 
earning incomes at or below the 2008 LICOs). 

 
The high-needs target group will likely require a combination of heavily subsidized housing (rent-
geared-to-income) for singles and families with children and various types of supportive housing 
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(e.g., group homes) for persons with severe disabilities. An estimated 315 households could 
potentially fall within the high-needs target group based on 2006 Census of Population data.  
 
Table 40 shows the estimated maximum monthly rents households within the high-needs target 
group could likely afford to pay based on family/unit size and income using the Statistics Canada 
2008 before-tax LICOs as a base.  
 
Table 40: Maximum Affordable Rents by Unit Size for Households in the High-Needs Target Group 

Within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s Service/Catchment Area 
 

Size of Unit (Max. Household Size) 
Max. Income 
(2008 LICOs)  

Max. Affordable Rents 
(30% of LICO) 

1-Bedroom (Up to 2 Persons Max.) $19,000 $475 

2-Bedroom (Up to 3 Persons Max.) $23,358 $585 

3-Bedroom (Up to 5 Persons Max.) $32,165 $805 

4-Bedroom (Up to 7 Persons Max.) $40,390 $1,010 

 
 
The medium-needs target group will likely benefit from a combination of moderately-subsidized 
rental housing and below-market/non-profit ownership housing (e.g., limited or shared equity 
homeownership) – ideally in the form of perpetually affordable homeownership where feasible. It 
is unlikely that any of the households identified in either the high-needs or medium-needs target 
groups would be able to afford homeownership without a combination of public subsidies (e.g., 
housing grants), municipal regulations and incentives, and resale restrictions applied to higher 
density developments such as stacked condominiums and townhouses. An estimated 345 
households could potentially fall within the medium-needs target group based on 2006 Census 
of Population data. Table 41 shows the estimated maximum monthly housing payments (rent or 
mortgage payments) households within the medium-needs target group could likely afford to pay 
based on family/unit size and income using the 2009 Core Need Income Thresholds (CNITs) for 
the Town of Pincher Creek and the South Region published by Alberta Housing and Urban 
Affairs as a base.  
 
 

Table 41: Maximum Affordable Rents or Mortgage Payments by Unit/Household Size for  
Households in the Medium-Needs Target Group Within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s 

Service/Catchment Area 
 

Size of Unit (Max. Household Size) 
Max. Income 
(2009 CNITs) 

Max. Affordable Monthly 
Payments (30% of CNIT) 

1-Bedroom (Up to 2 Persons Max.) $27,000 $675 

2-Bedroom (Up to 3 Persons Max.) $31,500 $790 

3-Bedroom (Up to 5 Persons Max.) $36,000 $900 

4-Bedroom (Up to 7 Persons Max.) $39,500 $990 

 
 
Based on these figures, affordable homeownership for households within the medium-needs 
target group ranges in price from approximately $35,000 for a mobile home situated on rented 
land (or up to $65,000 for a mobile home on its own lot) to approximately $140,000 for a duplex 
or single-detached home with a fee-simple title (i.e., where no additional condominium fees are 
required). These income figures are based on the following assumptions:  
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� Amortization: 35 years 

� Term: 5-year fixed-rate 

� Interest Rate: 4.42% (CIBC 5-Year Fixed-Rate “Better Than Posted Mortgage” as of 
September 10, 2009) 

� Downpayment: 5% 

� CMHC Mortgage Insurance: Yes 

� Mortgage Payments: Monthly 

� Est. Monthly Condo Fees or Mobile Home Pad Rental Fees (where applicable): $250 

� Est. Monthly Heat: $150 

� Est. Annual Property Taxes: 1.0% of market value 

� Est. Other Monthly Expenses (e.g., credit cards and car loan): $450 max.  

 
Different interest rates, downpayment amounts, annual property taxes, and other monthly 
expenses including condominium fees will have a strong influence on these affordability 
estimates.  
 
Overlapping these proposed targets with the housing continuum described in Chapter 4 above 
suggests the following proposed housing targets based both on income and housing:  
 

1. Emergency Shelters: short-term shelter opportunities for the area’s homeless 
population and itinerant workers where income is not a determining factor in 
terms of eligibility for accessing housing and supports.  

2. Supportive/Transitional Housing: long-term housing that incorporates a range 
of services and supports to assist people with overcoming their individual barriers 
to permanent housing. Income is not a determining factor in terms of eligibility for 
accessing housing and supports. Populations served by this level of housing 
would include women and children fleeing domestic violence, individuals with 
chronic disabilities (cognitive, physical, behavioral), and individuals experiencing 
chronic mental illness.  

3. (Rent-Geared-To-Income) Community Housing: two-, three- and four-bedroom 
Community Housing units geared to low-income families with children earning 
incomes at or below $20,000 (renting for up to a maximum of $500 per month);  

4. Near-Market Rental Housing: one-, two- and three-bedroom rental units that are 
affordable to singles and small families earning incomes between $20,000 and 
$30,000 (renting for up to a maximum of $750 per month);  

5. Near-Market Homeownership: two- and three-bedroom perpetually affordable 
multi-residential housing units that are affordable to households earning between 
$30,000 and $40,000 (requiring mortgage payments and additional housing fees 
of up to a maximum of $1,000 per month). Examples could include limited/shared 
equity homeownership options such as housing co-ops, co-housing or resale 
restricted homeownership; 

6. Entry-Level Homeownership: one-, two- and three-bedroom market 
homeownership units that are affordable to singles and families earning incomes 
between $40,000 and $50,000 and include some form of secure title to the land 
(including fee-simple title, condominium title or long-term leasehold interest); and 
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7. Seniors’ Housing: near-market rental and Independent Living for low- and 
modest-income seniors along with near-market/entry-level homeownership 
opportunities (e.g., Life Lease) for seniors wishing to move into a more supportive 
or congregate living environment yet cannot qualify for housing offered by the 
Pincher Creek Foundation because of their combined incomes and assets. There 
is also a defined need to upgrade Crestview Lodge in order to meet current 
Provincial guidelines per a February 2009 report commissioned by Alberta 
Infrastructure. 
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Chapter 6 
 

 
Community Impact Analysis  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6.1 Introduction 
 
If one accepts the notions that for an economy (the business environment) to remain healthy, 
vibrant and sustainable, it must be diverse; and if the same holds true for the natural 
environment, then it becomes intuitively correct that the same should also hold true for a 
community (the social environment). A diverse community contains a variety of household types 
and sizes and a population at various stages and life cycles – all with varied yet often 
overlapping housing needs. Providing a variety of safe, appropriate, and affordable housing 
opportunities for all residents and life cycles therefore becomes essential in order to maintain a 
healthy, vibrant and sustainable community.  
 
The lack of housing affordability and choice can have both direct and indirect impacts on 
individual households. Housing instability can lead to household instability which in turn can 
affect health, education, employment, economic success, community participation and social 
cohesion. Together, these impacts can have a spiraling effect, with a problem in one area 
causing problems in other areas and vice versa. While these impacts may not be felt directly by 
everyone in the community, they can be felt indirectly as community energy is channeled to 
social supports rather than community building. When individuals in the community fail to thrive, 
the community as a whole fails to thrive (i.e., fails to live up to its full and complete potential). 
 
What follows is a summary of the common impacts that the lack of appropriate housing 
affordability and choice can have on a community.  
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It is important to note that these impacts are not unique to any particular community. Rather, 
many communities experiencing housing challenges experience these same issues since they 
are common downstream effects and responses to high levels of stress and despair brought 
about when an increasing number of households in the community are experiencing ongoing 
financial difficulties (caused in part by housing affordability challenges) and when a community 
experiences rapid growth and change.  
 
It is also important to recognize that housing issues cannot necessarily be removed from other 
broader social and economic challenges – as housing and community are deeply 
interconnected. Additionally, housing may not necessarily be the primary or sole cause of 
various social, health, educational and economic challenges but it may play a significant role in 
exacerbating those issues.  
 
Personal responsibility also has an important role to play in terms of the various choices people 
make and the results of their actions – either positive or negative (i.e., people do have a 
tendency to live beyond their means). At the same time, there are likely to be a significant 
number of households in the community that are earning such low incomes to begin with that 
they have no choice but to live beyond their means – simply to survive and maintain a basic 
quality of life. Finally, it should be recognized that there are certain expectations that some 
people simply cannot meet – for any variety of reasons – despite their best efforts (e.g., paying 
their utilities bills on time, taking care of their rental units, etc.). While personal responsibility 
clearly plays a role, in a compassionate society, we also have a collective responsibility to assist 
individuals in need where and when we can. 
 
Finally, not all participants in the Key Person Interviews and Focus Group Meetings agreed with 
the statements and observations presented below. However, several participants indicated that 
they either did not have enough experience working with low- and modest-income households or 
with a particular target group or that they did not have enough direct exposure to the various 
issues identified below to comment on how housing may be affecting either individual 
households or the broader community. Furthermore, the majority of participants in both the Key 
Person Interviews and Focus Group Meetings who work directly in the Health and Social 
Services fields agreed with many of the observations presented below and indicating having 
witnessed first-hand the range of negative impacts that the lack of affordable housing can have 
both on individuals and the community as a whole.  
 
6.2 Family Impacts 
 
Housing unaffordability can have a direct impact on families. More and more families in the 
community may be living pay cheque to pay cheque. This means that large unforeseen 
expenses can turn into major problems. Some parents may be having to hold down more than 
one job in order to make ends meet and some teenage children may be having to take on part-
time jobs in order to help their parents maintain the household. Working several jobs can mean 
less time spent with children and each other. It can also increase one’s fatigue and stress levels. 
Higher levels of fatigue and stress can mean that “little things” get blown out of proportion and 
lead to large arguments.  
 
According to a study conducted by the South West Alberta Coalition on Poverty,  
 

“Indirect impacts associated with inadequate housing can further jeopardize healthy 
growth and development for low-income children. Parental stress associated with 
lack of affordable and adequate housing can interfere with the parent-child 
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relationship. Parent-child attachment, in turn, is a very strong predictor of future 
emotional, social, economic and physical well being for children.”41 

 
Additionally, one of the most common arguments that couples have is over finances. Ongoing 
housing unaffordability can increase both the likelihood and the severity of those arguments; 
which can lead to family breakdown. Conversely, incompatible couples may stay together 
because the high cost and limited supply of alternate housing leads them to feel that there is 
nowhere else to go. While this can serve to maintain the family unit, it can also prove to be 
problematic in cases of domestic violence.  
 
Anecdotal evidence provided by participants in the Key Person Interviews and the Focus Group 
Meetings supports these observations. Participants described a number of factors that, when 
combined, have profound impacts on families. For example, having to work multiple jobs or 
endure long commutes to get to work increases one’s stress levels and fatigue. This can affect 
how one interacts with family members at home and can also affect one’s ability to parent 
effectively. Add to that ongoing stresses due to financial issues and living in overcrowded 
conditions where there may be personality conflicts and a lack of privacy or personal “down 
time” exacerbates the situation which can lead to conflict and even family violence. As one 
participant stated, “…throw alcohol into the mix (which people often use as a coping mechanism) 
and you end up with violence in many cases.”  
 
The lack of affordable housing in the community – especially for larger families – was cited as a 
key cause for family breakdown. Examples included couples splitting up over financial issues but 
also children being separated from their parents and other siblings because the family could not 
find a suitable home with enough bedrooms at an affordable price (purchase or rent) for the 
family to remain together. In these situations, some of the children have to leave the family home 
and go live either with relatives or friends of the family until the parent(s) can find a large enough 
home. 
 
The lack of affordable housing was also cited as a major factor perpetuating family violence. For 
women fleeing an abusive relationship, the lack of affordable or supportive housing in the 
community means that they have no choice but to return to their abusive situation and 
perpetuate the cycle. Conversely, when women have been able to find an affordable home for 
themselves and their children, local service providers have experienced greater success with 
bringing in supports for the families and teaching them how to develop and maintain healthier 
relationships. 
 
6.3 Social Impacts 
 
Working long hours and multiple jobs can have social impacts as well. Individuals may find that 
they are often overworked, overtired and/or have less time to socialize. They may also find that 
their inability to make ends meet leads to lower self-esteem and less desire to socialize. This 
can impact their sense of belonging in the community. People facing housing affordability 
problems may be less likely to participate in community life and community events (e.g., poor 
volunteer rates and low turnout for community events and programs). Residents who are finding 
it difficult to make ends meet may be compelled to move out of the community altogether. This 
can lead to high population turnover rates, which in turn makes it more difficult for neighbours to 
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 The Reality of Child & Family Poverty in Southwest Alberta. The South West Alberta Coalition on Poverty 
(September 2005), p. 38.  
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get to know one another, and has a negative impact on the small town atmosphere of the 
community.  
 
According to participants in the Key Person Interviews and the Focus Group Meetings, the lack 
of affordable housing can clearly lead to increased social isolation. At the same time, a number 
of other factors also contribute to this isolation. For example, it was suggested that people who 
become socially isolated may have personalities that make them prone to isolating themselves 
as a coping mechanism. The move towards ageing in place and allowing seniors to remain in 
their own homes longer can also encourage social isolation by allowing rural seniors to remain 
on their farms or acreages and have services brought to them in their own homes rather than 
those seniors having to step outside their homes in order to obtain those same services. Racism 
is another factor leading to social isolation. As one participant stated, “when you go out into the 
community and are the target of racism (whether it’s overt or covert, its still there), it becomes 
easier just to stay home”. 
 
For people who already feel marginalized or stigmatized, the feelings of shame associated with 
not being able to afford to go out or even to support one’s family leads to reduced participation in 
community life. As another participant stated “the people who have housing challenges are not 
the one’s who are going out to the movies, or to dinner, or taking their children to the park. When 
you are constantly struggling with your finances and your housing, depression eventually sets in 
and there is a lot of social isolation. It is viewed as a stigma: What is wrong with you if you don’t 
have a place to live? You must have done something wrong.” This leads not only to further 
isolation but further marginalization. It can also lead to a loss of community and a sense of 
belonging. 
 
The lack of a full range of appropriate and affordable housing opportunities can also lead to 
people leaving the community altogether in search of better housing opportunities and a higher 
quality of life elsewhere. This includes both young people and seniors – some of whom have 
lived in the community their entire lives. It also includes higher income households who can’t find 
suitable housing even in their higher income ranges. This can lead to a reduction in the number 
of important long-term friendships and other personal relationships which individuals are able to 
maintain. Both of these are important components affecting one’s sense of community and 
sense of belonging. 
 
6.4 Health Impacts (Physical and Emotional) 
 
People whose housing costs take up too much of their take-home income tend to have less 
time, energy and money to spend on preventive health and maintaining a healthy diet. For 
example, it is commonly known that low-income single mothers do not always eat properly, 
especially if they run out of money before the end of the month to buy food (in these situations, 
single mothers will often feed their children but not themselves). 
 
The lack of a healthy, stable diet can lead to a variety of medical problems down the road (which 
may be further exacerbated by high levels of stress – ulcers, for example). Lack of disposable 
income can mean that people may not be maintaining regular health check ups (e.g., going to 
the dentist) which can lead to chronic health problems down the road. Furthermore, households 
with affordability problems are less able to afford needed medicines. Children from families with 
inadequate housing are significantly more likely to get sick and more likely to be hospitalized 
due to illness. 
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The inability to make ends meet can also have a significant impact on the emotional well-being 
of individuals in the community (e.g., lowered self-esteem, chronic feelings of helplessness and 
hopelessness, etc.). These feelings can lead to chronic or severe depression and anxiety. In 
some cases, people may turn to drugs and alcohol to alleviate their feelings of despair – which 
can lead to substance abuse. For males who find their egos eroding because they feel they 
cannot adequately care for their families, feelings of frustration can lead to anger and violence.  
 
For someone with a mental health issue, housing challenges can be particularly problematic. For 
example, someone with a serious mental health disorder may not be able to hold down a full-
time job. As a result, they may have fewer earnings and be more likely to experience ongoing 
housing challenges. At the same time, the prolonged stress associated with not being able to 
maintain safe, secure housing can exacerbate an individual’s condition either by increasing the 
severity of their mental health episodes or by making their treatment more difficult or prolonged. 
Similarly, an acute stress (if severe enough) can send someone into crisis and relapse – even 
someone who is effectively managing their disorder. Being evicted, or simply having to move – 
either because their rental home is being sold or because the nature of their condition makes it 
difficult for them to live in an apartment setting – can be extremely stressful for a large number of 
people. Ultimately, the more people struggle with meeting their everyday needs, the less tolerant 
or adaptable they are likely to be to stress and crises. 
 
Overall, these issues tend to lead to increased use and reliance on social and community 
services related to poverty (e.g., the local food bank, Social Assistance, Family and Community 
Support Services, etc.).  
 
In February 2003, the Chinook Health Region conducted a Determinants of Health Survey42 for 
the rural areas and towns within the Health Region excluding Lethbridge. The Survey found the 
following results:  
 
Food Bank Usage:  
 

� Food bank usage is increasing over time, suggesting increasing income hardships. In 
1999, 1% of rural households throughout the Chinook Health Region had used food 
bank services. By 2003, food bank usage had increased to 4% for the Chinook 
Health Region but 5% for the West district (which includes Fort Macleod, Pincher 
Creek, Crowsnest Pass, Granum, Waterton Park, MD of Willow Creek, MD of 
Ranchland and MD of Pincher Creek). 

� The household incomes among those accessing food bank services are increasing 
over time, further suggesting increasing income hardships and that higher income 
households are increasingly experiencing income hardships. In 1999, the majority of 
households accessing food bank services came from low income households 
(defined as earning a total household income less than $20,000). By 2003, access to 
food bank services was being sought from all income groups. 

� A 2007 study conducted by the Canadian Association of Food Banks43 found that 
“(f)ood bank operators across the country report that housing costs are a major 
contributor to the ongoing need for emergency food assistance. For people on social 
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 2003 Regional Health Needs Assessment: Determinants of Health Survey in the Chinook Health Region (Rural 
areas and towns excluding the City of Lethbridge). Prepared by Population Health, Chinook Health Region (Tuesday, 
July 22, 2003).  
43

 HungerCount 2007. Canadian Association of Food Banks, p. 40.  
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assistance, benefit rates barely cover the cost of shelter in many jurisdictions, with 
little left over to cover other basic needs.”  

� Additional research conducted in 2003 by the Chinook Health Region found that 
“food insecurity among children is primarily determined by family income”44 (i.e., 
children living in poverty are more likely to experience poor nutrition and associated 
health issues). “Children with inadequate nutrition are more likely to experience 
obesity and develop chronic disease and illness later in life (e.g., diabetes and heart 
disease).”45  

 
Additional Health Insurance: 
 

� The percentage of households not having health insurance aside from Alberta Health 
Care is increasing over time, suggesting declining opportunities for preventive health 
care (e.g., dental care, vision care, etc.).  

� In 2003, 35% of the survey respondents did not have health insurance aside from 
Alberta Health Care to help pay for prescription drugs (compared to 33% in 1999). 

� The likelihood of having dental services without having additional dental insurance 
has increased from 38% in 1999 to 41% in 2003 while the likelihood of having dental 
services while also having additional dental insurance declined from 62% in 1999 to 
58% in 2003. 

 
Self-Perceived Health Status: 
 

� Lower income households are generally more likely to perceive their health to be fair 
to poor while higher income households are generally more likely to perceive their 
health to be very good to excellent.  

� Lower income households are generally more likely to perceive their health to be 
declining while higher income households are generally more likely to perceive their 
health to be improving.  

 
Mental Health: 
 

� Those with poor health are more likely to experience mental health issues:  

- 52% of survey respondents in poor general health felt trapped in a daily routine 
- Survey respondents in poorer physical health were more likely to feel depressed 
- 53% of survey respondents in poor general health felt under constant stress 
- 61% of survey respondents in poor general health reported no fun anymore 

 
Smoking: 
 

� In 2003, 18% of survey respondents throughout the Chinook Health Region were 
current tobacco smokers while 24% of survey respondents living in the West district 
(which includes Fort Macleod, Pincher Creek, Crowsnest Pass, Granum, Waterton 
Park, MD of Willow Creek, MD of Ranchland and MD of Pincher Creek). 
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 Food Security for Students in the Chinook Health Region: A Collaboration with School Districts. Report prepared by 
Population Health, Chinook Health Region (Thursday, June 19, 2003), p. 6. 
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 Ibid. 
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Gambling: 
 

� In 2003, 81% of respondents living in the West district (which includes Fort Macleod, 
Pincher Creek, Crowsnest Pass, Granum, Waterton Park, MD of Willow Creek, MD of 
Ranchland and MD of Pincher Creek) reported some form of gambling activity in the 
household – the highest rate in the five districts of the Chinook Health Region. 

� Survey respondents living in the West district reported the highest rate of gambling in 
the form of lottery tickets (71%), raffles/scratch tickets (61%), VLT (25%) and bingo 
(20%) compared to the other four districts of the Chinook Health Region.  

� Survey respondents living in the West district reported the second highest rate of 
casino gambling (16%) and the lowest rate of horse racing (2%).  

 
Anecdotal evidence provided by participants in the Key Person Interviews and the Focus Group 
Meetings supports these observations and further demonstrates the important connection 
between prolonged or severe stress and one’s mental and physical health.  
 
The lack of affordable, supportive housing can have a particularly negative impact on people 
living with a mental health issue or disorder. People with both a mental health challenge and few 
social supports may be prone to living in unstable housing situations that can actually 
exacerbate their condition. As was stated in one of the Focus Group Meetings,  
 

“For people with mental heath issues, living in these situations exacerbates 
their challenges and they end up moving from one risky or bad housing 
situation to another to another to another. The absence of stability leads to 
declining mental health, declining physical health, increased substance 
abuse, etc. until they reach a crisis level. Once these people start moving 
from one risky or bad situation to another, they tend to lose contact with 
their supports and become disoriented with their life. Priorities change to 
how can they meet their basic needs? Where do I find my next meal? They 
become far more marginalized than they already are…and everyone knows 
the consequences of becoming marginalized.”  

 
Participants in the Key Person Interviews and the Focus Group Meetings also supported 
observations related to how families and individuals struggling with meeting their housing needs 
are often less likely to take proper care of their health and are often less likely to schedule or 
attend regular check-ups with their family doctors and dentists. As one participant stated, “if you 
are using everything you have just to get by with the basic necessities, you have less 
opportunity to take care of your health. Dental appointments for the kids often get overlooked 
and people are often eating poor diets. Sometimes, even the ability to get to appointments is a 
problem. People with low incomes are on foot and it’s a pretty big job to be taking three toddlers 
around on foot every day. Often, medical appointments aren’t attended unless it’s an emergency 
– especially dental care.”  
 
Poor nutrition is a common result of not being able to afford housing. When it comes down to 
either buying food or paying one’s rent, few people have a choice and those who choose food 
over rent may face eviction and homelessness.  
 
People who have few social supports (e.g., close friends and family) available to them in the 
community may be more prone to withdraw and isolate themselves in response to their financial 
and housing challenges. That isolation and the inability to resolve the situation can lead to 
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greater anxiety and depression. People who find themselves unable to cope may be prone to 
seek out artificial coping mechanisms such as alcohol and drugs as a means of escape. While 
providing a short-lived escape, alcohol or drug abuse can often lead to further marginalization or 
ostracism and greater financial and housing difficulties.  
 
It was suggested during the Key Person Interviews that children’s mental health can be severely 
affected by the lack of affordable housing. Children who are living in stressful and unstable 
home environments become stressed themselves and are more likely to suffer from separation 
anxiety, have a poorer overall sense of personal security, and may experience depression. 
Children who grow up in these highly stressful and unstable environments may be more prone to 
make poor choices when it comes to relationships, finances and other major life decisions. As 
one participant stated, “I see young girls who have grown up without that sense of security hook 
up with the first guy they meet who offers them that little bit of security. They don’t make good 
choices because they are so desperate for that sense of security – however fleeting that may 
be.” 
 
As mentioned earlier in this report, people who are living in unsafe housing or home life 
conditions may be more prone to injury and even hospitalization. In certain situations, they may 
even remain hospitalized longer while they or their support providers try to find a safer housing 
alternative to move into so they can be discharged from the hospital.  
 
6.5 Educational Impacts  
 
It is widely recognized that people with housing affordability problems have less time, energy, 
and money to pursue educational upgrading or training. This can impact their employability and 
wage earnings thus exacerbating housing affordability problems. Children who are living in 
unaffordable and inadequate housing conditions typically achieve less in school due to poor 
nutrition, poor health, stressful and more hazardous home environments, negative social 
behaviour, etc. They are also less likely to finish school or go on to pursue a higher education. 
(NOTE: scholastic performance has more to do with household stability, a sense of belonging 
and family values around education than it does I.Q.). 
 
Research conducted in 2003 by the Chinook Health Region found a link between poor nutrition 
and scholastic achievement. According to the study, “(c)hildren who are hungry or malnourished 
are more likely than their peers to experience difficulty learning and concentration problems as 
well as irritability and disruptive behaviour. This in turn affects the classroom setting.”46 Another 
study found that:  
 

“Inadequate nutrition is a common effect of child poverty. To learn well, children need 
to eat well. Study after study has concluded that children cannot learn to their 
potential when they’re poorly nourished. Kids who eat well are more energetic, have 
a longer attention span, and solve problems better than classmates who don’t eat 
nutritious meals. When children score well on assignments and tests, their self-
esteem soars. But when kids don’t receive proper nourishment, behavior and 
discipline problems in the classroom are inevitable. Undernourished children are also 
more likely to miss school due to illness. Inadequately fed kids have more difficulty 
fighting infection. Missed schooldays often lead to kids falling behind in class. A 
predictor of a person’s lifetime productivity is the number of years of school 
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completed. The long-range forecast for poorly nourished children is that they are 
more likely to drop out of school early and have reduced employment 
opportunities.”47 

 
The absence of affordable housing is cited as one important factor affecting low-income 
households and both the health and scholastic achievement of their children.  
 
According to participants in the Key Person Interviews and the Focus Group Meetings, the 
inability to maintain affordable housing and the resulting financial, social and health impacts has 
a clear impact on children’s success in school. For example, it was suggested that “it is very 
difficult for kids to concentrate and do well in school when they are surrounded by all these other 
issues (e.g., a combination of poor nutrition, poor health, being exposed to domestic violence 
(which really affects kids), feeling isolated, living in overcrowded conditions, etc.)” 
 
For some children, even getting to school can be a challenge depending on how far away from 
school they have to live in order to find affordable housing and what kind of physical 
environment they have to walk through in order to get to school (e.g., crossing the highway, 
walking past bars and homeless people, etc.). It was suggested during one of the Focus Group 
Meetings that the local School Division has recently reduced school bus services, which may 
further exacerbate this issue.  
 
A common practice among households who are unable to maintain their housing (including 
being evicted for non payment of rent) is to move around a lot in search of housing they can 
afford. In some cases, they may move out of the community altogether – which means the 
children have to change schools. This can be very stressful for children and can lead to 
destructive behavior. As one participant stated, “if the family moves around a lot, then the kids 
are always “the new kid” and it can become difficult for them to make friends – which affects 
their sense of belonging. This can lead to pre-adolescent problems (e.g., drugs, etc.) which kids 
use as distractions from feeling bad because they feel bad all the time.” As another participant 
stated, “if you don’t know where you are going to be putting your head down at night or you don’t 
have anyplace safe to stay, how can you possibly go to school the next day and be ready to 
learn?” 
 
It was also suggested that youth in the community may be taking on part-time jobs in order to 
help their families out. These children may not have enough time once their shift is over to do 
their homework or study for exams, in which case, they are less likely to do well in school. 
Furthermore, children of low-income parents are less likely to go to college or university both 
because their parents cannot afford the tuition and because they have not achieved high enough 
grades to quality for scholarships. Furthermore, poor scholastic achievement in high school is 
likely to de-motivate them from seeking a higher education.  
 
The lack of affordable housing in the community may also be affecting education opportunities 
and potential for adults as well. It was suggested that low- and modest-income adults living in 
the area are less likely to pursue opportunities to upgrade their education and training in order to 
further their careers because of both the cost and limited availability of housing. A number of 
low- and modest-income households are already in a situation where they are having to choose 
between food or rent on a monthly basis. Adding tuition fees to the mix and a further lowering of 
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their income due to reduced shifts at work can make for an impossible situation for most of these 
households.  
 
6.6 Economic Impacts 
 
Local businesses may be finding it difficult to recruit and retain skilled staff as a result of local 
housing unaffordability. This may be because: 
 

� Workers are moving from job to job trying to find a high enough paying job to afford 
housing;  

� Workers living in unstable, unaffordable housing are moving often trying to find 
suitable housing;  

� Skilled workers not moving into the community because more affordable housing 
opportunities exist in other communities; etc.  

 
As a result, local business may experience high staff turnover rates (which increases training 
costs) and poor staff efficiency.  
 
Some businesses may find they have to reduce the level of services offered to the community, 
for example:  
 

� Hotels closing rooms and even entire floors because they are unable to hire and 
retain enough housekeeping staff to clean the rooms;  

� Fast food restaurants having to reduce their hours of operations due to a lack of staff 
to fill shifts; and 

� Retail outlets hiring less experienced and/or less engaged staff who are not able to 
provide the same quality and level of service as before;  

 
In response to the higher housing costs, some businesses (especially those in the retail and 
service sectors) may have to increase wages or offer incentives to attract workers. Increased 
staffing costs can lead to lower profits, which can be hard on small businesses with low profit 
margins. Some businesses may decide to move out of the community altogether as a result of 
these problems. Local residents living in unaffordable homes may also find that they have less 
disposable income to purchase local goods and services – which represents a loss of economic 
opportunities for local businesses.  
 
Anecdotal evidence provided by participants in the Key Person Interviews and the Focus Group 
Meetings supports these observations and the link between the lack of sufficient housing 
(diversity, affordability and quality) and staffing challenges for local employers. Local business 
owners and other employers cited examples of a number of challenges including difficulty 
recruiting staff (especially recruiting managers from larger centres), difficulty retaining staff (as 
they move from job to job in search of better opportunities or leave the community altogether), 
reduced training levels along with a lack of opportunities for staff to pursue educational 
upgrading (as mentioned above under educational impacts), and reduced service levels (often 
from staff who are over-stressed and unable to cope). Local employers also cited issues with 
staff having to move to other communities and then commute into Pincher Creek because they 
can’t find housing locally. This can be particularly problematic during the winter months when 
roads conditions are bad and staff can’t get into work. 
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It is important to note that the challenges local business owners may face which can be 
attributed to housing issues can also be attributed to broader economic issues and conditions. 
For example, small communities with few large employers may be more prone to the economic 
ups and downs brought upon not only by the particular decisions or activities of these major 
employers (e.g., Shell’s decision to pursue its optimization project) and by broader economic 
factors affecting either the world economy or individual sectors of the economy (e.g., oil and gas, 
tourism, etc.). The success of the local economy can affect housing as much if not more than 
housing can affect the local economy – especially if the economy does not support the jobs that 
provide workers with the incomes they require to afford housing in the community.  
 
6.7 Other Impacts 
 
According to participants in the Key Person Interviews and the Focus Group Meetings, the lack 
of appropriate housing in terms of both availability and affordability is having two other important 
impacts on the community. The first impact is homelessness. The lack of housing (both 
affordable housing and supportive housing) in Pincher Creek and on the Piikani/Peigan Reserve 
is leading to increased incidents of homeless which appears to be concentrating in the Town of 
Pincher Creek. The lack of supportive housing and transitional shelters may be exacerbating this 
problem by not providing opportunities for homeless individuals (and in some cases, families) to 
find shelter and address their individual barriers (e.g., addictions) or challenges (e.g., incomes, 
domestic violence, etc.). The second impact is an increased burden on local social support 
networks and services to address the issues and downstream impacts that result from a lack of 
affordable and supportive housing. This includes increased demand for social services (and in 
some cases health services) during a time of declining budgets, increased demand for the 
schools to provide programs and services (e.g., life skills training, breakfast programs, etc.) – 
again during a time of budget cuts, and increased demand on local volunteer groups (e.g., 
Church and other faith-based organizations) to provide services and supports to those in need. 
This can have an overall negative impact on the quality of life for all residents living in the 
community regardless of their income levels of particular housing situations.  
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Chapter 7 
 

 
Barriers, Opportunities and Solutions 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7.1 Introduction 
 
This chapter looks describes the range of barriers to addressing the affordable housing needs in 
the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment area as identified by participants in the Key 
Person Interviews and Focus Group Meetings along wit a number of potential opportunities and 
solutions. The identified opportunities and solutions serve as potential recommendations for 
local housing stakeholders and the region’s elected officials to consider as they move forward to 
increase the supply of affordable and supportive housing in the area.  
 
7.2 Barriers to Addressing the Area’s Affordable Housing Needs 
 
Participants in the Focus Group Meetings identified a number of key barriers in the way of 
organizations within the Pincher Creek area – be they private developers, landlords or non-profit 
housing providers – addressing the area’s affordable housing needs (see Appendix E: Focus 
Group Meeting Feedback for a more detailed summary of participants’ comments and ideas). 
These barriers include: 
 
Market Forces: A lack of supply coupled with increased demand for the area’s rental and 
ownership housing is leading to escalating housing prices. Increasing land, labour and 
construction costs are making it increasingly difficult to develop new housing that is affordable to 
low- and modest-income households. There is also a lack of vacant lots in the mobile home 
parks upon which to place what is typically considered the most affordable housing option in the 
area.  
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NIMBY (“Not In My Back Yard”): Resident opposition to new affordable housing developments 
along with the perception that Councils in the area are not supportive of innovative housing 
projects is adding further to the difficulties of developing new housing projects that are affordable 
to low- and modest-income households.  
 
Housing Challenges on the Piikani/Peigan Reserve: The housing challenges that exist on the 
Piikani/Peigan Reserve and that community’s inability to address them on Reserve means that 
an increasing number of Aboriginal people have little choice but to move to Pincher Creek in 
search of suitable housing. This is leading to increased pressure on organizations operating in 
Pincher Creek to meet the affordable housing needs of the broader region – not just the housing 
needs of local residents.  
 
Lack of Information and Collaboration: The absence of a central registry or source of 
information on what housing may be available for rent in the community or what services and 
supports may be available to households experiencing housing challenges means that many 
households who need housing or could potentially qualify for assistance do not receive the help 
they require. The absence of information sharing between organizations that provide housing 
and/or supports to low- and modest-income households further exacerbates this issue and may 
lead to organizations working in isolation and even competing against one another.  
 
Discrimination: Discrimination by some landlords against people of Aboriginal heritage, youth, 
and/or people without adequate references presents an ongoing barrier to people accessing 
rental housing that becomes available.  
 
Lack of Jobs: The lack of higher paying jobs in the area means that an increasing number of 
households may be having difficulty earning the incomes that are required to afford housing at 
current prices (both rental and ownership). Furthermore, a lack of sufficient income makes it 
more difficult for households to save up the downpayment required to purchase their first home 
even if their current income can support the mortgage.  
 
Lack of Life Skills: People who lack financial management skills may not be able to budget for 
unexpected housing and other related expenses – especially if those individuals are earning 
low-to-modest incomes. Tenants who lack financial management skills may not be paying their 
rent consistently and on time which can lead to conflicts with their landlords and even eviction. 
People who lack life skills may also not have the mind set or skills to maintain their homes 
(whether they rent or own their homes) and may be more likely to damage their units – further 
increasing conflicts with their landlords leading to eviction and poor references.  
 
Transportation: A lack of affordable public transportation means that many low- and modest-
income households who do not own their own vehicles and seniors who are no longer able to 
drive a vehicle may have less access to community services and supports and have a greater 
chance of becoming isolated. The lack of public transportation also means that new affordable 
housing projects will need to be developed in a central location where land prices are higher and 
there are fewer developable residential lots.  
 
Property Taxes: High property taxes increase the ongoing costs of maintaining a home and are 
typically absorbed into rents. High property taxes for informal landlords that do not take into 
consideration the commercial market value of their properties may serve as a disincentive to 
landlords. High property taxes may also serve as a deterrent to new people moving into the 
community.  
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7.3 Potential Opportunities and Solutions to Addressing the Area’s Affordable 
Housing Needs  

 
Participants in the Focus Group Meetings also suggested a number of strategies to overcome 
these barriers (see Appendix E: Focus Group Meeting Feedback), including: 
 
NIMBY (“Not In My Back Yard”): Developing a public education and awareness campaign to 
better inform the broader community about the area’s affordable housing needs as well as dispel 
the myths about affordable housing and the people living in affordable housing could help to 
address and potentially overcome NIMBY opposition to new affordable housing developments. 
Educating the area’s elected officials and even taking them on a tour of innovative housing 
projects (including mixed-use developments) in the broader region and across the Province 
could help to overcome some of the perceived reluctance among elected officials to new and 
innovative housing projects.  
 
Community Plan: Developing a community plan that clearly outlines annual affordable housing 
targets, identifies a range of municipal planning and taxation strategies that would encourage 
more affordable housing development in the area, as well as the Roles, Responsibilities, and 
Resources of the various stakeholders in the community could result in more collaborative and 
productive efforts to increase both the supply of affordable housing and the overall diversity of 
housing available in the area.   
 
Collective Action/Voice: Establishing a central housing authority or a special process to bring 
the various stakeholders together to share information and work collectively on various housing 
and housing-related initiatives (including grant applications) could also help to achieve more 
effective outcomes. Key stakeholders to engage include municipal representatives, housing 
industry professionals (e.g., developers, builders, and realtors), landlords (both for-profit and 
non-profit), health and social service providers (especially those working directly with low-income 
households and other target groups, including seniors), First Nations groups, mortgage lenders, 
service clubs and other interested organizations.  
 
Information Sharing: Establishing a single entity to collect and share information on affordable 
housing issues and opportunities (including the development of a housing registry) could help 
those with limited knowledge, resources or access to a computer to obtain the information they 
need on what housing is available as well as the various services and supports they may be 
eligible to access.  
 
Capital Grants: Obtaining capital grants for new affordable housing construction is critical to 
being able to build housing that is both affordable to low- and modest-income households and 
sustainable in the long-term – especially given the cost of land, labour and construction 
materials. A range of capital grants are currently available for seniors’ housing, affordable rental 
housing and urban Aboriginal housing. Other grants are also available through Canada 
Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) to assist with preliminary project planning and 
development and to assist low-income homeowners with upgrading their homes to deal with 
issues of accessibility and homes in need of major repairs.  
 
Subsidized Land: Taking advantage of opportunities to acquire land for free or at below-market 
rates from the Municipal, Provincial and/or Federal governments is another key strategy to bring 
down the total costs of developing new housing.   
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Life Skills: Integrating opportunities for life skills training and supports into new affordable 
housing projects could help people with limited capacities and/or life skills become more 
successful tenants and, therefore, be better able to maintain their housing long-term.  
 
Landlord/Tenant Supports: While support for landlord and tenant disputes is available through 
the Province of Alberta, establishing a local program to assist both landlords and tenants with 
conflict resolution, dealing with issues around discrimination, understanding and complying with 
the various legal aspects and their respective obligations under the Residential Tenancies Act, 
monitoring tenants who need health and/or social supports, and even overseeing walk-throughs 
and the signing of rental agreements could help to reduce conflicts and potential abuse between 
landlords and tenants.   
 
Community Housing: Increasing the supply of rent-geared-to-income Community Housing 
could not only help more low-income households get into affording housing but could also free 
up other rental units in the community for modest-income households.  
 
Seniors’ Housing: Similarly, increasing the supply of subsidized seniors’ housing in the 
community could help more low- and modest-income seniors access the level of housing and 
supports they need and, thereby, free up existing homes for other residents to purchase or rent. 
Increasing the supply of housing for higher-income seniors could achieve the same goals as well 
as reduce the number of higher-income seniors who have to leave the community in order to 
meet their particular housing needs and expectations.  
 
Supportive Housing: Developing a combination of supportive housing (e.g., Group Homes) and 
supported independent living for persons with cognitive, behavioral and/or physical disabilities 
as well as for people with mental health challenges could help to keep people with these various 
barriers housed in a more stable environment and, therefore, make it easier to provide and 
sustain treatment and/or supports.  
 
Mobile Home Parks: Developing a new mobile home park is seen as one of the more cost 
effective means of providing housing that is affordable to low- and modest-income households of 
various ages. However, feedback from participants in the Key Person Interviews and Focus 
Group Meetings suggests that some of the mobile home parks in the Pincher Creek area have 
turned into less-than-desirable neighbourhoods over time, especially for raising children. 
Appropriate strategies will therefore need to be developed that mitigate the identified issues and 
create safe living environments for low-income households, including families with children.  
 
Brocket: Working with First Nations groups to address the various housing issues on the 
Piikani/Peigan Reserve could help to relieve some of the pressure on Pincher Creek to meet 
those needs and allow more Aboriginal people who would prefer to live on the Reserve rather 
than in Pincher Creek to do so.  
 
Job Creation: Increasing the number of higher-wage jobs in the region is seen as a key strategy 
for increasing the incomes that people earn so they can afford the cost of housing in Pincher 
Creek. 
 
Property Taxes: Developing a policy that determines property taxes for informal landlords 
based on the commercial market value of their properties (i.e., based on the rental revenues 
being generated) rather than the residential market value of their properties is seen as a way of 
lowering the overall costs to landlords in maintaining their rental properties which could be 
translated into lower rents. 
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It is important to note that participants in at least one Focus Group Meeting suggested that free 
enterprise alone cannot and will not provide a solution to the area’s affordable housing 
challenges – there is simply not enough profit or return on investment in affordable housing to 
warrant the investment. Rather, if free enterprise is to be involved in building affordable housing, 
a combination of capital grants, free or subsidized land, and partnerships with local non-profits 
and/or government will likely be required.  
 
In addition to these general strategies, participants in both the Key Person Interviews and the 
Focus Group Meetings identified specific vacant properties and underdeveloped parcels of land 
in the Town of Pincher Creek that could be used for affordable housing. These include the 
RCMP building, the vacant lot beside the Fire Hall and the Lebel Mansion. Further investigation 
into the feasibility of developing/redeveloping either of these properties as various forms of 
affordable and/or supportive housing is warranted.  
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Appendix A: Comparison of Homeownership vs. Rental 
Rates in Communities Throughout Alberta 

 
 
1.0 Introduction 
 
The following tables provide a comparison of the rates of homeownership and rental in 
communities of different sizes throughout Alberta based on 2006 Census data (arranged 
by population in descending order). While Province-wide, the average is 73.5% 
homeownership and 26.5% rental, the following tables show a wide range of variation 
between communities of all sizes, locations and settings.  
 
 

 2006 Total Homeownership Rental 

 Population Dwellings No. % No. % 

Province of Alberta 3,290,350 1,256,200 917,905 73.5% 330,275 26.5% 

       

Metropolitan Centres with Populations 500,000+ 

Calgary 988,193 384,740 280,080 72.8% 104,660 27.2% 

Edmonton 730,372 297,725 187,290 62.9% 110,435 37.1% 

       

Municipalities with Populations 25,000 - 100,000 

Red Deer 82,772 32,650 21,540 66.0% 11,105 34.0% 

Lethbridge 74,637 30,700 22,180 72.2% 8,520 27.8% 

St. Albert 57,719 20,560 18,120 88.2% 2,435 11.8% 

Medicine Hat 56,997 23,610 16,910 71.6% 6,700 28.4% 

Grande Prairie 47,076 17,330 11,665 67.3% 5,660 32.7% 

Airdrie 28,927 10,095 9,025 89.4% 1,070 10.6% 

Lloydminster 27,023 10,235 6,995 68.3% 3,240 31.7% 

       

Municipalities with Populations 10,000 to 24,999 

Spruce Grove 19,496 7,070 5,805 82.2% 1,260 17.8% 

Okotoks 17,145 5,760 5,000 86.8% 760 13.2% 

Leduc 16,967 6,525 4,975 76.2% 1,550 23.8% 

Camrose 15,620 6,725 4,440 66.1% 2,280 33.9% 

Fort Saskatchewan 14,957 5,665 4,370 77.2% 1,290 22.8% 

Cochrane 13,760 4,840 4,130 85.3% 710 14.7% 

Brooks 12,498 4,830 2,955 61.2% 1,875 38.8% 

Stony Plain 12,363 4,615 3,630 78.7% 980 21.3% 

Canmore 12,039 4,775 3,285 68.8% 1,490 31.2% 

Cold Lake 11,991 4,305 3,005 69.8% 1,300 30.2% 

Wetaskiwin 11,673 4,770 3,060 64.2% 1,710 35.8% 

Lacombe 10,742 3,910 2,980 76.3% 925 23.7% 

High River 10,716 4,185 3,290 78.7% 890 21.3% 

Strathmore 10,225 3,775 3,105 82.3% 670 17.7% 

Sylvan Lake 10,208 3,665 2,810 76.7% 855 23.3% 
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 2006 Total Homeownership Rental 

 Population Dwellings No. % No. % 

Municipalities with Populations 5,000 to 9,999 

Hinton 9,738 3,670 2,720 74.1% 950 25.9% 

Chestermere 9,564 3,065 2,960 96.7% 100 3.3% 

Whitecourt 8,971 3,285 2,335 71.1% 950 28.9% 

Beaumont 8,961 2,790 2,660 95.3% 130 4.7% 

Edson 8,098 3,090 2,210 71.4% 885 28.6% 

Drumheller 7,932 3,080 2,360 76.7% 715 23.3% 

Taber 7,591 2,895 2,255 77.9% 640 22.1% 

Innisfail 7,316 2,880 2,115 73.6% 760 26.4% 

Olds 7,248 2,995 2,185 73.0% 810 27.0% 

Drayton Valley 6,893 2,545 1,900 74.8% 640 25.2% 

Rocky Mountain House 6,874 2,615 1,765 67.6% 845 32.4% 

Morinville 6,775 2,290 1,960 85.8% 325 14.2% 

Slave Lake 6,703 2,250 1,535 67.9% 725 32.1% 

Banff 6,700 2,565 1,070 41.6% 1,500 58.4% 

Ponoka 6,576 2,665 2,080 77.9% 590 22.1% 

Peace River 6,315 2,395 1,610 67.1% 790 32.9% 

Devon 6,256 2,300 1,840 80.0% 460 20.0% 

Coaldale 6,177 2,240 1,875 83.7% 365 16.3% 

Bonnyville 5,832 2,270 1,480 65.3% 785 34.7% 

Crowsnest Pass 5,749 2,630 2,255 85.6% 380 14.4% 

Vegreville 5,519 2,380 1,705 71.6% 675 28.4% 

Wainwright 5,426 2,150 1,570 73.2% 575 26.8% 

Stettler 5,418 2,180 1,685 77.1% 500 22.9% 

St. Paul 5,106 1,960 1,430 72.8% 535 27.2% 

Redcliff 5,096 1,900 1,540 80.8% 365 19.2% 

Westlock 5,008 2,060 1,410 68.4% 650 31.6% 

       

Municipalities with Populations 1,000 to 4,999 

Blackfalds 4,571 1,655 1,435 86.7% 220 13.3% 

Didsbury 4,275 1,660 1,315 79.2% 345 20.8% 

Barrhead 4,209 1,725 1,230 71.3% 495 28.7% 

Vermilion 4,036 1,630 1,190 73.2% 435 26.8% 

High Level 3,887 1,365 830 60.6% 540 39.4% 

Grande Cache 3,783 1,380 965 70.2% 410 29.8% 

Claresholm 3,700 1,575 1,130 71.7% 445 28.3% 

Pincher Creek 3,625 1,470 1,205 81.7% 270 18.3% 

Cardston 3,452 1,180 990 84.3% 185 15.7% 

Fairview 3,297 1,295 995 76.8% 300 23.2% 

Raymond 3,205 1,040 845 80.9% 200 19.1% 

Three Hills 3,089 1,105 825 74.7% 280 25.3% 

Fort Macleod 3,072 1,220 960 78.7% 260 21.3% 

Hanna 2,847 1,245 900 72.3% 345 27.7% 

Lac La Biche 2,758 1,015 560 54.9% 460 45.1% 

High Prairie 2,750 1,035 665 63.9% 375 36.1% 

Carstairs 2,656 1,000 870 86.6% 135 13.4% 
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 2006 Total Homeownership Rental 

 Population Dwellings No. % No. % 

Crossfield 2,648 940 825 87.8% 115 12.2% 

Gibbons 2,642 955 875 91.6% 80 8.4% 

Athabasca 2,575 1,060 745 70.3% 315 29.7% 

Grimshaw 2,537 990 790 79.8% 200 20.2% 

Sundre 2,518 1,040 800 76.9% 240 23.1% 

Fox Creek 2,278 860 580 67.4% 280 32.6% 

Beaverlodge 2,264 910 705 77.0% 210 23.0% 

Rimbey 2,252 955 805 84.3% 150 15.7% 

Redwater 2,192 870 705 81.0% 165 19.0% 

Magrath 2,081 645 570 88.4% 75 11.6% 

Provost 2,072 775 625 80.6% 150 19.4% 

Millet 2,068 790 680 86.6% 105 13.4% 

Nanton 2,055 835 720 85.7% 120 14.3% 

Penhold 1,961 705 565 79.6% 145 20.4% 

Calmar 1,959 725 635 88.2% 85 11.8% 

Sexsmith 1,959 660 465 70.5% 195 29.5% 

Vulcan 1,940 765 655 85.1% 115 14.9% 

Turner Valley 1,908 755 640 84.2% 120 15.8% 

Black Diamond 1,900 715 615 86.0% 100 14.0% 

Tofield 1,876 725 575 79.9% 145 20.1% 

Bow Island 1,790 595 450 75.6% 145 24.4% 

Valleyview 1,725 720 500 69.4% 220 30.6% 

Lamont 1,664 600 480 80.7% 115 19.3% 

Swan Hills 1,645 625 420 67.7% 200 32.3% 

Picture Butte 1,592 590 440 74.6% 150 25.4% 

Bon Accord 1,534 530 455 85.8% 75 14.2% 

Coalhurst 1,523 535 510 96.2% 20 3.8% 

Manning 1,493 560 405 72.3% 155 27.7% 

Elk Point 1,487 560 415 74.1% 145 25.9% 

Mayerthorpe 1,474 595 435 73.1% 160 26.9% 

Wembley 1,443 490 390 80.4% 95 19.6% 

Bassano 1,345 530 450 84.9% 80 15.1% 

Irricana 1,243 -- -- -- -- -- 

Bruderheim 1,215 450 345 76.7% 105 23.3% 

Bowden 1,205 505 410 82.0% 90 18.0% 

Legal 1,192 420 350 83.3% 70 16.7% 

Spirit River 1,148 450 345 76.7% 105 23.3% 

Viking 1,085 445 380 85.4% 65 14.6% 

Bentley 1,083 425 390 91.8% 35 8.2% 

Vauxhall 1,069 405 300 74.1% 105 25.9% 

Two Hills 1,047 450 300 66.7% 150 33.3% 

Killam 1,019 415 325 77.4% 95 22.6% 

Coronation 1,015 435 335 77.0% 100 23.0% 

Oyen 1,015 390 300 76.9% 90 23.1% 

Smoky Lake 1,010 445 355 78.9% 95 21.1% 

Trochu 1,005 405 290 71.6% 115 28.4% 
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 2006 Total Homeownership Rental 

 Population Dwellings No. % No. % 

Municipalities with Populations under 1,000 

Duchess 978 335 315 94.0% 20 6.0% 

Rainbow Lake 965 350 90 25.7% 260 74.3% 

Eckville 951 380 270 71.1% 110 28.9% 

Thorsby 945 390 285 73.1% 105 26.9% 

Falher 941 430 290 66.7% 145 33.3% 

Castor 931 410 335 81.7% 75 18.3% 

Stirling 921 285 215 74.1% 75 25.9% 

Forestburg 895 355 305 84.7% 55 15.3% 

Sedgewick 891 375 275 74.3% 95 25.7% 

Alberta Beach 884 415 340 81.9% 75 18.1% 

Onoway 875 340 235 68.1% 110 31.9% 

Alix 851 345 300 87.0% 45 13.0% 

Boyle 844 350 205 59.4% 140 40.6% 

Mclennan 824 300 220 73.3% 80 26.7% 

Hythe 821 285 195 69.6% 85 30.4% 

Daysland 818 325 265 82.8% 55 17.2% 

Milk River 816 380 295 76.6% 90 23.4% 

Beiseker 804 310 245 79.0% 65 21.0% 

Bashaw 796 335 255 76.1% 80 23.9% 

Mannville 782 350 260 74.3% 90 25.7% 

Delburne 765 305 250 80.6% 60 19.4% 

Hardisty 760 305 240 80.0% 60 20.0% 

Consort 739 285 240 84.2% 45 15.8% 

Mundare 712 300 255 85.0% 45 15.0% 

Kitscoty 709 255 175 68.6% 80 31.4% 

Nobleford 689 225 200 88.9% 25 11.1% 

Linden 660 320 250 79.4% 65 20.6% 

Acme 656 270 235 87.0% 35 13.0% 

Rycroft 638 280 180 64.3% 100 35.7% 

Warburg 621 230 190 82.6% 40 17.4% 

Barnwell 613 175 160 91.4% 15 8.6% 

Wabamun 601 245 170 69.4% 75 30.6% 

Carbon 570 210 160 74.4% 55 25.6% 

Clive 562 200 185 92.5% 15 7.5% 

Breton 550 230 185 80.4% 45 19.6% 

Foremost 524 210 155 73.8% 55 26.2% 

Berwyn 516 215 175 81.4% 40 18.6% 

Marwayne 516 210 185 88.1% 25 11.9% 

Caroline 515 225 110 47.8% 120 52.2% 

Thorhild 505 230 190 82.6% 40 17.4% 

Spring Lake 501 185 175 92.1% 15 7.9% 

Clyde 470 180 110 62.9% 65 37.1% 

Andrew 465 230 190 82.6% 40 17.4% 

Cremona 463 190 150 81.1% 35 18.9% 

Ryley 458 200 175 89.7% 20 10.3% 

Irma 444 190 165 89.2% 20 10.8% 
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 2006 Total Homeownership Rental 

 Population Dwellings No. % No. % 

Stavely 435 215 180 83.7% 35 16.3% 

Hines Creek 430 165 135 81.8% 30 18.2% 

Glendon 421 180 115 63.9% 65 36.1% 

Granum 415 175 165 94.3% 10 5.7% 

New Sarepta 410 165 140 84.8% 25 15.2% 

Holden 398 175 145 85.3% 25 14.7% 

Rosemary 388 135 110 78.6% 30 21.4% 

Tilley 381 135 85 60.7% 55 39.3% 

Standard 380 150 115 76.7% 35 23.3% 

Edgerton 373 155 120 80.0% 30 20.0% 

Bawlf 367 140 125 89.3% 15 10.7% 

Champion 364 155 140 87.5% 20 12.5% 

Sangudo 364 160 110 68.8% 50 31.3% 

Hay Lakes 362 135 120 88.9% 15 11.1% 

Myrnam 362 160 150 100.0% 0 0.0% 

Nampa 360 155 125 80.6% 30 19.4% 

Big Valley 351 170 145 87.9% 20 12.1% 

Rockyford 349 135 95 70.4% 40 29.6% 

Carmangay 336 115 105 100.0% 0 0.0% 

New Norway 323 115 90 78.3% 25 21.7% 

Chauvin 308 130 115 88.5% 15 11.5% 

Warner 307 150 135 90.0% 15 10.0% 

Coutts 305 120 95 79.2% 25 20.8% 

Longview 300 130 115 92.0% 10 8.0% 

Willingdon 295 155 105 70.0% 45 30.0% 

Donnelly 293 130 100 76.9% 30 23.1% 

Veteran 293 125 115 92.0% 10 8.0% 

Girouxville 282 125 110 91.7% 10 8.3% 

Glenwood 280 100 70 77.8% 20 22.2% 

Waskatenau 278 135 105 80.8% 25 19.2% 

Barons 276 115 110 91.7% 10 8.3% 

Elnora 275 125 100 80.0% 25 20.0% 

Vilna 274 135 100 74.1% 35 25.9% 

Morrin 253 110 75 71.4% 30 28.6% 

Strome 252 105 85 81.0% 20 19.0% 

Chipman 238 105 95 90.5% 10 9.5% 

Innisfree 233 120 100 83.3% 20 16.7% 

Hughenden 231 100 75 75.0% 25 25.0% 

Bittern Lake 225 80 70 87.5% 10 12.5% 

Donalda 224 105 105 100.0% 0 0.0% 

Arrowwood 221 75 45 64.3% 25 35.7% 

Cowley 219 100 80 84.2% 15 15.8% 

Kinuso 219 85 75 88.2% 10 11.8% 

Lougheed 217 105 75 75.0% 25 25.0% 

Munson 217 80 80 100.0% 0 0.0% 

Delia 207 100 65 65.0% 35 35.0% 

Dewberry 196 85 75 83.3% 15 16.7% 
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 2006 Total Homeownership Rental 

 Population Dwellings No. % No. % 

Hill Spring 192 -- -- -- -- -- 

Rosalind 190 75 75 100.0% 0 0.0% 

Hussar 187 80 60 80.0% 15 20.0% 

Botha 185 75 70 100.0% 0 0.0% 

Paradise Valley 183 65 55 84.6% 10 15.4% 

Czar 175 75 60 80.0% 15 20.0% 

Lomond 175 75 60 85.7% 10 14.3% 

Amisk 172 75 45 64.3% 25 35.7% 

Youngstown 170 85 75 88.2% 10 11.8% 

Alliance 158 80 70 87.5% 10 12.5% 

Edberg 155 55 55 84.6% 10 15.4% 

Ferintosh 153 70 65 100.0% 0 0.0% 

Heisler 153 70 70 100.0% 0 0.0% 

Empress 136 70 70 100.0% 0 0.0% 

Galahad 134 55 50 100.0% 0 0.0% 

Cereal 126 60 45 69.2% 20 30.8% 

Derwent 117 55 40 72.7% 15 27.3% 

Halkirk 113 55 50 100.0% 0 0.0% 

Milo 100 50 40 80.0% 10 20.0% 

Minburn 65 35 35 100.0% 0 0.0% 

Gadsby 35 -- -- -- -- -- 

       

Specialized Municipalities 

Strathcona County 82,511 28,645 26,415 92.2% 2,230 7.8% 

Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo 51,496 17,985 12,975 72.6% 4,905 27.4% 

Mackenzie County 10,002 2,685 2,250 83.8% 435 16.2% 

Municipality of Jasper 4,265 1,600 705 44.1% 895 55.9% 

       

Municipal Districts with Populations 25,000 - 50,000 

MD of Rocky View No. 44 34,171 11,185 10,250 91.6% 935 8.4% 

Parkland County 29,265 10,230 9,600 93.8% 630 6.2% 

       

Municipal Districts with Populations 10,000 - 24,999 

MD of Foothills No. 31 19,736 6,950 6,230 89.6% 720 10.4% 

Red Deer County 19,108 6,680 5,875 87.9% 805 12.1% 

Sturgeon County 18,621 6,035 5,155 85.4% 880 14.6% 

County of Grande Prairie No. 1 17,970 6,235 5,735 92.1% 495 7.9% 

Leduc County 12,730 4,580 4,100 89.5% 480 10.5% 

Mountain View County 12,391 4,660 4,030 86.5% 630 13.5% 

Clearwater County 11,826 4,425 3,895 88.1% 525 11.9% 

County of Wetaskiwin No. 10 10,535 3,940 3,655 92.9% 280 7.1% 

Lacombe County 10,451 3,645 3,215 88.3% 425 11.7% 

County of Lethbridge 10,302 2,885 2,280 79.0% 605 21.0% 

MD of Bonnyville No. 87 10,194 3,505 3,050 93.3% 220 6.7% 

Yellowhead County 10,045 3,805 3,250 85.5% 550 14.5% 
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 2006 Total Homeownership Rental 

 Population Dwellings No. % No. % 

Municipal Districts with Populations 5,000 - 9,999 

Lac Ste. Anne County 9,516 3,675 3,300 89.9% 370 10.1% 

Ponoka  County 8,640 3,035 2,725 89.8% 310 10.2% 

Wheatland County 8,164 2,505 2,080 82.9% 430 17.1% 

Athabasca County No. 12 7,587 2,905 2,645 90.9% 265 9.1% 

County of Vermilion River 7,467 2,635 2,435 92.4% 200 7.6% 

Camrose County 7,160 2,575 2,435 94.6% 140 5.4% 

Brazeau County 7,040 2,540 2,325 91.4% 220 8.6% 

Westlock County 6,910 2,405 2,205 91.7% 200 8.3% 

County of Newell No. 4 6,862 2,175 1,905 87.6% 270 12.4% 

Cypress County 6,729 2,365 2,055 86.9% 310 13.1% 

Lakeland County 6,365 2,285 1,965 86.6% 305 13.4% 

MD of Taber 6,280 1,720 1,365 79.4% 355 20.6% 

County of St. Paul No. 19 5,925 2,205 2,010 91.4% 190 8.6% 

Barrhead County, No. 11 5,845 2,090 1,925 92.1% 165 7.9% 

MD Big Lakes 5,805 1,980 1,710 86.6% 265 13.4% 

Beaver County 5,676 1,990 1,860 93.5% 130 6.5% 

MD of Greenview No. 16 5,464 1,930 1,770 91.5% 165 8.5% 

MD of Willow Creek No. 26 5,337 1,650 1,325 80.8% 315 19.2% 

Kneehill County 5,218 1,720 1,430 83.1% 290 16.9% 

County of Stettler No. 6 5,216 1,725 1,485 86.3% 235 13.7% 

       

Municipal Districts with Populations 1,000 - 4,999 

Woodlands County 4,158 1,510 1,375 91.1% 135 8.9% 

Cardston County 4,037 1,000 840 84.4% 155 15.6% 

Lamont County 3,925 1,515 1,390 91.7% 125 8.3% 

MD of Northern Lights No. 22 3,772 1,355 1,245 92.2% 105 7.8% 

Vulcan  County 3,718 1,130 895 79.2% 235 20.8% 

County of Warner No. 5 3,674 820 620 76.1% 195 23.9% 

MD of Wainwright No. 61 3,558 1,210 925 76.1% 290 23.9% 

Flagstaff County 3,506 1,230 1,140 92.7% 90 7.3% 

County of Forty Mile No. 8 3,414 875 735 84.0% 140 16.0% 

Smoky Lake County 3,357 1,230 1,105 89.8% 125 10.2% 

County of Minburn No. 27 3,319 1,155 1,000 86.2% 160 13.8% 

MD of Pincher Creek No. 9 3,309 1,155 990 85.7% 165 14.3% 

County of Thorhild No. 7 3,042 1,215 1,140 94.2% 70 5.8% 

MD of Opportunity No. 17 2,847 845 625 74.4% 215 25.6% 

MD of Lesser Slave River No. 124 2,820 1,010 945 93.6% 65 6.4% 

County of Two Hills No. 21 2,801 1,000 900 90.0% 100 10.0% 

Clear Hills County 2,714 885 830 94.3% 50 5.7% 

MD of Provost No. 52 2,547 890 810 91.0% 80 9.0% 

Saddle Hills County 2,458 915 815 88.6% 105 11.4% 

MD of Smoky River No. 130 2,442 -- -- -- -- -- 

Starland County 2,371 690 585 84.8% 105 15.2% 

County of Paintearth No. 18 2,126 680 615 90.4% 65 9.6% 

Northern Sunrise County 1,747 650 565 88.3% 75 11.7% 



 

Appendix A: viii 

 

 

 2006 Total Homeownership Rental 

 Population Dwellings No. % No. % 

MD of Peace No. 135 1,487 515 480 93.2% 35 6.8% 

Birch Hills County 1,470 530 465 87.7% 65 12.3% 

MD of Fairview No. 136 1,432 515 495 96.1% 20 3.9% 

MD of Bighorn No. 8 1,264 525 455 87.5% 65 12.5% 

       

Municipal Districts with Populations under 1,000 

MD of Spirit River No. 133 662 235 225 95.7% 10 4.3% 

MD Acadia No. 34 545 165 145 90.6% 15 9.4% 

MD of Ranchland No. 66 86 35 25 100.0% 0 0.0% 
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Appendix C: Data Sources and Limitations 
 
 
1.0 Sources of Data Used in This Study 
 
The key statistical data used in this study to identify and describe population and income 
attributes for the communities within the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment 
area come from Statistics Canada through the following sources: 
 

� 1996, 2001 and 2006 Census of Population data; and 

� 2001 and 2006 Taxfiler data.  

 
1.1 Statistics Canada Census of Population Data 
 
Statistics Canada Census of Population Data is collected every five years. Every 
household in Canada is included in the Census using either of two questionnaires. While 
80% of all households receive a short form of the Census questionnaire (containing eight 
questions), more detailed information is collected from the other 20% of households 
using a longer questionnaire consisting of the same eight questions in the short 
questionnaire along with 53 additional questions. Data collected from the long 
questionnaire is then used to derive aggregate measures for the population as a whole. 
The data provided for each reference year is based on data collected during the second 
week (usually the Tuesday) of May in that year. For example, data for the 1996 Census 
was collected on May 14, 1996; data for the 2001 Census was collected on May 15, 
2001; and data for the 2006 Census was collected on May 16, 2006. 
 
1.2 Statistics Canada Taxfiler Data 
 
Taxfiler data is compiled by the Small Area and Administrative Data Division of Statistics 
Canada based on information provided on all personal income tax returns filed within a 
given year. The data combines information on levels and sources of income from 
taxfilers and demographic indicators derived from both the taxfilers and their non-filing 
dependents.  
 
Taxfiler data is collected only for those individuals/families who filed a tax return within a 
given year. Individuals or families who did not file a tax return are excluded from the 
data. Thus, the information used to derive family units represents approximately two-
thirds of the Canadian population48. Taxfilers from the same family, including children, 
are matched using common links (e.g., spousal social insurance number, same 
surname, same address, etc.). Non-filer children are added to the family using the 
Canada Child Tax Benefit (CCTB) file, provincial birth files, and Taxfiler data collected 
from previous years49. The remaining taxfilers who have not been matched with a family 
are labeled non-family persons. Non-family persons are not living with a spouse, child, or 
parent. They may be living with extended family (grandparent, cousin, etc.), with 
unrelated persons (lodger, roommate), alone, or cohabiting with another non-family 
person50.  

                                                           
48

 Small Area and Administrative Data Division, Statistics Canada, 2001. 
49

 Ibid.  
50

 Ibid. 
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2.0 Limitations Inherent in the Data 
 
Significant discrepancies in the data may exist between that derived by Statistics 
Canada through its Census of Population and that derived from taxfiler sources, leading 
to limitations in the combined use of these data sources.  
 
All Statistics Canada data are subject to rounding. Census of Population data is rounded 
to a base of 5. Thus a count of 4 and a count of 7 would both be rounded to 5. Data 
rounding may lead to certain inaccuracies and/or inconsistencies both within the Census 
database and between data summary tables. In terms of Taxfiler data, all data on 
number of persons is rounded to a base of 10. For example, a count of 15 would be 
rounded to 20 and a count of 14 would be rounded to 10. Data on income levels is 
aggregated to the nearest thousand dollars and rounded to the nearest five thousand 
dollars. This rounding can affect the results obtained from calculations, including 
calculating percentages. Results may be distorted, especially when dealing with small 
numbers.  
 
For confidentiality reasons, Taxfiler data is also subject to suppression whenever data 
collection areas comprise less than 100 taxfilers or when individual data represents less 
than 15 taxfilers. Furthermore, when one category in a two-category data cell is 
suppressed, the second category must also be suppressed to avoid disclosure of 
confidential data by subtraction (called residual disclosure)51. This includes data on 
income, gender, age and area. It is expected that both data suppression and data 
rounding may be significant, especially given the relatively small permanent population 
within the individual communities of the Pincher Creek Foundation’s service/catchment 
area – making it difficult to present accurate calculations for the number of households 
that may be experiencing challenges with housing affordability.  
 
Taxfiler data collects and organizes information based on economic households (i.e., 
persons living together as a single interdependent economic unit – or family) whereas 
Census of Population data collects and organizes information based on census 
households (i.e., persons living together within a single housing unit regardless of 
economic relationship or interdependency). Thus Census of Population data would 
record two single individuals living as roommates in a single apartment as one 
household, while the Taxfiler data would record these individuals as two separate 
households (unless the two individuals filed their income tax returns as either a married 
or common-law couple).   
 
Taxfiler data also differs from Census of Population data in that Taxfiler data collects and 
organizes information based on postal codes whereas Census of Population data 
collects and organizes information based on municipal boundaries. Therefore, the 
physical boundaries used to delineate Taxfiler data do not always coincide with those 
boundaries used to delineate Census of Population data. In areas where postal codes 
overlap between municipal boundaries (as may be the case for residents living just 
outside of municipal boundaries of the Town of Pincher Creek, the Hamlet of Lundbreck 
and the Village of Cowley and receiving mail via Rural Route or Post Office Box) 
households on both sides of the municipal boundary will share a similar postal code and 
therefore be included as a single community.  

                                                           
51

 Ibid. 
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3.0 Expected Impacts of Data Limitations 
 
A combination of data rounding and suppression, discrepancies between the primary 
data sets used in this study, population growth and changes since 2006 not reflected in 
the data, different levels of housing equity among local households, the important 
distinction between economic households and census households, and other data that is 
simply not available makes the estimated number of households presented in this study 
as being in need of more affordable housing approximations at best. Therefore, caution 
should be taken when assessing the actual number of households estimated in this 
study as being in need of more affordable housing. 
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Appendix D: Glossary of Common Housing Terms 
 
 
1.0 Introduction 
 
The following is a collection of common housing terms and their definitions.  
 

2.0 Definitions 
 
Aging in Place: The ability to grow older without having to move from one’s present residence – 
wherever that may be – in order to obtain the support services necessary to maintain 
independence as one’s health needs change. Ageing in place enables elderly people to grow 
older in the familiar and comfortable surroundings of their homes while providing them with the 
assistance necessary to maintain a relatively independent lifestyle. 
 
Alberta Apartment Vacancy and Rental Cost Survey: An annual survey conducted by Alberta 
Housing and Urban Affairs of rental housing in 63 communities across the province with 
populations over 1,000. The survey typically occurs during the months of June, July and August 
of each year and examines private, non-subsidized buildings containing four or more rental units 
to determine the average housing costs and availability of formal rental units within the 
community. In buildings that contain both subsidized and non-subsidized units, only the non-
subsidized units were surveyed. In some communities, mixed commercial-residential 
developments that have fewer than four units are also included. The survey does not include 
rented single and semi-detached family homes, basement apartments or condominium units. 
The Alberta Housing and Urban Affairs survey also does not cover communities surveyed by 
Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC). 
 
Area Median Income: Median Income represents that income level at which 50% of households 
earn above that income and 50% of households earn incomes below that figure. The Area 
Median Income (AMI) is the median income for a specific community or region and is commonly 
used in the US to establish affordable housing targets. Affordable housing providers often set 
household income targets and/or limits at between 60% and 80% AMI.  
 
Barrier-Free Design: Environments that contain no architectural, design, or psychological 
features that might prevent anyone – able-bodied or impaired – from using the environment to 
the full extent of their abilities. 
 
Community Housing: Affordable rental housing typically owned by the Province of Alberta and 
managed by a local Housing Authority operating under Ministerial Order. Eligible tenants tend to 
be low-and moderate-income families with children who pay rent geared to their income (i.e., 
30% of their before-tax income).  
 
Community Land Trust (CLT): A non-profit or charitable organization created to own real 
estate (land and buildings) on behalf of the community in order to meet the long-term affordable 
housing and community development needs of low- to moderate-income households. The goal 
of a CLT is to make its land available for perpetually affordable housing and other community 
development initiatives. Therefore, access to a CLTs land is often limited to low- and moderate-
income households and/or non-profit organizations that serve low- and moderate-income 
households. CLTs can acquire vacant land and arrange for it to be developed or land that 
already been developed and arrange for it to be redeveloped as necessary. In both cases, the 
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CLT retains permanent ownership of the land so that it will always be used for non-profit, 
affordable housing and/or related community and commercial enterprises. 
 
Condominium: A form of tenure whereby the homeowner has full title to his/her living unit only, 
an undivided interest in the common areas of the project (e.g., common areas such as the 
recreational amenities, land/grounds, stairways and hallways are owned jointly with other 
residents), and sometimes the exclusive use of certain limited common areas. Condominium 
ownership is often associated with a specific building form (i.e., apartment-style multiunit 
dwellings) but can be extended to other built forms (e.g., rowhouse/townhouse, semi-detached, 
and single-detached dwellings).  
 
Co-operative Housing: A type of tenure in which the residents of a multi-unit housing complex 
own shares in the cooperative corporation that owns the property (giving each resident the right 
to occupy a specific apartment or unit) rather than owning the title to their individual living units. 
The shares grant residents equal access to common areas, voting rights, occupancy of an 
individual unit, and the right to vote for board members to manage the co-operative.  
 
Cohousing: A form of tenure that combines individual homeownership with the advantages of 
shared resources and community living. Residents usually own their individual homes, which are 
clustered around a "common house" with shared amenities (e.g., a communal kitchen and dining 
room, children's playroom, workshops, guest rooms, home office support, arts and crafts area, 
laundry facilities, etc.). Cohousing residents participate in the planning, design, ongoing 
management and maintenance of their community. Cohousing developments also tend to offer 
environmentally sensitive design and an emphasis on multi-generational, collaborative living.  
 
Core Housing Need: A term referring to households which are unable to afford shelter that 
meets adequacy, suitability, and affordability norms. A household is deemed to be in Core 
Housing Need if it is living in inadequate housing, housing that is unsuitable to its needs, and/or 
housing that is unaffordable according to the 30% before-tax income benchmark.  
 
Core Need Income Thresholds (CNITs): Income levels established on an annual basis by 
CMHC and Alberta Housing and Urban Affairs which set the maximum household income levels 
eligible to access different sized units in communities across the province. These incomes 
represent the most households can earn and remain eligible for subsidized rental housing. 
Households that earn incomes at or below CNIT are deemed to have difficulty finding un-
crowded housing in the community that is in good repair without spending more than 30 per cent 
of their before-tax income for rent.  
 
Fee Simple Estate: A form of tenure granting unconditional and unlimited ownership of real 
property (both the land and the buildings situated on that land). Fee simple title represents the 
most extensive interest in land that can be enjoyed and is perpetual in duration.  
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First Mortgage: A mortgage that is the primary lien against a property. 
 
Group Home: A residential living arrangement (usually a single-detached dwelling with up to 10 
beds/units) that provides long-term, affordable housing with ongoing supports to those with 
special needs, including individuals with severe mental and/or physical disabilities and who 
otherwise would unlikely be able to live in a residential setting (i.e., who might otherwise be 
institutionalized).  
 
Homelessness: The state of being without a permanent and fixed place of residence. There are 
two general categories of homeless people (be they individuals or families):  
 

� Absolute Homeless refers to persons who are living with no physical shelter 
– on the street, in doorways, in parkades, in parks and on beaches as well as 
people sleeping in their vehicles or staying temporarily in emergency shelters; 
and  

� Near Homeless/Relative Homeless refers to people who are “couch surfing” 
or staying temporarily with family or friends (i.e., they have safe shelter but 
that shelter is not their own and is only temporary indicating the possibility that 
they may become absolute homeless) or are living in hotels or other non-
permanent accommodations.  

 
Homeless Shelter: Housing for the homeless falls under two categories:  
 

� Emergency Shelters provide temporary, typically overnight accommodation 
to individuals who would otherwise sleep in the streets. Shelters may also 
provide supportive services in relation to addictions, health, education and 
employment needs; and  

� Transitional Housing aims to provide temporary accommodation (usually six 
months to two years) for individuals who wish to stabilize their housing 
situation while resolving other issues in their lives, such as unemployment, 
addictions, education and violence. Transitional Housing units typically have 
access to a mix of supportive services that enable an individual to move 
towards self-sufficiency (also called Second-Stage Housing). 

 
Housing Adequacy: Refers to the physical safety of the individual dwelling. Housing is 
inadequate if it requires major repairs and/or is lacking the necessary services and basic 
facilities. Major repairs refer to plumbing, electrical, ventilation systems, disposal systems, and 
the structural components of a house that would warrant it being unsafe. Basic facilities refer to 
potable hot and cold running water, and full bathroom facilities including and indoor toilet and 
bathtub or shower. Additionally, housing is not adequate if it is infested with vermin or health-
impacting contaminants.  
 
Housing Accessibility: Relates to the ability of individuals with health, mobility and/or stamina 
limitations to easily enter and exit their home, and to move around freely while inside the home. 
Accessibility is particularly problematic for persons with physical disabilities including people 
confined to wheelchairs and people needing the use of walkers to get around their home. Those 
households with accessibility issues may require a number of improvements to their homes 
including wheelchair ramps and/or elevators; larger doors and hallways; lowered counter tops, 
sinks and cabinets; and reconfigured rooms including larger bathrooms and specialty bathtubs.  
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Housing Affordability: Relates to the ability of individual households to meet their monthly rent 
or mortgage payments within a reasonable threshold of their income. CMHC has determined 
that housing is affordable if it costs not more that 30% of a household’s gross (i.e., before-tax) 
monthly income for rent or mortgage payments. Assessing the level of housing affordability is 
based on a comparison of median house prices and average market rents to local income 
levels. Households that are more likely to be facing housing affordability problems include: 
 

� Low- and moderate-income households (less income to afford local shelter 
costs);  

� Single income earning households (more likely to have low or moderate 
incomes);  

� Households on limited, fixed incomes (less able to adapt to increasing shelter 
costs); and 

� Renter households (typically lower income, have less equity, and are more 
vulnerable to rent increases).  

 
Housing First: An approach to addressing homelessness that focuses on providing homeless 
individuals and families with stable housing first to get them off the street and then providing in-
home services and supports as needed. The Housing First approach differs from traditional 
emergency shelter and transitional housing approaches in that it maintains a primary focus on 
helping individuals and families quickly access and sustain permanent housing rather than 
traditional approaches which focus on moving people through a continuum of emergency 
shelters and transitional housing, each providing a range of support services to address 
individual barriers to housing (e.g., substance abuse, addictions, mental health, etc.).  
 
Housing Suitability: Is based on National Occupancy Standards and refers to the size of the 
home in bedrooms compared to the size of the family living in that home. Accommodation is not 
suitable if: 
 

� More than 2 persons must share a bedroom and there is at least 1 individual 
in each of the other bedrooms;  

� Child(ren) and parent(s) must share a bedroom due to space constraints;  

� An individual, 18 years of age or older, must share a bedroom with another 
member of the household, unless that individual is married or in a common-
law relationship with that member; or 

� An individual, 5 years of age or older, must share a bedroom with an individual 
of the opposite gender. 

 
Housing suitability is most likely to be an issue for large low-and moderate-income 
families since these families may not be able to afford the rents or mortgages on larger 
homes (homes that have enough bedrooms). 
 
Leasehold Estate/Leasehold Interest: A form of tenure in which the mortgage holder does not 
actually own the real property (e.g., land) but rather has a recorded long-term lease on that 
property. A written agreement is in place which stipulates the conditions under which the 
mortgage holder may possess the real property for a specified period of time and/or fee. 
 
Life Lease: An alternate form of homeownership for seniors and mature adults wishing to move 
out of their family home. Under a Life Lease, residents purchase a life lease interest ranging 
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from 25% to 100% of the market value of the unit. This life lease interest grants the purchaser 
exclusive use of their suite and shared use of all common areas and facilities. In addition to the 
purchase price of the life lease interest, the purchaser also pays a monthly fee, similar to a 
condo fee, which represents the resident's share of ongoing maintenance and operating costs of 
the building. Ownership of and title to the Life Lease property typically remains in the name of a 
non-profit organization who must approve the future sale or transfer for the life lease interest. 
There are four basic types of Life Lease:  
 

� Declining Balance Life Lease: a declining portion of the original entrance fee 
is refundable when the lease is terminated (the decline in the portion of the 
entrance fee that is refundable is determined by the length of time the resident 
has owned the lease).  

� Fixed Value Life Lease: the original entrance fee is refundable when the 
lease is terminated less a pre-determined administration charge.  

� Index-Based Life Lease: the value of the original entrance appreciates over 
time according to a pre-determined index (e.g., Consumer Price Index) and is 
refundable when the lease is terminated.  

� Market Value Life Lease: the value of the original entrance fee appreciates 
or depreciates depending on the market value of the unit at the time the lease 
is terminated.  

 
Low Income Cut-offs (LICOs): The Low Income Cut-offs (LICOs) are a measure developed by 
Statistics Canada to estimate the number of households who could be considered “low-income” 
(as the name implies). LICO looks at what an average household spends on basic needs (e.g., 
food, clothing, and shelter) to determine at what income level households may be unable to 
meet their basic needs. While the measure is not designed specifically to assess “poverty”, the 
LICO is often used as such. Rather, Statistics Canada uses the LICO to estimate the number of 
households likely to be living under what it calls “straitened [sic.] circumstances.” LICOs are 
defined for five community-size and seven family-size categories and are updated annually 
based on the Consumer Price Index. 
 
NIMBY: “Not In My Back Yard” (NIMBY) is any collective action taken against proposed change 
(whether physical or social) to the local environment. Opposition usually centers around a 
specific project or development and is based on the belief that change will have a negative effect 
on the character, socioeconomic status, or quality of life in a neighbourhood. Other commonly-
used terms include:  
 

BANANA: “Build Absolutely Nothing Anywhere Near Anybody” 

CAVE: “Citizens Against Virtually Everything” 

NIMFYE: “Not In My Front Yard, Either” 

PITBY: “Put It in Their Back Yard” 

NIMTO: “Not In My Term of Office” 

NOPE: “Not On Planet Earth” 

…and more recently…YIMBY: “Yes In My Back Yard” 

 
Palliative Care: Palliative care serves the physical and psychological needs of individuals 
experiencing the end of their life. Palliative care typically involves:  
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� Pain and other symptom management;  

� Social, psychological, cultural, emotional and spiritual support;  

� Caregiver support; and,  

� Bereavement support. 
 
Palliative care can be provided within a long-term/continuing care facility, specialized hospice, or 
within the home environment. The focus of palliative care is on achieving comfort and respect for 
the person nearing death and maximizing quality of life for the patient and his/her family and 
loved ones. As such, palliative care usually involves a team of caregivers who deal with the 
medical and psycho-social, spiritual and economic needs of both the patient and the family. 
 
Perpetually Affordable Housing: Affordable housing that has resale restrictions in place to 
ensure the housing remains below-market over time as the property changes hands through 
resale. Resale restrictions help to ensure that that homes appreciate at a slower rate than 
homes bought and sold on the open market, and therefore remain affordable to future 
purchasers. A number of mechanisms are used to promote perpetual affordability to varying 
degrees of success, including:   
 

� Restrictive Covenants 

� Leasehold Interests/Agreements 

� Resale Formulas (percentage of appreciation, annual appreciation rate-CPI) 

� Right of First Refusal 

� Second Mortgages 
 
Rent-Geared-to-Income: Rather than paying market rent or a fixed below-market rent for a unit, 
rent is based on 30% of the household’s before-tax income and may fluctuate as the 
household’s income fluctuates.  
 
Rent-to-Own/Lease-to-Own: An alternative financing option that allows low- and moderate-
income home buyers the opportunity to rent or lease a home from a non-profit organization with 
an option to purchase the home at a future data. Each month's rent payment consists of 
principal, interest, taxes and insurance payments on the first mortgage plus an additional 
amount that is deposited within a savings account that accumulates a downpayment. 
 
Right of First Refusal: A provision in a purchase agreement that requires the owner of a 
property to give a specified party the first opportunity to purchase the property before the 
homeowner offers it for sale on the open market. 
 
Second Mortgage: A mortgage that has a lien position subordinate to the first mortgage. 
 
Seniors’ Independent Living: Self-contained suites (e.g., bedroom, bathroom, kitchen and 
sitting area) along with common facilities for seniors who are functionally independent yet wish 
to live in a congregate setting. Limited services are provided other than basic housekeeping and 
Home Care where required. Seniors’ Independent Living is considered part of the Home Living 
Stream.  
 
Seniors’ Long-Term/Continuing Care: Seniors’ Long-Term/Continuing Care is considered part 
of the Facility Living Stream and offer a wide range of services within a facility setting (e.g., 
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nursing home, auxiliary hospital, long-term care facility) to seniors and persons with disabilities 
whose needs exceed those services provided in either a Supportive Living or Assisted Living 
environment (i.e., for seniors and persons with disabilities who require ongoing, unscheduled 
health care and/or emergency medical assistance). Services typically provided by the operator 
of a Long-Term/Continuing Care facility include:  
 

� Nursing care (e.g., Registered Nurses);  

� Pharmacy services;  

� Nutrition service;   

� Physical therapy;  

� Housekeeping services, and laundry for bedding and linens;  

� Supplies for recreation programs; 

� Dressing and wound care supplies;  

� Incontinent products and bladder care equipment;  

� Transportation – including ambulance transport – for prescribed services; and  

� Trust account services  
 
Residents living in a Long-Term/Continuing Care facility a re often responsible for the following:  
 

� Accommodation charges  

� Personal laundry services  

� Hair care  

� Personal goods and services  

� Transportation for recreational purposes  

� Services not covered by Alberta Aids to Daily Living and other benefit programs  
 
Seniors’ Supportive Living: An intermediate step between the Home Living Stream and the 
Facility Living Stream, Seniors’ Supportive Living (the Supportive Living Stream) provides a 
combination of housing, board, and supportive services/personal care assistance for seniors. 
Units may be self-contained apartments or shared rooms for seniors or people with disabilities 
who need some support services to continue living independently, but do not need 24-hour 
nursing care. Services typically provided include daily meals, housekeeping, transportation, 
social and recreational opportunities, personal care as required, medication support, and a 24-
hour monitoring and emergency response system. The Province of Alberta’s Supportive Living 
Framework organizes seniors’ Supportive/Assisted Living into four categories (or levels): 
 

� Residential Living – Level 1 

� Lodge Living – Level 2 

� Assisted Living – Level 3 

� Enhanced Assisted Living – Level 4 
 
Each level in the Framework is differentiated according to the range of personal services 
provided and the level of health care/professional services provided (including the qualifications 
of the health care practitioners – e.g., Health Care Aides, Home Care Nurses and Licensed 
Practical Nurses).  
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Social Housing: A broad category of housing designed to meet the affordability, adequacy and 
suitability needs of low-income households. Social housing can be owned and/or operated by 
any combination of a government body, a non-profit organization or a designated entity 
operating under contract with the Provincial or Federal government. Tenants living in social 
housing typically pay rent-geared-to-income based on 30% of the household’s before-tax 
income.  
 
Special Needs Housing: Housing designed for individuals with chronic physical and/or 
developmental disabilities. Residents typically have access to support services that assist them 
with daily living needs. Projects are typically owned by community-based non-profit 
organizations that are subsidized through the Federal and Provincial governments. 
 
Subsidized Housing: Housing in which the Province of Alberta provides some form of ongoing 
subsidy or rental assistance (including monthly operating subsidies to public and private non-
profit organizations providing affordable housing, or rent supplements for households living in 
private market housing). Tenants living in subsidized housing are typically low- to moderate-
income and often pay rent-geared-to-income based on 30% of the household’s before-tax 
income.  
 
Sweat Equity: Contribution to the construction or rehabilitation of a property in the form of 
labour or services rather than cash. 
 
Universal Design: A philosophy of housing design that enables easy modification to the 
housing unit as the physical needs of the individual(s) change. This approach facilitates the 
accommodation of changing physical needs through the life-cycle.   
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Appendix E: Focus Group Meeting Feedback 
 
 
1.0 Introduction 
 
On Tuesday, November 24, 2009 and Wednesday, November 25, 2009 a series of Focus Group 
Meetings were held with six (6) different stakeholder groups, including: 
 

� Aboriginal People;  

� Families with Children; 

� Health and Social Service Providers;  

� Housing Industry Professionals (e.g. builders, developers, landlords and real 
estate agents); 

� Local Business Owners; and 

� Seniors; 

 
These Focus Group Meetings were designed to elicit feedback from a variety of residents and 
organizations from the Pincher Creek area to learn more about the range of housing needs and 
issues in the community.  
 
Each Focus Group Meeting began with a short presentation of the key findings to date from the 
Needs Assessment. After the presentation, participants engaged in targeted discussions 
organized around key themes from the Needs Assessment. In each case, the group was given 
the opportunity to choose the questions upon which to focus their discussion. What follows is a 
summary of the feedback gathered during each of the six (6) Focus Group Meetings.  
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Health & Social Service Providers 
(Tuesday, November 24, 2009) 
 
 
1.0 Group Discussion: Presentation on Key Findings to Date 
 

� In the Pincher Creek area, the Supportive Living stream is organized into three levels: 
Lodge, Enhanced Lodge, and (Designated) Assisted Living. 

 
2.0 Group Discussion: Housing Affordability 
 
Question: How much of an issue is housing affordability in the Pincher Creek area 

(e.g., households paying more than 30% of their before-tax income on 
housing)?  

 
� Two and three years ago when the economy was good, people on AISH could work and 

make a little extra money. But then the crash came and the jobs aren’t there even for 
people working full time let alone people looking to supplement their income.  

� People who paid huge amounts for their homes when the economy was good are not 
going to sell their homes for less just because people aren’t earning the incomes.  

� We talk about 30% but that has to include rents, utilities, etc.  
� When people rent, they have to pay a damage deposit. Even if they could afford the basic 

rent, they can’t afford the upfront costs (damage deposits, deposits for power, deposits for 
gas, etc.). 

� Then you have multi-generational homes and there are issues related to that as well.  
 
3.0 Group Discussion: Housing Adequacy 
 
Question: How much of an issue is housing adequacy in the Pincher Creek area (e.g., 

homes needing major repairs, lacking basic services or infested with 
vermin/black mould)?  

 
� A lot of the affordable rental housing in the community is not safe either geographically 

(having to cross the highway to get to school) or socially (surrounded by drug traffic and 
alcohol, etc.). Some of the affordable housing is in a stereotypical ghetto environment. A 
lot of people who end up there will not complain to their landlords or the Municipality 
because they are afraid of being evicted or their homes being condemned.  

 
4.0 Group Discussion: Community Impacts 
 
Question: What impacts are housing issues having on the community in terms of: 

• Family impacts (e.g., family instability, etc.)? 
• Social impacts (e.g., social isolation, etc.)? 
• Health impacts (e.g., reduced physical and/or mental heath, etc.)?  
• Educational impacts (e.g., poorer grades, inability to upgrade one’s 

education, etc.)?  
• Economic impacts (e.g., challenges with recruiting staff, staff turnover, 

reduced levels of service, etc.)? 
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� People end up being hospitalized due to inadequate/substandard housing and experience 
lengthy hospitalizations because there isn’t a decent place for people to go back to after 
they are discharged.  

� People are being more marginalized, women are returning to abusive situations and the 
impact this has on children.  

� Children are having difficulty focusing in school and even getting to school because of the 
distance and environment they have to walk through in order to get to school.  

� Their family has little food in the cupboard because their parents are paying 50% or more 
on housing. The lack of nutrition means they are inattentive in class, there are behavioral 
issues and this affects the rest of the class.  

� We have an outreach program that provides families with their basic needs (food, 
blankets, clothing).  

� The burden that a lot of the social supports have to address are directly related to housing. 
� This is basic Maslow’s “Hierarchy of Needs”. The lack of being able to meet their basic 

needs leads to declining health (physical and mental). 
� When this happens, people lose hope. And when there is no hope, there is nothing.  
� I think the population is going down because people are moving in order to find housing 

that meets their needs.  
� When population declines, so does the community.  
� When people relocate to a larger center in search of housing, we lose our sense of 

community. This is not just for affordable housing. Higher income people are also leaving 
because there isn’t the housing.  

� When you’re down and out, you are more likely to resort to alcohol and drugs – and then 
nobody will take you.  

� For people with mental heath issues, living in these situations exacerbates their challenges 
and they end up moving from one risky or bad housing situation to another to another to 
another. The absence of stability leads to declining mental health, declining physical 
health, increased substance abuse, etc. until they reach a crisis level. Once these people 
start moving from one risky or bad situation to another, they tend to lose contact with their 
supports and become disoriented with their life. Priorities change to how can they meet 
their basic needs? Where do I find my next meal? They become far more marginalized 
than they already are…and everyone knows the consequences of becoming marginalized.  

� The funders (Social Assistance, AISH, etc.) perpetuate poverty based on their thresholds.  
� There is an emergency fund that people can access if they are on income supports but 

there is a screening process that dictates who can access in and how they can spend it. 
We’ve been told not to advertise this program. 

� People who are down and out typically don’t know about these programs, how to access 
them or even how to find out about them. Government programs are the best-kept secrets. 
You have to have a computer and internet access. Having to ask for help is also difficult 
for many people and this has a profound impact on their self-esteem when they already 
have low self-esteem. 

 
5.0 Group Discussion: Housing Priorities 
 
Question: What do you think are the housing priorities for the Pincher Creek area? 
 

� Something for seniors between living in their own home and going into a Lodge (between 
the home and the institution). 

� At what income level? Not real low but middle income. If I need to move out of my house, 
there is nothing reasonable that I can move into at this time without going into debt. I don’t 
want to be going into debt now that I am retired.  
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� I would like to see more reasonably priced condos where you can still be independent – 
but not low-cost housing.  

� How about a seniors’ mobile home park? No. Mobile homes usually have steps and I am 
looking for everything on one level. 

� Maintenance-free independent living on one level and preferably with access to a garage. 
� The one across the hospital is perfect but there are very few of them.  
� Have developers ever considered grade-level completely self-contained apartments for 

seniors anywhere? 
� Mixing different age groups and income levels may not be compatible (e.g., partying kids, 

small children, etc.). There is not housing for those other groups either, which is a whole 
other issue.  

� Another priority for us is transitional housing for people accessing shelters. There is no 
place for them to go after the shelter. A lot of these women do go back to their abusive 
situations because of the lack of housing.  

� Homeless is a huge issue in this town. Nobody wants it in their back yard but it isn’t going 
away. If anything, it’s getting worse. Not dealing with the homeless issue may actually be 
encouraging seniors to move away from the community.  

� Another issue is the lack of affordable, accessible housing for persons with disabilities. 
There is nothing for them in the community so we either have to look at moving them out 
of their home community or leaving them in their current situation.  

� We have advocated for DAL for individuals with disabilities or mental health concerns so 
they have that support. The savings from all the different systems would more than offset 
the cost of developing the housing.  

� Ageing in place doesn’t begin at age 65. If I have a disability at 30, I still need the supports 
and the housing. 

� Another gap is housing and supports for those people under 65. 
� Very few of the Manor units are accessible. None of the Community Housing units are 

accessible. 
� Is there a central housing registry or source of information about available rentals or 

basement suites? No.  
� There is a great gap for people 55-64 who need the supportive housing but they cannot 

access the Lodge and there is no place else for them to go. By the time they do reach 65, 
their health may have declined to such an extent that they are no longer suitable for the 
Lodge.  

 
6.0 Group Discussion: Barriers & Opportunities 
 
Question: What do you think are the key barriers to improving housing adequacy, 

suitability, accessibility and/or affordability in the Pincher Creek area? What 
are the opportunities? 

 
� Because of our topography, transportation and access to the downtown core is a problem 

– not for everyone but definitely for some.  
� Municipalities often look to outlying land for affordable housing because it is cheaper but 

they don’t think about access to services, etc. in the community.  
� There is a subtle racism and discrimination against Aboriginal people. Suddenly units that 

were available are not once the landlord hears their last name or meets them in person.  
� The Province always wants the communities to come up with the solutions but the 

Province needs to work cross-departmentally (e.g., Health, Education, Seniors, etc.). 
� There is no single source of information on all of the issues we have discussed today. You 

would typically have to meet with every single department individually. A single source of 
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information would be helpful. Even where information is available, you need to know who 
to ask for that information.  

� People take the ability to know where to find information and how to look for it for granted. 
That ability is a real privilege that has allowed us to have our careers, buy our homes, etc.  

� Communities typically don’t tackle the issue of land use planning from an affordable 
housing perspective. We almost had an affordable housing complex built by the industrial 
park which is totally inappropriate for most households.   

� People don’t want affordable housing in their back yards. They always want it placed 
somewhere else.  

� We don’t share the numbers well enough so the general public is aware of the issues.  
� A lot of people aren’t even aware of the affordable housing we do have (e.g., the 

Community Housing units). They are scattered all over town and people don’t realize they 
are there. This is a good thing.  

� When people think about affordable housing, they typically think about the trailer parks.  
 
7.0 Group Discussion: Strategies & Recommendations 
 
Question: What strategies would you recommend for improving housing adequacy, 

suitability, accessibility and/or affordability in the Pincher Creek area? 
 

� Affordable, supported independent housing environments for people with disabilities 
(physical, mental, geographical). 

� We need more job creation in this area. We can’t expect people to stay in the area if they 
don’t have a decent job to support themselves or their family.  

� Visible minorities often want to live among people who look and act like them – people 
who are familiar to them. 

� We need to break down the stereotypes and the myths about affordable housing.  
� If you are homeless, there is no place for you to go but the street. There is no place to go 

for a free hot meal. Without a place to cook a meal, going to the food bank is pointless.  
� Having a coordinated community plan and approach to addressing the housing and 

support needs so people aren’t working in silos. That coordinated effort could probably 
lead to improved access to grants (e.g., collective skills in grant writing) and other 
synergies.  

� We need a collective voice to move things forward rather than just presenting the Needs 
Assessment to the individual municipalities as information. 

� Setting up a group home for seniors who would like to be in a Lodge but don’t want to go 
the Lodge because they want to be in a smaller group (e.g., Abbeyfield). 

� We also need a Day Home for seniors.   
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Housing Industry Professionals 
(Tuesday, November 24, 2009) 
 
 
1.0 Group Discussion: Presentation on Key Findings to Date 
 

• The Shell Optimization project created a huge demand for housing by people moving into 
the community. A lot of those people have now left – unlike the Dam project where 
people decided to stay once the project was completed.  

 
2.0 Group Discussion: Housing Affordability 
 
Question: How much of an issue is housing affordability in the Pincher Creek area 

(e.g., households paying more than 30% of their before-tax income on 
housing)?  

 
� $900 per bedroom was what some people were paying for rent. 
� Rents have adjusted slightly but $800 for a three-bedroom, $600-$625 for a two bedroom, 

and $575 one bedroom unit is common. 
� New mobile homes are expensive ($70,000-$120,000).  
� During the boom, one trailer sold for $139,000 plus taxes and lot rent. That won’t happen 

again. 
� A lot of seniors who are living in their own homes can’t afford to live in their own homes 

(they can’t afford the taxes, the heat, the upkeep, etc.). If they sell their home and invest 
that income, they can then use that investment income to pay their rents. 

 
3.0 Group Discussion: Housing Suitability 
 
Question: How much of an issue is housing suitability in the Pincher Creek area (e.g., 

households living in overcrowded conditions or multiple families living 
together)?  

 
� There are minimal three-bedroom housing options in the community in a fourplex setting or 

townhouse/rowhouse setting.  
� Three-bedroom housing is always a premium. 

 
4.0 Group Discussion: Community Impacts 
 
Question: What impacts are housing issues having on the community in terms of: 

• Family impacts (e.g., family instability, etc.)? 
• Social impacts (e.g., social isolation, etc.)? 
• Health impacts (e.g., reduced physical and/or mental heath, etc.)?  
• Educational impacts (e.g., poorer grades, inability to upgrade one’s 

education, etc.)?  
� Economic impacts (e.g., challenges with recruiting staff, staff turnover, reduced levels 

of service, etc.)? 
�  
� There are a lot of people who have lived here their whole lives and have money and equity 

in their homes who are in a position to move out of the community and buy housing 
elsewhere (e.g., Lethbridge) because that housing is not available here.  
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� We all know people who have moved to Lethbridge or elsewhere because there was 
nothing available for them in Pincher Creek.  

 
5.0 Group Discussion: Housing Priorities 
 
Question: What do you think are the housing priorities for the Pincher Creek area? 
 

� Affordable three-bedroom housing both for purchase and rent. 
 
6.0 Group Discussion: Barriers & Opportunities 
 
Question: What do you think are the key barriers to improving housing adequacy, 

suitability, accessibility and/or affordability in the Pincher Creek area? What 
are the opportunities? 

 
� Affordability is the biggest barrier – people can’t qualify to purchase a home and end up 

having to continue renting paying $800 per month in rent.  
� We have run at a vacancy rate of less than 1% for 15 years. 
� When the Shell project was at full swing we were in a negative vacancy rate situation. 
� Improving housing affordability: the trailer courts are now full and there are only two trailers 

currently available for purchase. We need a new trailer court but there are not a lot of 
choices in terms of where to put one.  

� In the last 10-15 years, there have not been any trailers moved out of the courts.  
� There are still vacant lots in the Lundbreck trailer court. The MD requires the landlord to 

install a new fire hydrant at the expense of the landlord.  
� People will pay a premium for a lot in the trailer courts.  
� You can’t move any trailers that are older than 20 years old.  
� There are a lot of people who could afford to buy a home but their financial management 

skills and priorities present a barrier (e.g., using the downpayment money to buy a new 
truck) 

� A lot of the people we are talking about who need affordable housing do not have the life 
skills or the mind set to successfully take care of and remain in their homes.  

� I would feel pretty bad putting someone in a brand new unit who can’t afford it or is going 
to ruin the unit because they lack life skills or financial management skills.  

� We do take chances on people who really need the housing. Even the people who have 
been good for many years eventually fall behind.  

� There is a difficult balance in the relationship between the landlord and the tenant.  
� We have had to rely on standards and let our tenants know what those standards are and 

that if they do not follow those standards, they will be evicted because we have a long 
waiting list of people who will adhere to those standards. 

� I have some renters from east of here who could really show some of our white renters 
how to take care of their units.  

� Our taxes are huge here and that is a major concern for people thinking about moving 
here. Our taxes serve as a disincentive to people moving here.  

� What is holding a lot of people back is having to come up with the 5% downpayment. 
Often they are paying the same in rent that they would in mortgage payments but they 
can’t afford the downpayment. 

� NIMBY is always an issue when trying to site low-cost housing.  
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7.0 Group Discussion: Strategies & Recommendations 
 
Question: What strategies would you recommend for improving housing adequacy, 

suitability, accessibility and/or affordability in the Pincher Creek area? 
 

� We could get a government grant to buy land and build a new trailer court but we don’t 
want to end up in a situation where existing landlords have vacancies because of 
government subsidies for the new park. 

� How do you entice developers? How do you make it feasible for an existing operator to 
expand? 

� We came to Pincher Creek because we saw a market need for housing.  
� Developers need to know how many people actually need the housing – is it 10 people? 

20 people? 30 people? 
� We need life skills training and supports. 
� What we found in our market study is that the majority of seniors we are targeting are 

elderly seniors who want independent housing with services (hospitality, etc.). Even 
though their income is low, they have significant equity in their existing homes that they 
can access to help subsidize their housing. There is currently nothing in Pincher Creek 
that meets their needs and expectations. 

� We have a situation where farm families are moving into town. They haven’t made much 
income over the past few years so their income is very low. They also want to do a tax-free 
rollover to their children so their children can keep farming. This means they are not in a 
position to sell their farm and use the equity.  

� The only way to provide housing that is affordable to low- and modest-income households 
who don’t have equity in their own homes is through some form of government grant or 
subsidy.  

� We as private developers have partnered with non-profits in the past where the non-profit 
is able to apply for grants to help reduce the cost of the housing.  

� If property taxes could be based on the income from rental property rather than the market 
value of the property, it could offer an incentive to increase the supply of rental properties. 

� I saw a motor home in Lethbridge squeezed onto a single family lot with the pull-outs 
extended and wires going everywhere. Obviously someone was living in it. There must be 
a bylaw against that.  

� What if the municipality provided a free parcel of land – could that provide affordable 
housing?  

� Lots run for $70,000 to $120,000 so if you take that out of the equation… 
� You would probably want to build a townhouse because it is cheaper to build and it can 

house more people. 
� What about the modular/manufactured duplex units that are being built in Claresholm?  
� The old RCMP building could be used to house seniors but the taxes are $7,000 per year 

which is more than the assessed value of the property and it requires significant 
renovations. They are asking $400,000 to purchase and renovate it.  

� The vacant lot beside the fire hall is another great location to put affordable housing.  
� I would like to see some of these older homes in need of major repairs bought up by 

developers and torn down to put multi-residential infills on the site. Will the owners sell the 
homes for lot value or do they still want $150,000? What about getting grants to help lower 
the cost? 

� I have had four couples in their mid- to late-60s asking about condos – they don’t want all 
the maintenance, etc. All of the condos here are full and when they do become available, 
they sell quickly through word of mouth.  
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Aboriginal Persons 
(Tuesday, November 24, 2009) 
 
 
1.0 Group Discussion: Presentation on Key Findings to Date 
 

� We have larger families here (3 and 4 children is common here). 
 
2.0 Group Discussion: Housing Affordability 
 
Question: How much of an issue is housing affordability in the Pincher Creek area 

(e.g., households paying more than 30% of their before-tax income on 
housing)?  

 
� We rent out a 3-bedroom trailer for $900 month plus utilities. Our basement suite (1-

bedroom and den) rents for $500 including utilities (that unit would usually rent for $750 
incl. utilities elsewhere). Our 3-bedroom house rents for $1,000 plus utilities. 

� You really can’t find anything for rent for a family with children for less than $900 per 
month plus utilities. 

� I am renting a 3-bedroom duplex for $600 plus utilities (I’ve been there for a long time) – it 
is up for sale right now. 

 
3.0 Group Discussion: Housing Adequacy 
 
Question: How much of an issue is housing adequacy in the Pincher Creek area (e.g., 

homes needing major repairs, lacking basic services or infested with 
vermin/black mould)?  

 
� I know of a couple who were renting a home and the landlord refused to fix the plumbing. 

They had no running water and their toilet wouldn’t flush. They decided to move and the 
landlord withheld their damage deposit.  

� My niece was renting a home where the furnace hadn’t been serviced by the landlord 
since the 1990s. She went away on a holiday and the furnace broke down so the pipes 
froze and the bedrooms in the basement flooded.  

� There are some really good landlords out there. We asked our landlord if we could repaint 
the inside of our home. They provided all of the supplies and we provided the labour. They 
also ended up giving us one month rent-free.  

� There are a number of homes with old heating systems (they are not up-to-date, modern 
systems). When winter comes, the home gets very cold because the system can’t handle 
the cold. They also pose a danger to small toddlers running around.  

 
4.0 Group Discussion: Housing Priorities 
 
Question: What do you think are the housing priorities for the Pincher Creek area? 
 

� There are people on AISH, there are also people with FASD and people with a mental 
illness and there is no supportive housing for them.  

� There are also people who are illiterate. They don’t have basic skills and they have not 
been diagnosed so they do not have access to the supports and assistance that would 
otherwise be available to them.  
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� These are people who have fallen through the cracks. They need someone to help them – 
for example, following through with income supports to make sure the money has been 
deposited and the landlord has been paid, teaching them budgeting skills, etc. This makes 
sure everybody’s needs are being met - the kids are being fed, the landlord is being paid, 
etc..  

� We have Aboriginal children living in Foster Care with non-Aboriginal families.  
� There are also Aboriginal families who are still affected by the Residential Schools even 

after two or three generations. The impacts cycle down from generation to generation, 
including alcohol abuse and FASD.  

� Community housing typically goes to families with children. There is very little community-
produced affordable housing that is designated for singles.  

� Access to Community housing is based on a point-scoring system. You get points based 
on your income, whether or not you housing is inadequate, if you are currently living in an 
overcrowded situation, if there is domestic violence, etc. 

 
5.0 Group Discussion: Barriers & Opportunities 
 
Question: What do you think are the key barriers to improving housing adequacy, 

suitability, accessibility and/or affordability in the Pincher Creek area? What 
are the opportunities? 

 
� The problem is for people buying/investing in rental properties now, the cost of housing is 

so high that landlords have to charge higher rents in order to pay the mortgage (e.g., 
carrying a mortgage on a $250,000 home along with paying the high property taxes 
requires $1,400 per month). 

� It can be really hard for Native people looking for homes to rent because of the stigmas 
and stereotypes (one bad renter ruins it for everyone else). 

� In terms of Urban Aboriginal housing, we have difficulty keeping up-to-date information on 
who is currently in town looking for rental housing because people move around a lot.  

� Coming up with the downpayment is very difficult for people looking to buy a home. 
� Housing for purchase on the Reserve tends to be designated rather giving people the 

option to choose their own home. The application process is also very onerous and 
invasive. There are probably a lot of Native families who could own their own home but the 
process serves as too much of a disincentive. 

� Because of the housing situation on the Reserve, Aboriginal households are forced to 
move to Pincher Creek but there is nothing available for them.  

� Discrimination often occurs among people with Aboriginal last names. 
� We try to help our Aboriginal clients understand the reality that landlords face when it 

comes to renting homes. We tell them, “This is the landlord’s home and their investment 
and you need to treat the home with respect and take care of it.” 

� There are a lot of stereotypes and stigmas associated with Aboriginal people. There are 
some with significant barriers and limitations. There are also others who are very 
responsible and self sufficient.  

� Some people coming off the Reserve feel entitled and have no experience with how things 
work off the Reserve and what is expected of them.  

� I am a landlord and I have had worse experiences with non-Aboriginal tenants than I have 
had with my Aboriginal tenants.      

� There is no central registry or source of information about what is currently available for 
rent.  

� We need to establish a process for providing references for people looking for rental 
housing or looking to buy a home.  
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� If we could provide more seniors housing, those seniors could potentially rent their homes 
out to other people.  

 
6.0 Group Discussion: Strategies & Recommendations 
 
Question: What strategies would you recommend for improving housing adequacy, 

suitability, accessibility and/or affordability in the Pincher Creek area? 
 

� Treaty 7 owns homes in Lethbridge and rents them to Aboriginal people. They could 
potentially come to Pincher Creek and develop housing for Aboriginal people.  

� We need a low-income housing centre where all of the units are rent-to-own (so people 
can build equity, responsibility and pride in their homes). There is a parenting centre in the 
middle and part of their contract is that they will take courses (parenting, financial 
management, employment, etc.). The households could be sponsored – whether by a 
private citizen, Treaty 7, etc., There would be rules about no drugs, no drinking. This would 
be a culturally diverse/Status blind community. 

� Families living in some of the trailer courts are exposed to some pretty severe situations in 
terms of drug and alcohol abuse. What are their mentors? What do they see day after 
day?  

� I want seniors’ housing on the Reserve.  
� Knowing about grants and having the time and experience to apply for those grants.  
� We need a homeless shelter for single men. A lot of the homeless men on the street have 

been pushed out of their homes by their families because of their drinking. They come up 
to the Native Friendship Centre for coffee and we have recently started up a breakfast 
program.  

� We also get a lot of calls from men who have nowhere to go and are looking for shelter – 
but there is nothing available to them.  

� For men trying to access the shelters, there tends to be a more stringent screening 
process. 

� There are a lot of landlords who take advantage of the situation. 
� We need an organization to serve as an intermediary to ensure that landlords and tenants 

meet their obligations to each other consistently (e.g., return of damage deposits, conduct 
thorough walk-throughs, etc. for people who are vulnerable and/or not aware of their rights 
and obligations).  

� Establish a process for bringing the various groups together on a regular basis who are 
dealing with affordable housing and supports for low- and modest-income households to 
learn about what each other is doing and what opportunities may be available and what 
opportunities may be available to work together on common issues and initiatives.  
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Local Businesses 
(Tuesday, November 24, 2009) 
 
 
1.0 Group Discussion: Presentation on Key Findings to Date 
 

� This data does not include the Reserve population. The Reserve population has a huge 
impact on Pincher Creek in terms of accessing community services and housing.  

� Staff housing typically houses transient/short-term residents rather than permanent 
residents and is not typically available to the community-at-large 

� One of the anomalies that I see here is the lack of a projection of what is it going to be our 
situation in 2012. If our population continues to age, we are going to be in trouble in terms 
of housing.    

� There is another statistic that is not included – Waterton Park. The seasonal staff 
employed in the park are accessing housing in Pincher Creek because there is limited staff 
housing. These seasonal staff are tying up units that could be available to permanent staff 
wanting to move into the community.  

� There has been a definite increase in foreclosures with the economic downturn. There are 
some more foreclosures coming up. There always has been and there always will be 
foreclosures.  

� Medicine Hat has the highest percentage of foreclosures in the Province.  
� Look what happened in Ontario with the automotive industry. They are all one-industry 

towns. Pincher Creek is a very diverse community economically. 
� The Crowsnest Pass has a lot of weekend homes. We have a lot in Pincher Creek too. 

 
2.0 Group Discussion: Housing Affordability 
 
Question: How much of an issue is housing affordability in the Pincher Creek area 

(e.g., households paying more than 30% of their before-tax income on 
housing)?  

 
� There are more rentals available with the slowdown in the Shell project but the 

prices/rental rates have not dropped. 
� Not many people can survive on a single income anymore. In small communities, there are 

fewer double-income families but this is increasing.  
� Big families are coming back again. 
� Many of the farm families are working in town because they can’t make a decent living 

farming. 
 
3.0 Group Discussion: Community Impacts 
 
Question: What impacts are housing issues having on the community in terms of: 

• Family impacts (e.g., family instability, etc.)? 
• Social impacts (e.g., social isolation, etc.)? 
• Health impacts (e.g., reduced physical and/or mental heath, etc.)?  
• Educational impacts (e.g., poorer grades, inability to upgrade one’s 

education, etc.)?  
• Economic impacts (e.g., challenges with recruiting staff, staff 

turnover, reduced levels of service, etc.)? 
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� The cost of housing makes it more difficult for us to recruit staff in the lower pay jobs which 
makes it more difficult for us to run our businesses and provide services to the community.  

� People are having to live outside the community and commute to work which adds to their 
cost of living and also can be a challenge getting into work when the weather is particularly 
bad. 

� The schools have cut back on bussing. It’s not only the housing but how do you get your 
child to school? 

� If you can barely afford your home and you are working just enough to break even… 
� The lack of housing both to rent or buy is making it difficult to recruit managers for local 

businesses.  
 
4.0 Group Discussion: Housing Priorities 
 
Question: What do you think are the housing priorities for the Pincher Creek area? 
 

� There is not enough rental housing. 
� We need more seniors’ housing – both for low/modest-income seniors and higher-income 

seniors. 
� We need more affordable housing for all age groups. 
� We may need to be more generic in terms of what target groups we focus on for affordable 

housing.  
� What about low-cost housing to purchase? 
� Transportation and housing do go together. You need it close to your schools, the hospital, 

your services, etc. 
� Another challenge with land is that past Town Council’s sold municipal land to a single 

developer.  
 
5.0 Group Discussion: Barriers & Opportunities 
 
Question: What do you think are the key barriers to improving housing adequacy, 

suitability, accessibility and/or affordability in the Pincher Creek area? What 
are the opportunities? 

 
� There are not enough buyers of housing because we don’t make enough money here.  
� The number of buyers has declined because incomes have not increased in accordance 

with the increase in the price of housing. 
� The biggest issue is that the cost of building is astronomical. So how do you make housing 

affordable given the cost to build that housing is so exorbitant?  
� I have tried a number of times to generate housing that is more affordable. You can reduce 

housing costs by reducing your land costs. I tried to develop a multi-use building with office 
space on the main floor and apartments on the second floor but the municipality refused it 
because it would cause too much traffic.  

� We are definitely in a community of NIMBY’s. 
� Local governments are not supporting innovative strategies and projects. 
� You have to have land available to offer in order to develop affordable housing.  
� We have a huge carbon footprint here in Pincher Creek. 
� Once you get the housing build, where are the people living in those units going to work? 
� We hear that there is pent up demand for all types of housing and yet construction is 

down. Why aren’t construction people putting houses up all over the place to meet this 
pent up demand? 
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� There is actually very little demand for new construction based on the prices that are 
required.  

� If you are going to spend $350,000 on a new home, you want exactly what you want – not 
what the developer has created. 

� Four years ago, we went from $20,000 per lot to $80,000 for a smaller lot practically 
overnight. 

� Total construction costs (not including land costs) have increased from $100/ft2 to $165/ft2 
in four years. That is a huge increase. And that’s not your granite countertops either. 

� Providing affordable housing for seniors to move into could free up the homes they are 
currently living in and make it available for someone else to purchase.  

� CMHC has increased their shelter cost thresholds from 30% to 32% because people 
couldn’t get into housing (along with an increase from 40% Service-to-Debt-Ratio to 42%). 

 
6.0 Group Discussion: Strategies & Recommendations 
 
Question: What strategies would you recommend for improving housing adequacy, 

suitability, accessibility and/or affordability in the Pincher Creek area? 
 

� We need to get our elected officials to travel to other communities and see what innovative 
projects are being built so the elected officials can see the possibilities.  

� Our community has to be united – there is power in numbers.  
� We need more versatility.  
� We need more government grants. The available grants are not sufficient to meet the need 

across the province. 
� We need more readily accessible government grants (more user-friendly application 

process). 
� We have a developer who is ready and willing to help address the needs but a Town 

Council and Planning Commission that is not willing to support his initiatives – so he ends 
up developing in other communities. 

� There has to be the willingness of Council to change the bylaws. Everybody complains 
about Council and then they get elected to Town Council and end up doing the same 
thing. 

� We need more voices supporting innovative housing projects. 
� The developer needs to ask for an Open House for their project so the citizens of Pincher 

Creek are more aware about the proposed development and have the opportunity to voice 
their support.  

� You need partnerships. 
� A Housing Authority could, as a group, identify the community’s housing needs and then 

find a developer willing to build the project and, as a group, go to Council and present the 
project.  

� Buy the old RCMP building and put some condos there.  
� Free enterprise will not provide low-cost housing. An investor needs 1% per month return 

on their investment. Given our income levels here in Pincher Creek, we can’t charge 
enough to make the housing profitable. There has to be government support (cash) 
involved. As an investor, I could find millions of dollars in investment funds if we could 
generate 0.7% per month profit.  

� First of all you need your municipality to be onside and make land available – not 
necessarily give the land away but not require top dollar.  

� You also have to get the community onside with housing (overcome NIMBY).  
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Families with Children 
(Wednesday, November 25, 2009) 
 
 
1.0 Group Discussion: Presentation on Key Findings to Date 
 

� Housing issues and challenges in Brocket overflow into our community. They have been 
having those challenges for many years and they are not being addressed on the Reserve. 
This means that the problem transfers to Pincher Creek because they have no other 
options than to move to Pincher Creek. 

 
2.0 Group Discussion: Housing Affordability 
 
Question: How much of an issue is housing affordability in the Pincher Creek area 

(e.g., households paying more than 30% of their before-tax income on 
housing)?  

 
� Shell, even though they were booming, filled up most of our hotels, motels, they bussed 

people in from Lethbridge on a daily basis so it is unclear how many people actually 
moved to the community. It led to increased rents because the workers could afford it. 
Even though the optimization project has finished and there is less demand for rentals, 
rents still remain high.  

� The lack of housing availability for seniors affects housing availability for families. If there 
were more seniors’ housing units for middle-income seniors (55+), they could downsize 
and free up their homes for purchase or rent by families.  

� If there is no availability, there is no affordability. By increasing the supply of housing that 
is available for rent or purchase, market forces will encourage the cost of that housing to 
decrease.  

� Duplexes that were previously rented for $390 per month increased to $1,500 per month 
during the Shell shutdown. Now they are going for $900 per month.  These units have two 
small bedrooms and they have an old central heating system so there is no heat in the 
bedrooms.  

� Just pick up the paper and look at what rents are being asked for homes. Then you have 
the utilities on top of that.  

 
3.0 Group Discussion: Housing Adequacy 
 
Question: How much of an issue is housing adequacy in the Pincher Creek area (e.g., 

homes needing major repairs, lacking basic services or infested with 
vermin/black mould)?  

 
� This is a big issue with rentals – especially with the trailer parks. Tenants are afraid to 

complain for fear of having their rents increase or having to vacate their home while the 
repairs are being completed. Rents may increase when the unit goes back on the market 
to help recover the costs of the repairs. 

� Landlords don’t have an incentive to maintain their homes because they know the demand 
is there and know that there is always someone else willing to pay the rents for the units in 
the condition they are in. 

� There were a lot of homes flooding on Reserve when the creek overflowed. The lack of 
dollars meant that many of these homes have not been repaired or have just recently been 
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repaired. Again, the challenges on Reserve overflow into our community as people try to 
find housing.  

� A number of rentals are older homes with poor insulation. When the wind blows – 
especially during the winter – heating costs are really high.  

 
4.0 Group Discussion: Housing Suitability 
 
Question: How much of an issue is housing suitability in the Pincher Creek area (e.g., 

households living in overcrowded conditions or multiple families living 
together)?  

 
� Census data is only as good as what people are telling you. People may not be answering 

the Census questionnaire accurately if they have more people living in their home than 
they should for fear of losing their home. 

� Parents have six kids – four of them still live at home and they have 10 grandchildren living 
at home. The basement is full of people and the family keeps growing.  

� Because people have lived this way all their lives, they are used to it and continue to live 
that way when they move to Pincher Creek. For example, someone’s sister says “Please 
just put me up for a week because I have no other place to stay.” But the sister ends up 
staying much longer because you don’t want to kick your sister out on the street.  

 
5.0 Group Discussion: Community Impacts 
 
Question: What impacts are housing issues having on the community in terms of: 

• Family impacts (e.g., family instability, etc.)? 
• Social impacts (e.g., social isolation, etc.)? 
• Health impacts (e.g., reduced physical and/or mental heath, etc.)?  
• Educational impacts (e.g., poorer grades, inability to upgrade one’s 

education, etc.)?  
• Economic impacts (e.g., challenges with recruiting staff, staff 

turnover, reduced levels of service, etc.)? 
 

� There is nothing here to keep the young children, youth and young adults. There are no 
good career opportunities unless they get on with Shell or big industry. There is also a lack 
of good educational opportunities so they have to go to the larger centres such as 
Lethbridge. There is also a lack of daycare/day homes here so young families find it 
difficult to both work if they have young children (the cost of housing requires that both 
parents work).  

� We are losing people because we don’t have this housing diversity. 
� The younger generations are leaving the community because they can’t find suitable 

housing. 
� You have young families who are living in overcrowded conditions. Family violence erupts 

because of the stresses associated with lack of privacy, parents and siblings telling each 
other how to parent, working multiple jobs, long commutes or lack of their own vehicle so 
they have to phone friends or family every morning trying to get a ride into town and then 
wait in town for a ride back, etc.  

� When you separate women who have experienced domestic violence from their stressful 
home environments, you have a better chance of bringing in the supports they need and 
teaching them about how to develop and maintain healthy relationships. 

� I realize that some people do ruin it for others but you have to give everyone a chance on 
their own merits. It is not appropriate to stereotype people and apply that to everyone. This 
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doesn’t just affect Aboriginal people, it affects young people as well. Landlords assume 
that just because you are young that you are going to party all of the time and ruin the unit. 
It also affects other ethnic groups as well. We are seeing an increase in people from other 
countries moving into Pincher Creek to work. Many employers are required to provide 
housing for their foreign workers but what is going to happen if those workers decide to 
move here permanently once their contract expires and their employer is no longer 
required to provide housing?  

 
6.0 Group Discussion: Housing Priorities 
 
Question: What do you think are the housing priorities for the Pincher Creek area? 
 

� One of the groups that are lost here are people with mental health issues. We need some 
form of supportive housing for people with mental health challenges. If they don’t have a 
home or if they are not in some sort of supportive living they may not be taking their 
medication, may get involved with drugs and alcohol, and may end up on the street.  

� You can’t help somebody who does not have a home. They need to have a safe place to 
live before you can start to provide them with the supports they need to overcome their 
particular disability or challenge.  

� I know the priority for our subsidized housing is the working poor but we also have many 
people who are receiving Social Assistance, receiving AISH, etc. that don’t score high 
enough to access social housing. 

� Lack of housing availability for single people. There are no studio suites in the community 
both for low-income and medium-income households.  

 
7.0 Group Discussion: Barriers & Opportunities 
 
Question: What do you think are the key barriers to improving housing adequacy, 

suitability, accessibility and/or affordability in the Pincher Creek area? What 
are the opportunities? 

 
� Another barrier would be young families. You have mom and dad who are 18 with two kids 

who have no references because they have never been on their own before. Landlords 
look at them and their age and assume that they are young kids who are going to party all 
of the time.  

� Also other families who don’t have references.  
� There is a lot of discrimination against Aboriginal people. When landlords hear that a 

person has an Aboriginal name, suddenly the unit is no longer available. 
� We don’t have problems with them working in our community and providing us with 

services – just living in our community.  
� I think our barriers relate to developers and the cost of developing housing. 
� NIMBY is also a major barrier.  

 
8.0 Group Discussion: Strategies & Recommendations 
 
Question: What strategies would you recommend for improving housing adequacy, 

suitability, accessibility and/or affordability in the Pincher Creek area? 
 

� I think we need a developer in here who specializes in affordable housing. 
� I like the idea of getting that seniors’ housing – even though it is for higher-income seniors. 
� I think we need another apartment building here. 
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� We need some form of rental cap for landlords. I hate to pick on landlords because I was 
one but there are good landlords and there are bad landlords.  

� More Community Housing. 
� In High River, they have a new housing program. They have applied for a grant to build 50 

units. Three of these units will be devoted to the shelter in Black Diamond. So families who 
are leaving that shelter will have potential access to three rental units.  

� The problem with subsidized housing is that some people stay there for 10-15 years. We 
need incentives and additional affordable housing opportunities to help people move out of 
subsidized housing and free those units up for someone else.  

� The Dream Center in Calgary has a program whereby people can continue to live in the 
housing as long as they remain alcohol and drug free and continue to participate in the 
support services and programs provided.  

� Inn from the Cold in Calgary is a great program. So is the Mustard Seed. They have staff 
that actually work with the clients rather than just providing shelter.  

� There are so many good programs out there. For example, Lethbridge has an outreach 
worker who helps people find housing. They also have a place where people can go to get 
a cup of coffee and have access to information about housing, resources and supports 
that are available. 

� We have good programs here as well. We just need more information sharing so more 
people can access them. This could come about during our interagency meetings. I find 
that interagency meetings don’t really discuss the problems and potential solutions – they 
are more focused on just sharing information about the programs they offer. They also 
don’t have enough stakeholders present. 

� Westcastle Minimum Security was a wonderful facility. The Justice System had a place to 
send people to be accountable for their actions. They would also have the inmates come 
into the community and help shovel snow, cut wood, clean up around the shelter, etc.  

� Education would help with NIMBY-thinking.  
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Seniors 
(Wednesday, November 25, 2009) 
 
 
1.0 Group Discussion: Presentation on Key Findings to Date 
 

� The number of households from the Piikani Reserve who are living in Pincher Creek 
skews the estimates and will continue to skew the estimates.  

� The number of households from the Reserve moving into Pincher Creek has increased 
demand for housing and the affordability of housing.  

 
2.0 Group Discussion: Housing Affordability 
 
Question: How much of an issue is housing affordability in the Pincher Creek area 

(e.g., households paying more than 30% of their before-tax income on 
housing)?  

 
� It is all job-related. If you don’t have a job that pays enough to afford the housing, you have 

to leave. 
� What keeps the price of the houses so high when the demand for them can’t warrant it? It 

goes back to the price of houses in our larger centres like Calgary. There is a trickle-down 
effect and Pincher Creek is still a desirable place to live.  

� We have all this negative feedback on Pincher Creek. If it is all that bad, why do people 
want to stay? 

� I don’t think it’s all that bad. It’s that we need more housing.  
� There is going to be more demand for housing than just our locals. 
� Some of the people from the city looking for houses sold their home in Calgary, came 

down here and put money in the bank. Some of them can work from here using their 
computer and travel into Calgary every once in awhile. This should improve the income 
levels of the community.  

� There are lots of retired ranchers and retired Shell Oil employees. They have high 
incomes. 

� We also have a lot of low-income seniors and working poor.  
� This area has probably had an influx of people who are retirees or near-retirees because 

this is a desirable place to live. 
� Does anyone here know anybody who doesn’t have a house, a big SUV, a ski-doo, $600 

worth of hockey equipment, etc. Are we here to help them with their the debt? These are 
young people.  

 

3.0 Group Discussion: Housing Adequacy 
 
Question: How much of an issue is housing adequacy in the Pincher Creek area (e.g., 

homes needing major repairs, lacking basic services or infested with 
vermin/black mould)?  

 
� When I saw the number of houses in need of major repairs, I thought that included homes 

on the Reserve but it doesn’t.  
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4.0 Group Discussion: Housing Accessibility 
 
Question: How much of an issue is housing accessibility in the Pincher Creek area 

(e.g., persons with severe disabilities who cannot move around freely in 
and out of their homes)? 

 
� When I see these houses in Calgary built on small lots and stairs right to the top of 

them…these are completely inappropriate for seniors.  
� When I get to the point where I can’t drive, then I won’t be able to get into downtown 

because we have no transportation.  
 
5.0 Group Discussion: Community Impacts 
 
Question: What impacts are housing issues having on the community in terms of: 

• Family impacts (e.g., family instability, etc.)? 
• Social impacts (e.g., social isolation, etc.)? 
• Health impacts (e.g., reduced physical and/or mental heath, etc.)?  
• Educational impacts (e.g., poorer grades, inability to upgrade one’s 

education, etc.)?  
• Economic impacts (e.g., challenges with recruiting staff, staff 

turnover, reduced levels of service, etc.)? 
 

� If we can’t get the housing and services here in Pincher Creek then we are going to have 
to move to Lethbridge.  

 
6.0 Group Discussion: Housing Priorities 
 
Question: What do you think are the housing priorities for the Pincher Creek area? 
 

� We need transitional housing for homeless people to transition out of the shelter.  
� The high care needs are not being met in the DAL so people are having to be moved out 

of the community to get the care they need. 
� You end up having to pay separately for every service you receive at Vista Village.   
� When it comes to affordability, there is a big gap between what is available now and what 

Golden Life Management is going to provide. You are paying for ambiance. Let the one’s 
who can afford the ambiance have it but there are too many seniors here now who can’t 
afford it. It is nice that we are getting that but we need the other end as well.  

 

7.0 Group Discussion: Barriers & Opportunities 
 
Question: What do you think are the key barriers to improving housing adequacy, 

suitability, accessibility and/or affordability in the Pincher Creek area? What 
are the opportunities? 

 
� We’ve seen inflated land prices. What percentage of the cost of housing is related to land 

price?  
� You can build whatever you want but we have no transportation in Pincher Creek – they 

go hand in hand.  
� Getting from A to B is a key factor in deciding what you are going to build and who you are 

going to build for.  
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8.0 Group Discussion: Strategies & Recommendations 
 
Question: What strategies would you recommend for improving housing adequacy, 

suitability, accessibility and/or affordability in the Pincher Creek area? 
 

� The statistics say that we have this problem in Pincher Creek so what are we going to do 
about it? 

� The first thing we need to get a handle on in terms of housing is the affordability level and 
who is responsible to develop and maintain these facilities.  

� Young people have to realize that they have to live a lifestyle that they can afford. 
Everyone has to be responsible for their own actions. There are people who need help and 
I don’t deny that.  

� The housing also has to be available for them so they can chose to live a lifestyle they can 
afford. 

� How do you get the message across to people who have everything given to them? 
� What about the people who aren’t making those salaries that they can pay for insurance 

and invest for their retirement? There are families with both parents working making $12 
per hour who can’t afford the extras.  

� The only way you are going to do that is to legislate the employer to deduct the CPP. Most 
people aren’t that self-controlled to do it on their own. If you never see it, you don’t miss it. 

� Right now we are in a housing shortage with no money and we have to figure out a way to 
get out of it. 

� Sometimes the problem is not that they don’t have a physical place to live but that they 
don’t know how to manage their lives. So we need housing as well as supports to help 
people learn how to manage their lives.  

� How are we going to sell the idea to politicians that we need more housing for people who 
don’t know how to look after a dollar bill? Somebody has to pay the bill and it’s going to be 
all of us.  

� Our generation set up our kids to fail because we had the opportunity to get a good job 
and afford to buy a house but it is a lot harder now for our children to get a good paying job 
or buy a house. 

� Wherever we house people, we need to be aware of what level of services are there and 
the requirements that we are going to have for people to be able to access that housing.  

� We found in the past that we were housing people who had no life skills and we were 
powerless to address the issues.  

� Blended programs to teach money management, how to cook healthy meals, and that the 
first thing they need to do is take care of their shelter – you have to have a stable roof over 
your head first and foremost.  

� We had a situation where a young mother came to us for housing and it was the first time 
that we actually had her Social Worker involved providing a letter of guarantee that the 
necessary assistance would be provided to ensure that she was successful.  

� Is Habitat for Humanity feasible? Yes it is feasible but it won’t solve all of our challenges. 
� I have an issue with giving our tax dollars to a private developer investing it in housing and 

at the end of 25 years, we or the government don’t have any say or control in the operation 
of that facility. We don’t have any control over the cost or the level of care to the clients.  

� If we are not focusing on bringing in jobs for young people then we need to focus on 
housing for seniors.  

� The old model where the municipal governments were responsible for the funding and the 
province was responsible for providing the care, we had the best of all worlds. There were 
rules and regulations that governs how the operator functions and the public retains 
ownership and control.  
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� Things move very slowly. The fact is we are already behind.  
� If the local boards are doing their homework and the government is not dragging its feet 

then things can move very quickly.  
� What this area needs is a good strong lobby group to lobby the local municipalities and the 

Provincial government. There needs to be a presentation demonstrating the need and 
proposing a project to gain support.  

� Do we need a group in Pincher Creek that can help the Pincher Creek Foundation? (More 
representation from the whole town.)  

� I would like to see us get in this report that we need more housing at the Crestview Lodge, 
that we need more housing at Vista Village and that we need more Long-Term Care in 
Pincher Creek.  

� According to the Pincher Creek Foundation’s waitlist, there is clearly a need for more 
Independent Living. 

� We want all of our affordable housing owned by the public (e.g., public non-profits like our 
Crestview Lodge) - not private non-profits or private for-profits. We can get developers to 
help us build it but the housing has to belong to the public.  

� We need rules and regulations guiding the operations and care being provided.  
 
 



 

 
 

 

 


