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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In partnership with the Family and Community Support Services Association of Alberta 
(FCSSAA), the Alberta Rural Development Network (ARDN) led a province-wide effort to estimate 
homelessness in rural communities across Alberta. The Rural Homelessness Estimation Project 
(RHEP) was a pilot project undertaken to address the critical lack of data on rural homelessness 
within the province and across Canada. Official data on rural homelessness is extremely limited, 
which makes it difficult to inform policy and resource allocation. 

This project gathered data on rural homelessness by administering surveys through local service 
agencies over a three-month period in fall 2018. The project was funded in part by the Government 
of Canada’s Homelessness Partnering Strategy, the Calgary Homeless Foundation’s Innovation, 
Capacity-building and Enhancement (ICE) grant (which funded the Kainai First Nation count), 
and several individual communities that funded their own counts. To the best of the authors’ 
knowledge, this is the first coordinated quantitative study of rural and remote homelessness in 
Alberta1.

A total of 1,771 individuals were surveyed on location at 185 service providers across 20 
communities. 1,098 of those surveyed declared that they did not have a stable housing situation 
and/or they were at-risk of losing their housing. This is within an area with a total population of 
291,531 (StatsCan 2016), indicating a rate of almost 0.37% of the total population. Those 1,098 
respondents identified 905 children and 994 additional adults as sharing their living situation, 
bringing the potential number of individuals in the 20 communities without stable housing to 
2,997. Though it can’t be guaranteed that those individuals are unstably-housed as well, this 
would push the rate to just over 1.0% of the population.

The survey is based on self-reporting (respondents’ answered questions based on how they felt 
and/or thought about their current housing situation or whether they could easily lose housing), 
and may have produced an underrepresentation of respondents’ housing situation. Several 
community partners noted that not all respondents perceived their personal housing situation to 
be “unstable”, yet provided answers that aligned with the Canadian Observatory on Homelessness’ 
definition of homelessness. To reflect this, some community partners released local-level reports 
utilizing the same dataset but used their own methodology and data inclusion criteria. 

The findings outlined within this report are the amalgamated results from all 20 of the project’s 
participating communities. Information about individual community results can be found in the 
appendix, and in separate community reports published on the ARDN’s website.  

INTRODUCTION 
Homelessness is often ‘hidden’ in rural, remote, and northern communities and rarely presents 
like it does in urban centres1. Individuals experiencing rural homelessness are more likely to 

https://www.ardn.ca/publications/2018-rural-homelessness-estimation-project-rhep
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be provisionally-accommodated than to be absolutely unsheltered and/or visibly homeless in 
downtown cores. Provisional accommodation can appear in many forms such as couch-surfing, 
living in abandoned buildings or in vehicles, or living in overcrowded or unfit housing. Consequently, 
rural homelessness advocates are often met with skepticism and disbelief when they attempt to 
address the issue of homelessness within their communities due to its low visibility.  

As per the Step-by-Step Guide, this survey used the Canadian definition of homelessness as 
defined by the Canadian Observatory on Homelessness2:

“...the situation of an individual, family , or community without stable, safe, permanent, 
appropriate housing, or the immediate prospect, means and ability of acquiring it. It is 
the result of systemic or societal barriers, domestic violence, a lack of affordable and 
appropriate housing, the individual/household’s financial, mental, cognitive, behavioural 
or physical challenges, and/or racism and discrimination.” - COH, 2012

Using this established definition ensures a consistent standard amongst agencies across locations, 
and the use of a common language with provincial/national counts despite differing methodologies. 

Homelessness and housing insecurity in rural Canada is critically under-studied and official data 
on rural homelessness is minimal3. While some research does exist1,4, the lack of data on the extent 
of rural homelessness makes it difficult to understand its nature, causes, and the actions required 
to tackle it. As well, there is a significant connection between rural and urban homelessness that 
is not well-addressed in narratives about homelessness prevention and reduction. If people in 
rural communities have access to fewer services, housing supports, or shelters, they are likely 
to migrate into nearby urban centres, straining urban affordable housing availability and local 
service providers. This could potentially contribute to chronic street homelessness in major cities. 
A better understanding of rural homelessness will contribute to ending homelessness in all areas, 
making the collection of sufficient data vital. 

The Point-in-Time (PiT) count is the standard method used to measure homelessness in Canada, and 
aims to “count individuals in a community who are, at a given time, staying in shelters or ‘sleeping 
rough’ (e.g. on the street, in parks), providing a “snapshot” of homelessness in a community, usually 
over a 24-48 hour period either annually or every two  years”5. Individuals who may be precariously 
housed and in need of services but aren’t absolutely unsheltered may be missed during the PiT 
count window which creates an underrepresentation of local need and service use. 

PiT counts are difficult to implement in rural areas due to lower population density. Some factors 
that may affect the success of PiT counts in rural areas include: geographical scope, lack of 
resources to recruit and train volunteers, little or no paid staff time allocated to homelessness-
related issues, and the “hidden” nature of rural homelessness. These factors prevent rural and 
remote communities from effectively using the standard PiT approach to estimating homelessness, 
traditionally used in urban settings.

To address this gap, the Alberta Rural Development Network (ARDN) - a not-for-profit organization 
that works on issues related to homelessness and affordable housing in rural and remote 
Alberta - received funding from the Homelessness Partnering Strategy’s Innovative Solutions to 
Homelessness  Fund6 to develop a Step-by-Step Guide to Estimating Rural Homelessness7. First 
released in 2017, this guide is available for free in both English and French for anyone to use. 
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Building on existing best practices and ideas for rural homelessness data collection, the practices 
outlined in the Guide were reviewed by a committee comprised of a variety of representatives and 
service providers from several rural communities.  

The Population Estimation (or Service-Based Estimation) method provides a broader scope of 
local need since surveys are conducted over longer periods of time. This method differs from the 
traditional PiT count by administering and collecting surveys through local and regional service 
agencies that individuals have already been connected with in the past. In comparison, the PiT 
method conduct counts over a short period of time where volunteers physically conduct surveys 
with unsheltered individuals they come across1.

Data collected through population estimations, show the number of people who access services 
within a predefined time frame (e.g. one month). This gives an estimate of the number of homeless 
individuals within a service area. It should be noted that not everyone who is homeless or at-risk 
will try to access services; not everyone accessing services will consent to take part in the survey; 
not every person that accesses services may do so during the estimation period; and not every 
service agency in a region may take part in the estimation count.

More about the method can be found in the Step-by-Step Guide to Estimating Rural Homelessness, 
available on the ARDN website8.

In 2018, following an expression of interest, 20 rural communities (including Kainai First Nation, 
the largest First Nation territory in the country and second largest by population) partnered with 
ARDN to conduct a large-scale pilot project using the methods outlined in the Guide. 

METHODOLOGY AND DATA COLLECTION 

The pilot project used the Population Estimation method as outlined in the ARDN’s Step-by-Step 
Guide to Estimating Rural Homelessness, published in June 2017. A revised version of the Guide, 
published in April 2019, is available on ARDN’s website. This data collection method estimates 
the number of people who are homeless or at-risk in a particular community or area by mobilizing 
local service agencies to administer and collect surveys. Surveys were administered to people who 
accessed services through participating agencies during the estimation period. In addition, service 
agencies had the option to conduct “known location counts” where agency staff would administer 
surveys in areas where people who were homeless or at-risk were known to stay (i.e. ‘tent cities’, 
RV parks, etc.). Please refer to the Guide for a more in-depth explanation of the entire process 
and background to conduct population estimations; this methodology section will only detail the 
specific activities required for the RHEP. 

ARDN partnered with the Family and Community Support Services Association of Alberta 
(FCSSAA), a not-for-profit that acts as an umbrella organization for more than 200 Family and 
Community Support Service (FCSS) offices in Alberta. FCSSs are Albertan organizations that act 
as the main point for social services in many rural municipalities. FCSSAA received funding through 
the ARDN from the Government of Canada’s Homelessness Partnering Strategy (HPS) to fund at 
least 10 estimation counts using ARDN’s Guide in at least 10 communities and/or regions across 
rural Alberta. 

1 although “known locations” may be included to ensure people living in areas such as ‘tent cities’, RV parks, etc. can be 
included, even when they don’t actively access services

https://www.ardn.ca/publications/step-by-step-guide-to-estimating-homelessness


5Provincial Report  |  April 2020

An expression of interest (EOI) was released in spring 2018, where any rural-based organization 
was eligible to apply for funding to conduct a month-long estimation count in the fall. The EOI was 
distributed on the ARDN and FCSSAA websites, as well as through mailing lists and newsletters 
to both organizations’ networks of rural communities and service providers across the province. 
The goal of the EOI was to attract participating communities with diverse characteristics (e.g. 
size, geographical region, type, etc). The EOI collected information on different rural communities 
in Alberta, including: population area within survey parameters, local key industries, etc,. Applicant 
organizations had to outline their plan for: 1) potential community/regional partners; 2) organizing 
a local task force; and 3) how they would carry out the survey process, as outlined in ARDN’s 
Guide. 

HPS granted funding of up to $5,000 for the 14 participating communities. Communities that 
applied but were not chosen to receive funding were still given the option to participate, resulting 
in an additional five communities who self-funded their estimation count in order to participate. 
Kainai First Nation’s participation was funded through a partnership with the Calgary Homeless 
Foundation and their Innovation, Capacity-building, and Enhancement (ICE) fund. 

Meetings were held between ARDN and FCSSAA to develop the survey into two formats: an online 
survey tool and a paper version. The original survey that was included in the first edition of ARDN’s 
Guide was updated to include additional questions and response options. Survey development 
focused on question phrasing and wording, as well as incorporating feedback and input from 
frontline service workers. The updated survey was then ported into an online format using CoLab 
Online, an online database tool. When surveying clients, service agencies were given the option of 
conducting surveys through a physical paper copy, an online survey, and/or with assistance from 
staff, depending on local staff capacity and access to technology.

Lead service agencies within the selected communities formed local task forces to encourage 
participation and involvement from as many local and regional partner agencies as possible. Across 
the 20 communities, a total of 185 agencies signed on to participate. The number of participating 
agencies varied across communities and was dependent on local capacity and willingness to 
participate. 

Over the months prior to the collection period, service agency staff were asked to read the ARDN’s 
Guide to familiarize themselves with the process of conducting estimations. Lead coordinators 
were also provided with a brief training document that clarified survey terms and explained 
requirements around respondents’ confidentiality and privacy, as well as securing participants’ 
informed consent. 

Prior to the start of the estimation period, service agencies also encouraged clients to consider 
participating in the count. Client participation was entirely voluntary with no monetary 
compensation. Emphasis was placed on ensuring that clients understood that access to services 
was not contingent on participation in any way and consent at the beginning and at the end 
of the survey had to be obtained and confirmed for surveys to be viable. To encourage client 
participation, the survey was advertised locally prior to the counts as a way to better understand 
housing and support needs and challenges faced by community members. Through this process, 
we quickly determined that we needed to minimize the use of the term “homelessness” as much 
as possible due to associated stigma which could deter participation. Instead, questions within 
the survey focused on respondents’ “unstable housing” conditions. Unstable housing, as defined 
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Rural Homelessness Estimation Project 
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in this iteration of the project, is when a person experiences “difficulty paying rent, spending a 
major portion of the household income on housing, having frequent moves, living in overcrowded 
conditions, or doubling up with friends and relatives”. By re-framing the focus of the survey, the 
project attempted to decrease stigma, increase community members’ willingness to participate, 
and collect quality data that stayed true to the estimation’s purpose. As such, in this report, we 
will refer to survey respondents as “unstably housed” or “at risk of homelessness”, rather than 
homeless. 

Communities were able to complete their surveys during a pre-determined period of 30 consecutive 
days that fell between the beginning of September 2018 and the end of December 2018. This 
flexibility allowed for individual community preparedness and helped accommodate local staff 
capacity needs and timelines. The earliest community began collecting surveys  on September 10, 
2018, and the last community ended their estimation on December 3, 2018; all other communities 
had their 30-day survey collection period start and end within this time. 

The participating 20 lead agencies were provided with both an online link and a paper version of 
the survey to distribute to their partner agencies. In either format, the survey could be completed 
directly by the respondent, or with the assistance of a staff member. 

Individuals/families were expected to fill out the survey only once during the predetermined 
estimation period, regardless of how many service agencies they accessed, or how many 
times they visited the same service agency. To maintain anonymity and prevent duplication, a 
specific unique identifier is generated for each respondent. This unique identifier is comprised 
of components of respondents’ first and last names, day and year of birth, and gender identity 
(for more information, refer to the Step-by-Step Guide; no full names or full dates of birth were 
collected in the survey process). If a respondent completed the survey more than once in the 
collection period, only the most recent survey was included in the final data. 

The survey started with basic demographics questions and asked about their current living 
situation. The survey then asked “Do you consider your housing situation to be unstable or feel 
you could easily lose your housing?”. If a client answered ‘No’ or ‘Prefer Not to Answer’, the survey 
instructed them to go to the end of the survey to fill out the questions about which local services 
they required. If the client did not provide a response to this question, they were treated as if 
they had answered ‘Prefer Not to Answer’. The questions in this section are the only ones that list 
out data for all survey respondents. For all other questions in the survey, only respondents who 
replied ‘Yes’ or ‘Unsure’ to the question above were instructed to fill out the rest of the questions, 
and only those respondents were included in the final analysis for all questions. Any respondents 
who answered ‘No’ or ‘Prefer Not to Answer’, but who still filled out the rest of the questions, had 
their responses removed from the final data provided in this report. 

It was relayed to survey repondents that if they felt uncomfortable with any of the questions, they 
could skip at any point, and/or opt-out entirely at any time. Surveys began with an information 
page to establish respondents’ informed consent and ended with a second consent box at the 
end of the survey, to ensure that consent was maintained. 

Paper surveys collected by partner agencies were forwarded to the local lead project coordinator. 
The lead project coordinator then either uploaded the paper data into the online database,  
CoLab Online, or (in some cases) forwarded the data to ARDN for input into the online platform. 
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Any surveys received by ARDN that were incomplete and did not include second consent were 
excluded from the final dataset. In all cases, ARDN analysts removed duplicate surveys, checked 
surveys for proper consent, organized and created summary statistics for each significant category, 
and analyzed the data to find notable highlights and trends. The responses were tabulated in 
Excel, and figures were created in Adobe InDesign. Individual community reports showing data 
for each participating community were released in May 2019 and are available on ardn.ca.

This report presents count data. While there is likely a small error in responses due to data entry 
or user error, there are no significance values, p-values, tests, or inferential statistics of any sort 
within this report, though comparisons have been made to StatsCan demographic profiles as well 
as the 2018 Alberta Point-in-Time Count data. It is not ARDN’s intention with this report to:

• Guarantee that the data provides a complete and/or all-encompassing depiction of housing 
instability and service needs in rural Alberta;

• Provide interpretations of the data contained herein;

• Make recommendations for policy changes or actions to be taken in rural Alberta as a result 
of this data;

• Make any stake/claim about government policies, corporate actions, or externalities in 
rural Alberta;

• Make inferences or generalizations about the population of rural Alberta.

Due to rounding and exclusion of non-responses, data presented throughout this report may not 
add up precisely to the totals provided and percentages may not precisely reflect the absolute 
figures. Additionally, some questions from the survey are not included within this report due to 
low response rates. A copy of the actual paper survey used in this project can be found on ARDN’s 
website.

https://www.ardn.ca/publications/2018-rural-homelessness-estimation-project-rhep
https://www.ardn.ca/publications/2018-rhep-survey
https://www.ardn.ca/publications/2018-rhep-survey
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1,771
TOTAL NUMBER OF  

RESPONDENTS
UNSTABLY HOUSED  

RESPONDENTS

1,098
RESULTS   

Housing Instability 

The total number of respondents who 
completed the survey was 1,771. Of those, a 
total of 1,098 individuals answered “Yes” or 
“Not Sure” to the question “Do you consider 
your housing situation to be unstable or 
feel you could easily lose your housing?” 
and are therefore considered housing-
unstable individuals. All the results that 
follow in this section of this report include 
data solely from respondents who reported 
their housing situation to be unstable. 

respondents felt their housing was unstable 
were as follows: 569 responses for “Low 
Income”; 341 for “Unable to Pay Rent or 
Mortgage”; 270 for “Conflict”; 262 for “Job 
Loss”; and 262 for “Inadequate Housing”.

Reasons for Unstable Housing
(Multiple Responses Possible) Responses

Low Income 569

Unable To Pay Rent/Mortgage   341

Conflict  270

Inadequate Housing   262

Job Loss   262

Disability 175

Addiction/Substance Use  171

Mental Health  167

Illness/Medical Condition   132

Transportation  118

Other   114

Abuse 79

Incarceration 21

Prefer Not to Answer 97

Table 1: The most common reasons provided by 
respondents as to why they felt their housing was 
unstable. Respondents were able to give more than 

one response. 

Out of all surveyed respondents,

of individuals answered “yes” or “not sure” 
to the question “Do you consider your 
housing situation to be unstable or feel you 
could easily lose your housing?”, compared 
to 38% who identified their housing situation 
as stable (n = 1,771). 

62%
Reasons for Housing Instability

The reasons given for why individuals felt 
their housing was unstable can be seen in 
Table 1 (right). Respondents had the option 
to give multiple answers if necessary. The 
top five most common responses for why 
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aforementioned options cannot be reported 
on separately in this dataset.

DEMOGRAPHICS
Age of Respondents

The ages of respondents with unstable 
housing can be seen in Figure 2 (below). The 
average age of individuals facing unstable 
housing was 42 and the median age was 40.

A note about youth participation: service 
agencies were instructed to limit survey 
administration to individuals 14 years of age 
or older, as per the consent and confidentiality 

Figure 1 (above): The most common primary reasons provided by unstably-housed respondents as to why they 
felt their housing was unstable. Respondents were able to give more than one response (n = 1,004).
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Figure 2: Age demographics of housing-unstable respondents (n=1,091).

When respondents were asked to provide 
the primary reason why they thought their 
housing was unstable (one reason only), 
the most common responses were: 302 
(27.7%) for “Low Income”, 133 (12.2%) for 
“Mental Health, Inadequate Housing, or 
Transportation”, and 110 (10.1%) for “Job 
Loss” (Figure 1). Note: For this question, 
due to a formatting error in the paper survey, 
the options “Mental Health”, “Inadequate 
Housing”, and “Transportation” were listed 
together as a single option for the question 
“Of the reasons previously stated, what is 
the main reason for being homeless or at-
risk for losing your home?”. As a result, the 
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guidelines of the Alberta College of Social 
Workers9. 

Gender 

The reported gender identities of housing-
unstable individuals can be seen in Figure 
3 (below). Of the survey respondents, 
462 (42.2%) identified as men, 610 (55.7%) 
identified as women, two (0.2%) identified 
as transgender, two (0.2%) identified as two-
spirit, one (0.1%) identified as non-binary, 
two (0.2%) responded with “Other”, 16 (1.5%) 
selected “Prefer Not to Answer”, and three 
gave no response.

Figure 3: Gender of respondents who identified as 
housing-unstable (n = 1,095).
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Sexual Orientation

The reported sexual orientations of 
respondents can be seen in Figure 4 
(upper right). Of the survey respondents, 
977 (89.1%) identified as straight, 16 (1.5%) 
identified as lesbian or gay, 38 (3.5%)  as 

5% Prefer not  
to Answer

4% Bisexual
2% Lesbian/Gay

89% Straight

Three respondents 
identified as queer; four 
as two-spirit, and four 
as “other”

Figure 4: Sexual orientation of respondents who 
identified as housing-unstable (n = 1,096).

bisexual, three (0.3%) as queer, four (0.4%) 
as two-spirit, four (0.4%) as “Other”, 54 
(4.9%)selected “Prefer Not to Answer”, and 
two gave no response.

Migration Status and Ethnicity

Out of all housing-unstable respondents, 991 
(90.3%) were born in Canada, 96 (8.8%) were 
born outside of Canada, 10 (0.9%) selected 
“Prefer Not to Answer”, and one provided no 
response. 

90% of 
respondents 

with unstable 
housing were  

born in 
Canada  

(n = 1,097).

Figure 5: Of 
respondents 

born in Canada, 
49% identified 
as Caucasian, 

40% identified as 
Indigenous, and 1% 

identified as  Visible 
Minorities  
(n = 964).
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Answer 10%

First  
Nations 
26%

Métis 
13%
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RECENT LIVING SITUATION
Duration of residency

There were 261 (23.8%) respondents who 
reported that they have always lived in 
the community, 819  (74.7%) had moved 
to the community at some point, 16 (1.5%) 
selected “Prefer Not to Answer”, and two 
gave no response. The duration of time that 
respondents had lived in the community 
where they were taking the survey can be 
seen in Figure 6 (below). 

Accommodations

Respondents were asked about their most 
recent living situations. Respondents’ most 
commonly reported living situations for the 
week prior to taking the survey can be seen 

in Table 2 (above) and multiple responses 
were possible. 

Respondents were asked about the number 
of times they had moved in the past year 
(Figure 7, page 13); frequent moves can be 
an indicator of instability and insecurity. 147 
(29.2%) respondents had not moved in the 
past year. Of respondents who had moved 
in the past year, 199 (39.5%) had moved 1-2 
times, 110 (21.8%) had moved 3-5 times, 21 
(4.2%) had moved 6-10 times, 18 (3.6%) had 
moved 10 or more times, 252 responded 
“Not Applicable”, nine (1.8%) selected “Prefer 
Not to Answer”, and 342 gave no response.

If respondents had lived somewhere else 
in the past year, 95 moved from another 
residence within the community, 173 came 
from another community in the province, 
43 from another province, 23 from another 

Figure 6: Respondents were asked about their 
current living situations. The figure above contains 
the response for the question “how long have you 

lived within this community?” (n = 1,098).

Table 2: Respondents were asked about their 
accommodations within the past week (n = 1,098).

Accommodations in the past 
week (Multiple Responses Possible) Responses

Apartment/House  614

Someone Else's Place 243

Shelter Services  59

Camping  56

Motel/Hotel  53

Sidewalks, Squares, Parks, or 
Makeshift Shelter   

28

Vehicles  28

Abandoned Building  14

Transitional Housing  7

Hospital  4

Jail, Prison, or Remand Centre  3

Other Accommodations 34

Prefer Not To Answer                         80

Of those respondents who were born in 
Canada, 447 identified as Caucasian (46%), 
381 as Indigenous (125 Métis, 251 First 
Nations, one Inuit, and four answered “prefer 
not to answer”), 10 (1%) as a Visible Minority, 
96 (10%) selected “Prefer Not to Answer”, 
and 28 gave no response (Figure 5, below).

Of respondents who had come to Canada at 
some point (n = 90), 36 came as immigrants 
or refugees, four as economic migrant 
workers, 22 as temporary foreign workers, 13 
responded “Other”, and 15 selected “Prefer 
Not to Answer”.

 
over a year 
56%

 
always lived here 
24%

 
under a year 
19%

Prefer not to Answer 2%
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country, five indicated “Other” residence, 
and 13 selected “Prefer Not to Answer”.

Who’s Staying with You

Some housing-unstable survey respondents 
reported that other people were sharing 
their living situation with them, indicating an 
additional 994 potentially housing-unstable 
adults who were living with respondents. 
The average number of adults living with 
respondents was 2.09. There were also a total 
of 905 potentially housing-unstable children 
staying with the respondents. The average 
number of children staying with respondents 
was 2.16. It cannot be determined whether 
these people are themselves housing-
unstable. However, because they share 
their living situation with housing-unstable 
respondents, they have been identified as 
potentially housing-unstable.

33 unstably-housed respondents answered 
“yes” to the question “are you or anyone in 
your household pregnant?”.

Figure 7: Respondents were asked about the 
number of times they had moved in the past year  

(n = 495).

1 to 2 
times 

Have not 
moved in the 

last year 29% 40%

3 to 5 times 

22%

6 to 10 times 
4%

More than 10 
times 

4%

1.8%

Prefer not to 
Answer Respondents were asked who was staying 

with them. Multiple Responses were possible. 
123 respondents were staying with their 
parent(s), 236 with their partner or spouse, 
389 with children, 163 with extended family, 
444 were living alone, and 30 responded 
“Prefer Not To Answer” (Figure 8).

Military or Emergency Services 

There were 48 respondents who reported 
that they had either been employed by the 
Canadian military or in an emergency service 
position (RCMP/police, EMS/paramedics, or 
firefighters). Of these, 23 (47.9%) respondents 
had been in the military at some point (either 
active duty or veterans), while 17 (35.4%) 
currently or previously worked in emergency 
services, one (2.1%) had worked in both, and 
seven (14.6%) respondents selected “Prefer 
Not to Answer”.

Figure 8: 
Respondents 
were asked if they 
were staying with 
family. Multiple 
Responses were 
possible: 
123 respondents 
were staying with 
their parent(s),
163 with 
extended family, 
236 with their 
partner or spouse, 
389 with children, 
and 
444 were living 
alone.

Each block 
represents 10 
individuals. 
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Figure 9: Respondents were asked if they used a 
shelter in the past year (n = 597).

No 
71%

Yes 
23%

Prefer not to 
answer 

6% 

EMPLOYMENT
The employment status of housing-unstable 
individuals can be seen in Figure 10. Out 
of 1,084 individuals who responded to the 
question, 335 (30.9%) were employed, 726 
(67.0%) were unemployed, and 23 (2.1%)
selected “Prefer not to Answer”. 260 (24.1%) 
respondents were employed by a company, 
39  (3.6%) were self employed, 13 (1.2%) 
selected “Other”, and 52 (15.2%) selected 
“Prefer Not to Answer”. For those who were 
employed, 149 (43.7%) were employed full-
time, 96 (28.2%) were employed part-time, 
40 (11.7%) were casual workers, four (1.2%) 
selected “Other”, 52 (15.2%) selected “Prefer 
Not to Answer”, and 27 gave no response. The 
sector that people were currently employed 
in can be seen in Table 3 (page 15).

Figure 10: Unstably-housed respondents were 
asked about their employment status (n = 1,084).

Shelter Use

Finally, respondents were asked if they had 
spent time in an emergency shelter in the 
past year. 597 individuals responded to this 
question; 135 answered “Yes” to accessing 
shelter services in the past year, 36 selected 
“Prefer Not to Answer”, and 426 respondents 
answered “No” (Figure 9). Subsequently, if 
they had answered “No”, respondents were 
asked about possible reasons for not utilizing 
emergency shelter(s). Five said the shelters 
were full, 24 said there were no shelters in 
their area, 35 said shelters were not needed, 
and 60 selected “Prefer Not to Answer”. The 
remainder provided no response.

Note: due to a technical error, the shelter 
use question was not included on the online 
version of the survey (for all 20 communities 
that took part in the survey); therefore, data 
was only collected for respondents who 
filled out the paper version of the survey. 
As a result, this question was asked of a 
smaller subset of housing-unstable survey 
respondents and the data is therefore 
incomplete.

Employed 
30.9%

Other 1% 

Unemployed 
67.0%

Em
ployed 32%

Full-time 
44%

Part-time 
29%

Casual  
12%

No response/
Prefer not to 
Answer 
14%

No Response 1%

Prefer not  
to Answer  
2%
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Other 1% 

Current Employment Sector Responses

Hospitality/Food and Beverage 
Sector 

72

Other Sector  34

Retail/Personal Services Sector 32

Human Services Sector 24

Health Sector  15

Oil and Gas Sector 13

Education Sector 10

Tourism Sector 6

Agriculture Sector 6

Forestry Sector  5

Finance Sector 4

Technology Sector 1

Marketing Sector 1

Prefer Not To Answer 67

Table 3: Unstably-housed respondents who are 
currently employed were asked about the sector in 

which they’re employed in (n = 290). 

SOURCES OF INCOME
Finally, respondents were asked to identify 
their source(s) of income, with multiple 
responses if applicable. Table 4 (right) 
indicates the responses. Table 4: Respondents were asked to identify their 

current sources of income.

Benefits: Senior Related

Canada Pension Plan (CPP) 71

Old Age Security (OAS) 47

Alberta Seniors Benefit (ASB) 36

Guaranteed Income Supplement (GIS) 15

Canada Pension Plan Disability (CPPD) 12

Other 4

Prefer Not to Answer 2

Other Sources of Income

Employment 305

No Source of Income 172

Other Sources 87

Money from family/friends 54

Prefer Not to Answer 48

Alimony/Child Support 41

Social Enterprise 31

Student Funding 31

Private Employment Pension 2

Benefits: Non-Senior Related

Alberta Supports Benefits 176

Child Tax Credit 113

AISH 108

Canada Pension Plan Disability (CPPD) 29

Employment Insurance 29

Other 16

Learners Benefit 8

Private Disability 7

Workers Compensation 7

Prefer Not to Answer            5
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Table 5: All survey respondents were asked about 
the type of services/assistance they required the 

most upon their visit to the service agency  
(n = 1,771). Multiple responses were possible.

General Support Services Needed 
(Multiple Responses Possible)

Basic Needs (food, shelter, medical, 
shower, laundry) Support 

974

Financial Support 571

Health & Wellness Support 497

Support Services (accessing government 
services, accessing technology)

421

Prefer Not To Answer 327

Transportation Support 315

Family/Parenting Support 283

Legal Support 223

Domestic Violence Support 123

Other Support 99

SUPPORT SERVICES
All individuals who took the survey (n=1771), 
including those who said they had stable 
housing, were asked what services or types 
of assistance they were seeking when they 
came into the service agency. The support 
services that respondents reported as 
needing the most can be seen in Table 
5 (below) and multiple responses were 
possible. 327 respondents selected “Prefer 
Not to Answer”.

The top three most common responses 
for support services required by survey 
respondents were “Basic Needs Support” 
(974), “Financial Support” (571), and “Health 
& Wellness Support” (497).



LIMITATIONS
This was the first coordinated attempt to implement the ARDN’s Step-by-Step Guide to Estimating 
Rural Homelessness on a large scale. Many lessons were learned over the course of the project 
and findings have to be seen in light of some limitations. It should be stressed that this project 
was not intended to be an academic or scientific study of rural homelessness in Alberta. This 
is an initial attempt to get a quantitative picture of housing instability and service needs at a 
community level to give communities better insight into their local needs. As we are in the infancy 
stages of understanding rural homelessness through a quantitative lens, much more work needs 
to be done in both Alberta and elsewhere. The limitations listed in this section would most likely 
decrease or under-report the number of respondents and usable data this project found, rather 
than increase or exaggerate the data. 

In this pilot study, respondents self-identified as to whether they considered their housing 
situation as unstable or whether they felt they could easily lose their housing. In this key 
question, we attempted to reduce the stigma associated with the term “homelessness” and the 
subjectivity of  “unstable housing”. Participating service agencies noted that many individuals did 
not self-identify under either term, despite their objective observations that would have identified 
clients otherwise. Individuals who may have met the Canadian definition of homelessness may 
have reported their housing situation as stable. Likewise, those who may not fit the Canadian 
definition of homelessness, but still felt their housing situation was unstable, may have answered 
affirmatively. Given the stigma associated with homelessness and housing instability as well as 
direct feedback from service providers, we interpret that negative bias was likely stronger than 
positive bias in this case, which produced more conservative results.

In some cases, online and paper surveys differed in formatting, which could have affected responses 
and data input. In the online iteration of the survey, there was an error which prevented several 
respondents from seeing the question about their use of shelter services. As such, the response 
rate for this question was significantly lower than other questions which could reduce the strength 
of the data collected due to the smaller sample size. 

To complete the survey, respondents had the option of taking the survey themselves, and/or could 
have requested staff members to assist them when necessary. There were no measures placed in 
the survey to differentiate between surveys completed with staff assistance or ones that were 
entirely self-reported. Client responses may have changed in light of face-to-face assistance from 
staff members. This issue could have impacted certain sections more than others. For example, 
clients who required assistance may have been less likely to report themselves as a gender or 
sexual minority to avoid “outing” themselves to a staff member. The sensitivity of these issues and 
the familiarity between members in rural communities may have affected the way respondents felt 
about certain questions. This may have resulted in under-reported data. 

Partner organizations were able to use their own strategies to get clients to fill out surveys. 
Communities took into account their organization’s capacity and the type of resources they 
had in their disposal to figure out the most efficient ways to reach out to their clients. Several 
communities did variations of ‘known location counts’ to meet clients where they’re at as opposed 
to solely conducting surveys in service agencies. For example, Lac La Biche County FCSS had 
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the resources to park a warming bus in their town core where they invited passerbys to take the 
survey in exchange for a hot beverage and friendly conversation. Such modifications highlight the 
need for flexibility in rural communities. They are familiar with the area, the people, and know what 
resonates well within the community. Communities were able to modify the way they collected 
surveys, as long as they remained within their 30-day collection period and the collection was still 
conducted via service providers (i.e. they were not able to send out a link to the survey to any 
community mailing lists or post it publicly). 

The flexibility given to communities does not come without caution. The way in which communities 
advertised and promoted surveys to their local communities could have affected participation 
rates and/or which clients were surveyed. Factors such as the type of advertising tools used 
(posters, word of mouth, social media promotion, etc.) as well as de-emphasizing the use of the 
word “homelessness” in advertising materials could have affected overall participation in each 
community.

It should be noted that some communities chose to separately analyse their community’s data. 
Some communities examined their datasets with different data inclusion criteria from those used 
in this report. For example, staff members who may have known clients previously may have 
identified the client’s objective situation to fit the initial housing question. This data was not 
included in the data presented in this report in all cases. It should be emphasized that the ARDN 
used conservative data inclusion criteria to create these reports. We recognize that there may 
be differences between individual community reports and those produced by the ARDN. The 
communities who chose to create their own independent reports are:

• Athabasca County
• Banff and Canmore
• County of Grande Prairie
• Lacombe
• Strathmore
• Tri-Region (Spruce Grove, Stony Plain and Parkland County)

This report likely presents a conservative picture of the situation of rural homelessness with 
regards to homelessness, housing instability, and community service needs – both in these 20 
communities surveyed, and taken as a representation of rural Alberta in general. For example, not 
every person who entered a participating service agency would have consented to the survey 
(and therefore, not every participating agency necessarily submitted completed surveys); not 
every service agency in the communities or regions participated; and it is likely that not every 
individual in the area requiring help entered a participating service agency during the 30-day 
collection period. As well, data for participants who don’t access service agencies or live in “known 
locations”, but are nevertheless housing-unstable, will not be captured by this methodology; these 
are the true “hidden homeless”. As well, clients who are on the street, but did not access service 
agencies during the collection period and are not living at “known locations” would have not been 
surveyed.

CONCLUSION
The 2018 Rural Homelessness Estimation Project was a pilot project aimed at investigating rural and 
remote homelessness in 20 rural communities across Alberta. It represents the first coordinated 
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effort to quantitatively estimate homelessness outside the seven major cities across the province. 
Its intent was to provide baseline data for further investigation into the issue of rural and remote 
homelessness in Alberta. 

This report provides a summary of primary data collected by the 20 participating communities 
between September 10, 2018 to December 3, 2018. It is a snapshot of the living situation of 
individuals who accessed services within these communities and reported that they were 
experiencing housing instability. 

From a total of 1,771 survey respondents, 1,098 people reported that they felt that they could 
easily lose their housing or that they were uncertain whether their housing situation was stable. 
Given the reasons outlined at the beginning of this report, there are likely more individuals who 
met the Canadian definition of homelessness or who are struggling with housing instability and 
homelessness within the participating communities. 

It is important to reiterate that the information herein is intended to be presented as objectively 
as possible, without interpretation or recommendations from the ARDN. The intention of this 
report is to provide means for agencies within the community – who are most familiar with their 
local needs and realities – to determine their community’s potential needs, as well as what 
concrete responses or additional research may be necessary to prevent or reduce homelessness 
and housing instability in their area. 

What has been made clear from the study is that rural and remote housing instability and 
homelessness exists in all 20 rural communities that were investigated, a finding that supports 
previous qualitative research indicating that it is widespread across Alberta1. More research on 
rural and remote homelessness across Alberta is warranted to better understand the issues unique 
to individual municipalities and areas. By examining commonalities and differences between 
communities, best practices and local solutions can be created through research-backed methods. 
Given that it was the first such count of its kind (as well as the first large-scale utilization of 
the methodology described in the Step-by-Step Guide to Estimating Rural Homelessness), many 
lessons were learned and the results from this pilot study will help shape and improve future 
counts. 

The Alberta Rural Development Network would like to thank all community partners in throughout 
the 20 participating communities for their work and zealous involvement on this pilot study, as 
well as the Family and Community Support Services Association of Alberta (FCSSAA) for their 
work coordinating the project.
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Community Population
Ages 15-

24 
(StatsCan)

Ages 14-
241 

(ARDN)
Ages 65+ 
(StatsCan)

Ages 
65+ 

(ARDN)

Indigenous 
Identity 

(StatsCan)

Indigenous 
Identity 
(ARDN)

Athabasca County 
(n=15)

2,965 12.0% 26.7% 17.9% 6.7% 13.5% 33.3%

Banff Canmore (n=85) 21,843 11.6% 18.1% 11.4% 1.2% 1.9% 1.2%

Camrose (n=72) 18,742 12.1% 25.4% 21.6% 5.6% 5.3% 15.3%

County of Grande 
Prairie (n=57)

63,166 13.8% 12.3% 7.1% 15.8% 7.0% 28.1%

Drayton Valley (n=33) 7,235 13.1% 27.3% 11.3% 3.0% 8.0% 18.2%

Drumheller (n=26) 7,982 11.0% 38.5% 17.5% 0.0% 5.3% 0.0%

Fort Macleod (n=46) 2,967 11.0% 6.5% 22.6% 6.5% 9.8% 37.0%

Grande Cache (n=50) 3,571 12.7% 16.0% 6.0% 6.0% 13.3% 60.0%

Greenview (n=50) 5,583 11.5% 20.8% 13.6% 8.3% 13.4% 56.0%

Hinton (n=121) 9,882 12.5% 10.7% 10.8% 8.3% 12.0% 39.7%

Jasper (n=28) 4,590 15.7% 7.1% 10.0% 3.6% 2.6% 0.0%

Lac La Biche (n=86) 8,330 13.6% 15.1% 13.1% 9.3% 23.6% 89.5%

Lacombe (n=26) 13,057 12.7% 42.3% 15.7% 3.8% 3.9% 19.2%

Kainai (n=98) 4,570 17.4% 10.4% 8.9% 8.3% 99.4% 77.6%

Okotoks (n=72) 28,881 12.5% 9.7% 10.4% 6.9% 4.0% 0.0%

Peace River (n=39) 6,842 12.9% 25.6% 9.5% 2.6% 17.9% 53.8%

Ponoka (n=14) 7,229 11.7% 7.1% 18.0% 7.1% 7.9% 28.6%

Tri-Region (n=142) 83,352 12.2% 7.7% 12.8% 10.6% 7.2% 11.3%

Strathmore (n=25) 13,756 12.0% 0.0% 15.6% 0.0% 6.0% 36.0%

Wetaskiwin (n=13) 12,655 11.3% 38.5% 20.0% 7.7% 14.3% 84.6%

1 StatsCan data begins at 15 years of age and ARDN data was collected beginning at 14. However, of the 1098 individuals we identified as facing 
unstable housing, only 3 were 14 years old, so the effects on displayed percentage should be negligible. Comparisons between percentage of 
select demographics found in each community according to StatsCan, and those identified as housing unstable

The table below demonstrates how the face of rural homelessness can vary greatly among 
communities in the same province, and even the same region. This information may assist in 
determining the type of services each community needs to tackle homelessness issues effectively.

Table 7: Selected demographics as proportions of each community according to StatsCan, and as proportions of 
those identified as housing unstable in this report. 
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COMPARISONS TO ALBERTA POINT-IN-TIME COUNT

The Alberta Point-in-Time count was conducted between March and April 2018. The technical 
report outlining various metrics of the counts by participating urban centre was published in June 
2018 by Turner Strategies. The full technical report can be accessed through this link.

Edmonton and Calgary account for roughly 85% of the counted homeless population, thus many 
of the characteristics of the counted population are heavily weighted by Edmonton and Calgary. 
This report uses some results of the technical report to compare results between our estimation 
counts, which were conducted in rural areas, to the Alberta PiT results, which are from the seven 
largest cities in Alberta. 

ARDN presents the following tables to display Alberta’s 2018 PiT count beside the RHEP count 
data for reference purposes only. There are no significance values, p-values, tests, or inferential 
statistics of any sort within the following tables.

The table below summarizes the counts of the 2018 Alberta PiT count by participating city:

City Population Counted1 Count rate per 
10,000

% of the total 
count

Calgary 1,246,337 2,911 23 50.8%

Edmonton 932,564 1,971 21 34.4%

Fort McMurray 66,576 190 29 3.3%

Grande Prairie 63,166 228 36 4.0%

Lethbridge 98,198 223 23 3.9%

Medicine Hat 63,260 68 11 1.2%

Red Deer 100,418 144 14 2.5%

1 Counted refers to number of individuals experiencing homelessness, as per the Canadian definition of homelessness used in the PiT technical 
report. 

Age group Alberta Report (n=5,734) ARDN (n=1,098)

Under 18 11% 2.5%

18-24 8% 12.8%

25-44 37% 42.4%

45-64 39% 34.7%

65+ 5% 7.0%

Age group:

https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/ff2744_5d899dceff12471c835fddf4e5d119fc.pdf
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Gender/Identity Alberta Report (n=5,734) ARDN (n=1,098)

Male 68.5% 42.2%

Female 30.3% 55.7%

Transgender 0.3% 0.2%

Gender Queer/Non-conforming 0.1% 0.1%

Two-spirit 0.6% 0.2%

Not listed 0.2% 0.2%

Identity:

Orientation Alberta Report (n=5,734) ARDN (n=1,098)
Straight 94% 89.1%
Lesbian/Gay 1% 1.5%
Bisexual 4% 3.5%
Queer 0% 0.3%
Two-spirit 1% 0.4%

Sexual Orientation:

Immigrant Status Alberta Report (n=5,734) ARDN (n=1,098) 
Canadian citizen 92% 97.3%
Immigrant 5% 2.2%

Immigration Status:

Main reason Alberta Report (n=5,734) ARDN (n=1,098)

Abuse 6% 2.8%

Addiction 25% 6.3%

Conflict 15% 7.5%

Disability --* 5.5%

Illness 5% 3.6%

Incarceration 5% 0.2%

Job loss 16% 10.0%

Low income --* 27.7%

Mental health 8% 12.2%

Unable to pay rent/mortgage 15% 9.0%

Other 4% 5.6%

Unsafe housing conditions 9% --*

Moved in order to access services 5% --*

Eviction 4% --*

Change in family circumstances 2% --*

Main Reason for Housing Instability:
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COMMUNITY SUMMARIES
These are brief summaries of the findings in 
each of the 20 communities who participated 
in the project. Detailed reports for each of the 
communities can be found on ARDN’s website. 
These reports include important information 
about services accessed, areas of employment, 
reasons given for being in an unstable housing 
situation, and information on current and 
past accommodations and access to shelters. 
 
It is important to note that due to the occasional 
skipped question (non-response), (n) values will 
not always equal the total number of people 
whose housing is unstable.

ATHABASCA COUNTY
Out of 22 survey respondents, 15 felt that their 
housing situation was unstable, that they could 
easily lose their housing, or were unsure whether 
their housing was stable.

Seven respondents (47%) who identified as 
housing-unstable have always lived in Athabasca 
County.  

20% of respondents who were housing-unstable 
were employed (n=15).

The most common support services needed by 
most (82%) survey respondents (both stably 
and unstably housed) were “Support Services 
(accessing government services, accessing 
technology)”, “Financial Support”, and “Health 
and Wellness Support”.

The majority of men (60%) had always lived 
in Athabasca County (the highest proportion 
amongst the 20 communities) and all male 
respondents were born in Canada. As well, the 
community ranked highly for women who have 
lived in the community for less than two years 
(40%). 

Regarding reasons for housing instability, 
Athabasca County ranked highest for men 
reporting Disability (60%) and Conflict (50%) as 
at least one reason they felt their housing was 
unstable. It also ranked highly in the same area 
for men reporting Low Income (80%), Addiction/
Substance Abuse (50%), Mental Health (50%), 
and illness or a medical condition (30%) as reasons 
for their housing instability. For women, 100% of 
female respondents said that Low Income was 
at least one reason for their housing instability, 
while 60% said that Conflict was a reason (the 
highest for both amongst the communities). 

Other areas where Athabasca County ranked 
highly among female respondents for reasons 
for housing instability compared to the other 
communities were Disability and Mental Health 
(40% for each).

Athabasca County ranked highest amongst the 
communities for the proportions of both women 
(40%) and men (20%) who reported camping as 
where they were staying in the week prior to the 
survey. It also ranked highest for the proportion 
of men staying in a vehicle (20%). 

Finally, for support services being requested, 
100% of female respondents were visiting 
service agencies for Financial reasons (the 
highest amongst the 20 communities); as well, 
the community ranked highly for women seeking 
support with Family/Parenting (60%). Similarly, 
Athabasca County ranked the highest amongst 
the 20 communities for men seeking support 
with Family/Parenting (30%).

BANFF AND CANMORE
Out of 106 survey respondents, 85 felt that their 
housing situation was unstable, that they could 
easily lose their housing, or were unsure whether 
their housing was stable.

The most common support services needed by 
all survey respondents (both stably and unstably 
housed) were “Financial Support”, “Health & 
Wellness Support”, and “Transportation Support”.

The following findings in this section are based 
only on housing-unstable respondents (n=85). 
Percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth.

85 people felt their housing situation was 
unstable, that they could easily lose their 
housing, or were unsure whether their housing 
was stable.

The majority of respondents who identified as 
housing-unstable were born in Canada (61%), 
identified as Caucasian (73%), and had resided 
in Banff and Canmore for more than a year (63%). 

86% of respondents who were housing-unstable 
were employed (n=73).

Banff and Canmore ranked highest amongst the 
20 communities for men (45.6%) and women 
(38.3%) who were housing unstable and reported 
being currently employed full-time, as well as 

https://www.ardn.ca/publications/2018-rural-homelessness-estimation-project-rhep
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highest for men (73.0%) and highly for women 
(72.3%) who reported employment as at least 
one source of income. They also ranked highly 
for women who reported being employed in the 
Hospitality/Food and Beverage sector (17.0%). 

Banff and Canmore ranked highest for men, and 
highly for women, with regards to the proportion 
of people who had lived in another country 
before moving to the community (21.6% and 
12.8%, respectively). Finally, these communities 
ranked highly amongst the 20 communities for 
men who reported being in the community less 
than 2 years (37.8% of men).

CAMROSE
Out of 169 survey respondents, 72 felt that their 
housing situation was unstable, that they could 
easily lose their housing, or were unsure whether 
their housing was stable. 

The most common support services needed by 
all survey respondents (both stably and unstably 
housed) were “Basic Needs (food, shelter, 
medical, shower, laundry), “Health & Wellness 
Support”, and “Financial Support”.

The following findings in this section are based 
only on housing-unstable respondents (n=72). 
Percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth.

72 people felt their housing situation was 
unstable, that they could easily lose their 
housing, or were unsure whether their housing 
was stable.

The majority of respondents who identified as 
housing-unstable were born in Canada (97%), 
identified as Caucasian (55%), and had resided 
in Camrose for more than a year (68%).

22% of respondents who were housing-unstable 
(n=68) were employed.

68% of unstably-housed respondents (n=72) 
identified as women.

Camrose ranked the highest amongst the 
20 communities for women who had lived 
somewhere else in Alberta before moving to 
the community (81.6% of women). It also ranked 
highly for women who had spent time in a 
shelter in the past year (24.5%) and women who 
reported Alberta Supports benefits as at least 
one source of income (28.6%).

Finally, Camrose ranked highly amongst the 
20 communities for men who had been in the 
community for two or more years, but had not 
always lived there (68.0%).

DRAYTON VALLEY
Out of 35 survey respondents, 33 felt that their 
housing situation was unstable, that they could 
easily lose their housing, or were unsure whether 
their housing was stable. 

The most common support services needed by 
most survey respondents were “Basic Needs 
(food, shelter, medical, shower, laundry)” and 
“Financial Support”.

The following findings in this section are based 
only on housing-unstable respondents (n=33). 
Percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth.

Out of 35 survey respondents, 33 felt that their 
housing situation was unstable, that they could 
easily lose their housing, or were unsure whether 
their housing was stable.

One-quarter of respondents experiencing 
unstable housing have always lived in Drayton 
Valley.

31% of housing-unstable respondents (n=33) 
were employed.

Drayton Valley ranked highest amongst the 20 
communities for male survey respondents who 
were both born in Canada and identified as 
Caucasian (80.0% of men). All male respondents 
were born in Canada.

Drayton Valley ranked the highest amongst the 
20 communities for the proportion of female 
respondents reporting Abuse, as well as Mental 
Health, as at least one reason for their housing 
instability (44.4% of women each); additionally, 
it ranked highly for women reporting Disability 
(38.9%) as at least one reason for their housing 
instability. As well, the community ranked highest 
for men reporting Transportation as at least one 
reason for their housing instability (40.0%), and 
also ranked highly for men reporting inadequate 
housing (53.3%) and being unable to pay their 
rent or mortgage as a reason for their housing 
instability (46.7%).  

Finally, Drayton Valley ranked highly in the 
following areas: men who had been staying in 
the community for two or more years (66.7%); 
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women who reported staying at someone else’s 
place in the week prior to the survey (50.0%); and 
men who reported Alberta Supports benefits as 
at least one source of income (33.3%, highest).

DRUMHELLER
Out of 83 survey respondents, 26 felt that their 
housing situation was unstable, that they could 
easily lose their housing, or were unsure whether 
their housing was stable. 

The most common support services needed by 
all survey respondents (both stably and unstably 
housed) were “Other Support”, “Financial 
Support”, and “Health & Wellness Support”.

The following findings in this section are based 
only on housing-unstable respondents (n=26). 
Percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth.

26 people felt their housing situation was 
unstable, that they could easily lose their 
housing, or were unsure whether their housing 
was stable.

The majority of respondents who identified as 
housing-unstable were born in Canada (69%), 
identified as Caucasian (83%), and had resided 
in Drumheller for more than a year (50%).

44% of respondents who were housing-unstable 
(n=25) were employed.

Amongst the 20 communities, Drumheller ranked 
highly amongst the 20 communities for men 
who reported both being born in Canada and 
who identified as Caucasian (75.0%). As well, 
Drumheller ranked highest for women (25.0%), 
and highly for men (16.7%), who reported 
living in another country before moving to the 
community. Drumheller also ranked highly for 
men who reported being in the community for 
less than 2 years (33.3%). 

Finally, Drumheller ranked highly for women 
(58.3%) who were housing-unstable and who 
reported being currently employed.

FORT MACLEOD
Out of 57 survey respondents, 46 felt that their 
housing situation was unstable, that they could 
easily lose their housing, or were unsure whether 
their housing was stable. 

The most common support services needed by 
all survey respondents (both stably and unstably 
housed) were “Health & Wellness Support”, 
“Financial Support”, and “Basic Needs (food, 
shelter, medical, shower, laundry) Support”.

The following findings in this section are based 
only on housing-unstable respondents (n=46). 
Percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth.

46 people felt their housing situation was 
unstable, that they could easily lose their 
housing, or were unsure whether their housing 
was stable.

The majority of respondents who identified as 
housing-unstable were born in Canada (96%), 
identified as Caucasian (57%), and had resided 
in Fort Macleod area for less than a year (55%).

17% of respondents who were housing-unstable 
(n=46) were employed.

Fort Macleod ranked the highest amongst the 
20 communities for men who had reported 
staying at someone else’s place in the previous 
week (51.7%), as well as for men reporting that 
they had spent time in a shelter in the past year 
(31.0%). It also ranked highly for men reporting 
that they had lived somewhere else in Alberta 
prior to moving to the community (65.5%), and 
for women reporting Addiction/Substance 
Abuse as at least one reason for their housing 
instability (41.2%). 

Regarding services respondents were seeking, 
Fort Macleod had the highest proportion of 
male respondents looking for support with legal 
services (41.4%); it also ranked highly for men 
seeking support for Financial reasons (72.4%), 
Health and Wellness (72.4%), and Support 
Services (ie. access to government forms and 
help navigating government programs, access to 
technology, etc., 62.1%). 

Finally, Fort Macleod ranked highest for women 
reporting benefits as at least one source 
of income (82.4%). It also ranked highly for 
both men and women reporting that non-
seniors related benefits were at least one 
source of income (51.7% of men, 64.7% of 
women); and specifically, Alberta Supports 
benefits (34.5% of men, 29.4% of women). 
 
GRANDE CACHE
Out of 51 survey respondents, 50 felt that their 
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housing situation was unstable, that they could 
easily lose their housing, or were unsure whether 
their housing was stable. 

The most common support services needed by 
most survey respondents were “Basic Needs 
(food, shelter, medical, shower, laundry)”, “Health 
& Wellness Support”, and “Transportation 
Support”.

The following findings in this section are based 
only on housing-unstable respondents (n=50). 
Percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth.

Out of 51 survey respondents, 50 felt that their 
housing situation was unstable, that they could 
easily lose their housing, or were unsure whether 
their housing was stable.

22 respondents experiencing unstable housing 
have always lived in Grande Cache.

20% of unstably housed respondents were 
employed (n=50).

Grande Cache was one of several communities 
where 100% of both male and female respondents 
were born in Canada.

Regarding reasons for housing instability, Grande 
Cache ranked highly for women reporting 
Addiction/Substance Use as at least one reason 
for housing instability (40.9%), as well as women 
who reported Transportation as at least one 
reason for their housing instability (27.3%)

Regarding support services needed by housing-
unstable individuals, Grande Cache ranked 
highly for both men (89.3%, highest) and women 
(90.9%) visiting service agencies looking for 
Basic Needs (food, shelter, medical, shower, 
laundry) support; it also ranked highly for women 
reporting visiting service agencies looking for 
support with Family/Parenting (54.6%).

Finally, regarding employment and sources of 
income, Grande Cache ranked highly for women 
reporting working full-time (27.3%), women 
reporting the Child Tax Credit as at least one 
source of income (36.4%), and men who reported 
having no sources of income (42.9%).

COUNTY OF GRANDE PRAIRIE
Out of 71 survey respondents, 57 felt that their 
housing situation was unstable, that they could 
easily lose their housing, or were unsure whether 

their housing was stable. 

Amongst the 20 communities, the County of 
Grande Prairie had the highest percentage of 
men who responded to the following areas: men 
who reported being unable to pay their rent or 
mortgage as at least one reason for their housing 
instability (60.0%), and men who reported 
camping as where they were staying in the past 
week (20.0%). The County of Grande Prairie also 
ranked highly for men who reported Disability as 
at least one reason for their housing instability 
(46.7% of men), and men who reported benefits 
as at least one source of income (60.0%). All 
male respondents also reported being Canadian 
citizens.

Finally, the County of Grande Prairie ranked 
highly amongst the communities for both men 
(53.3%) and women (65.9%) who were visiting 
a service agency looking for Support Services 
(ie. help with government forms or accessing 
government programs, access to technology, 
etc).

GREENVIEW
Out of 84 survey respondents, 50 felt that 
their housing situation was unstable, that 
they could easily lose their housing, or were 
unsure whether their housing was stable. 
  
The most common support services needed by 
all survey respondents (both stably and unstably                                                                                                                                         
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
housed) were “Basic Needs (food, shelter, 
medical, shower, laundry services)”, “Support 
Services (accessing government programs, 
accessing technology)”, and “Financial Support”.

The following findings in this section are based 
only on housing-unstable respondents (n=50). 
Percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth.

50 people felt their housing situation was 
unstable, that they could easily lose their 
housing, or were unsure whether their housing 
was stable.

The majority of respondents who identified as 
housing-unstable were born in Canada (96%), 
identified as Indigenous (58%), and had resided 
in the MD of Greenview area for more than a 
year (60%).

45% of respondents who were housing-unstable 
(n=47) were employed.
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All male respondents in MD of Greenview were 
born in Canada, and the community ranked 
highest amongst the 20 communities for men 
who last lived somewhere else in Alberta prior 
to moving to the community (81.3%). MD of 
Greenview also ranked highest for men reporting 
Conflict as at least one reason for their housing 
instability (50.0%), and highly for men who 
reported using a shelter in the past year (18.8% 
of men). 

The MD of Greenview also ranked highest 
amongst the communities for proportion of 
female respondents (12.5%) who reported more 
than 4 children staying with them. As well, the 
community ranked highly amongst the community 
for women who were at service agencies seeking 
support with legal services (31.3%) and domestic 
violence (18.8%). 

Finally, Greenview had the highest percentage of 
male respondents amongst the communities who 
reported having no sources of income (43.8%); 
however, it also ranked highly for men who were 
currently employed in some way (31.3%).

HINTON
Out of 160 survey respondents, 121 felt that their 
housing situation was unstable, that they could 
easily lose their housing, or were unsure whether 
their housing was stable. 

The most common support services needed by 
all survey respondents (both stably and unstably 
housed) were “Basic Needs (food, shelter, 
medical, shower, laundry, etc.)”, “Support Services 
(accessing government programs, accessing 
technology)”, and “Health and Wellness Support”.

The following findings in this section are based 
only on housing-unstable respondents (n=121). 
Percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth.

121 people felt their housing situation was 
unstable, that they could easily lose their 
housing, or were unsure whether their housing 
was stable.

The majority of respondents who identified as 
housing-unstable were born in Canada (96%) 
and identified as Caucasian (51%).

26% of respondents who were housing-unstable 
(n=120) were employed.

Hinton ranked highest amongst the 20 

communities for women who reported being 
unable to pay their rent or mortgage as at least 
one reason for their housing instability (49.2%). 
It also ranked highly for women who identified 
Conflict as being at least one reason for their 
housing instability (37.3% of women).

Hinton additionally ranked highly in the following 
areas: men who reported working full-time 
(13.3%); women who reported working in the 
Hospitality/Food and Beverage sector (20.3%); 
men who reported Canada Pension Plan (CPP) 
as at least one source of income (15.0%); and 
women who reported Assured Income for the 
Severely Handicapped (AISH) as at least one 
source of income (25.4% of women).

JASPER
Out of 43 survey respondents, 28 felt that their 
housing situation was unstable, that they could 
easily lose their housing, or were unsure whether 
their housing was stable. 

The most common support services needed by 
most survey respondents were “Basic Needs 
(food, shelter, medical, shower, laundry)”, 
“Financial Support”, and “Support Services 
(accessing government programs, accessing 
technology, etc.)”

The following findings in this section are based 
only on housing-unstable respondents (n=28). 
Percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
Note for men that the N is less than 10 (n=9). 

Out of 43 survey respondents, 28 felt that their 
housing situation was unstable, that they could 
easily lose their housing, or were unsure whether 
their housing was stable.

The most common reason identified by 
respondents as contributing to their unstable 
housing situation was “Inadequate Housing”.

68% of respondents who were housing-unstable 
(n=28) were employed.

Jasper ranked highest amongst all 20 
communities for women who reported being 
currently employed (81.3%), women working 
on casual employment status (31.3%), women 
working part-time (31.3%), and women working 
in the Hospitality/Food Service sector (25.0%). 
It also ranked highly for women reporting 
inadequate housing as at least one reason for 
their housing instability (50.0%).
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For men, Jasper ranked highly in the following 
areas: men who reported Conflict as a reason 
for their housing instability (44.4%); men who 
were visiting service agencies seeking support 
for Financial reasons (66.7%); and men who were 
born in Canada and identified as Caucasian 
(77.8%). 

Finally, Jasper ranked highly for men (66.7%) and 
women (68.8%) reporting that they had been in 
the community for two or more years.

KAINAI FIRST NATION
Out of 243 survey respondents, 98 felt that their 
housing situation was unstable, that they could 
easily lose their housing, or were unsure whether 
their housing was stable. 

The most common support services needed by 
all survey respondents (both stably and unstably 
housed) were “Basic Needs (food, shelter, 
medical, shower, laundry) support”, “Financial 
Support”, and “Health & Wellness Support”.

The following findings in this section are based 
only on housing-unstable respondents (n=98). 
Percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth.

98 people felt their housing situation was 
unstable, that they could easily lose their 
housing, or were unsure whether their housing 
was stable.

The majority of respondents who identified as 
housing-unstable were born in Canada (95%), 
identified as Indigenous (84%), and have always 
resided in Kainai First Nation (50%).

24% of respondents who were housing-unstable 
(n=97) were employed.

The Kainai First Nation ranked highest out of all 
the communities in the following areas: women 
who’ve always lived in the community (56.0%); 
men who reported more than four children 
staying with them (11.9%); men who served at 
some point in either the Canadian military or 
any emergency services (23.8%); and men who 
were visiting service agencies for support with 
domestic violence (14.3% of male respondents). 
It also had a relatively high proportion of women 
reporting inadequate housing as at least one 
reason for their housing instability (48.0%).

Finally, Kainai ranked highest amongst the 
communities for both men (19.1%) and women 

(20.0%) reporting Student Funding as at least 
one source of income, as well as highly for both 
men (11.9%) and women (20.0%) reporting Social 
Enterprise as at least one source of income.

LAC LA BICHE
Out of 88 survey respondents, 86 felt that their 
housing situation was unstable, that they could 
easily lose their housing, or were unsure whether 
their housing was stable. 

The most common support services needed by 
all survey respondents (both stably and unstably 
housed) were “Basic Needs (food, shelter, 
medical, shower, laundry)”, “Financial Support”, 
and “Health & Wellness Support”.

The following findings in this section are based 
only on housing-unstable respondents (n=86). 
Percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth.

86 people felt their housing situation was 
unstable, that they could easily lose their 
housing, or were unsure whether their housing 
was stable.

The majority of respondents who identified as 
housing-unstable were born in Canada (99%), 
identified as Indigenous (91%), and had resided 
in Lac la Biche area for more than a year (46%).

21% of respondents who were housing-unstable 
(n=85) were employed.

Lac La Biche was one of several communities 
where 100% of both male and female respondents 
were born in Canada. It ranked highest amongst 
the communities for women (91.5%) and 
highly for men (89.7%) for proportion of survey 
respondents who identified as Indigenous (First 
Nations or Métis). 

Regarding reasons for housing instability, Lac 
La Biche ranked highest for men who reported 
inadequate housing as at least one reason for 
their housing instability (56.4%). The community 
ranked highly for men (53.9%) and women 
(48.9%) reporting that being unable to pay their 
rent or mortgage was a reason for their housing 
instability. As well, it also ranked highly for men 
reporting Low Income as at least one reason for 
their housing instability (69.2%).

Regarding living situations, Lac La Biche ranked 
highly for men who had always lived in the 
community (53.9%) and men who reported 
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staying at someone else’s place in the week prior 
to the survey (43.6%).

Regarding support services needed by housing-
unstable individuals, Lac La Biche ranked highly 
for men visiting service agencies looking for Basic 
Needs (food, shelter, medical, shower, laundry) 
support (82.1%), and for women visiting agencies 
for Financial reasons (66.0%). 

Finally, Lac La Biche ranked highly amongst 
the communities for men reporting that 
they had no sources of income (43.6%). 
 
LACOMBE
Out of 36 survey respondents, 26 felt that their 
housing situation was unstable, that they could 
easily lose their housing, or were unsure whether 
their housing was stable. 

The most common support services needed by 
all survey respondents (both stably and unstably 
housed) were “Health & Wellness Support”, 
“Financial Support”, and “Basic Needs (food, 
shelter, medical, shower, laundry)”.

The following findings in this section are based 
only on housing- unstable respondents (n=26). 
Percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
Note: the N for men in this sample was less than 
10 (n=7).

26 people felt their housing situation was 
unstable, that they could easily lose their 
housing, or were unsure whether their housing 
was stable.

The majority of respondents who identified as 
housing-unstable were born in Canada (100%), 
identified as Caucasian (75%), and had resided 
in Lacombe for more than a year (50%).

73% of housing-unstable respondents identified 
as women.

Lacombe was one of several communities where 
100% of both male and female respondents were 
born in Canada. 

Lacombe ranked highest amongst the 20 
communities for men (85.7%) and highly for 
women (73.7%) who were visiting service 
agencies to get support for Financial reasons; 
as well, it ranked highest for women (79.0%) 
and highly for men (71.4%) who were looking 
for support with Health and Wellness. Lastly, it 

ranked highest for men looking for support due 
to transportation needs (71.4% of men). 

Lacombe also ranked highest amongst the 
communities for both men (85.7%) and women 
(68.4%) who reported non-senior related 
benefits as at least one source of income. Finally, 
Lacombe ranked highest for women reporting 
that the Child Tax credit was at least one source 
of income (52.6%).

OKOTOKS 

Out of 124 survey respondents, 72 felt that their 
housing situation was unstable, that they could 
easily lose their housing, or were unsure whether 
their housing was stable. 

The most common support services needed by 
all survey respondents (both stably and unstably 
housed) were “Basic Needs (food, shelter, 
medical, shower, laundry)”, “Support Services 
(accessing government programs, accessing 
technology)”, and “Financial Support”.

The following findings in this section are based 
only on housing-unstable respondents (n=72). 
Percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth.

72 people felt their housing situation was 
unstable, that they could easily lose their 
housing, or were unsure whether their housing 
was stable.

The majority of respondents who identified as 
housing-unstable were born in Canada (75%), 
identified as Caucasian (87%), and had resided 
in Okotoks area for more than a year (74%).

38% of respondents who were housing-unstable 
(n=72) were employed.

Okotoks ranked highly amongst the 20 
communities for women who had been in the 
community for two or more years (70.6%). Okotoks 
also ranked highly amongst the 20 communities 
for both men (15.0%, highest) and women (7.8%) 
who were not born in the community and came 
to Canada as an immigrant or refugee. 

Okotoks ranked highly for women who were 
employed in the health sector (5.9%), as well 
as women who reported Alimony/Child Support 
as at least one source of income (15.7%). 
Finally, Okotoks ranked highest amongst the 
20 communities for men who were housing-
unstable and reported senior-related benefits 
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as at least one source of income, particularly 
Canada Pension Plan (20.0% of men).

PEACE RIVER
Out of 45 survey respondents, 39 felt that their 
housing situation was unstable, that they could 
easily lose their housing, or were unsure whether 
their housing was stable. 

The most common support services needed by 
all survey respondents were “Basic Needs (food, 
shelter, medical, shower, laundry)”, “Health & 
Wellness Support”, and “Financial Support”.

The following findings in this section are based 
only on housing-unstable respondents (n=39). 
Percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth.

Out of 45 survey respondents, 39 felt that their 
housing situation was unstable, that they could 
easily lose their housing, or were unsure whether 
their housing was stable.

Half of respondents experiencing unstable 
housing have always lived in Peace River.

97% of all unstably housed respondents were 
born in Canada (n=38).

Peace River ranked highly amongst the 20 
participating communities for both men (57.1%) 
and women (38.9%) reporting that they had 
always lived in the community. For women 
particularly, 100% of female respondents were 
born in Canada, the highest for this statistic 
amongst the communities. 

Regarding reasons for housing instability, 
Peace River ranked highly in the following 
areas: men who reported Mental Health as at 
least one reason for their housing instability 
(52.4%) and women who reported an Illness or 
Medical Condition as a reason for their housing 
instability (27.8%). Peace River also ranked highly 
for both men (19.1%) and women (16.7%, highest) 
for respondents reporting that they had used 
“Sidewalks, Squares, Parks, or Makeshift Shelter” 
to stay in during the week prior to taking the 
survey. Peace River was also highest amongst 
the communities for women reporting alimony/
child support as at least one source of income 
(16.7%).

In regards to support services needed, Peace 
River ranked highly for both men (85.7%) and 
women (88.9%) who reported visiting a service 

agency looking for support with basic needs (ie. 
food, shelter, medical, shower, laundry). Men also 
frequently were looking for support with Family/
Parenting (19.1%) and women for support with 
Health/Wellness (61.1%). Finally, Peace River 
ranked highest amongst the 20 communities 
for proportion of female respondents who were 
visiting a service agency for support due to 
domestic violence (27.8%).

PONOKA
Out of 15 survey respondents, 14 felt that their 
housing situation was unstable, that they could 
easily lose their housing, or were unsure whether 
their housing was stable. 

The most common support services needed by 
all survey respondents (both stably and unstably 
housed) were “Health & Wellness Support”, 
“Basic Needs (food, shelter, medical, shower, 
laundry) Support”, and “Transportation Support”.

The following findings in this section are based 
only on housing-unstable respondents (n=14). 
Percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
(Note: as there were only 2 female respondents 
to the survey, certain data have not been 
included here that may have been identifying). 

Out of 15 survey respondents, 14 felt that their 
housing situation was unstable, that they could 
easily lose their housing, or were unsure whether 
their housing was stable.

21% of respondents who were housing-unstable 
(n=14) were employed.

Ponoka ranked the highest amongst the 20 
communities for both men reporting that Low 
Income was at least one reason for their housing 
instability (83.3%), and men reporting that 
Addiction/Substance Use as at least one reason 
for their housing instability (58.3%).

The community also ranked the highest for men 
reporting that they were visiting service agencies 
for assistance with Health and Wellness (91.7%); 
it also ranked highly for men looking for help 
with Transportation (50.0%) and Legal Services 
(33.3%). As well, Ponoka ranked highly for men 
reporting that non-senior related benefits were 
at least one source of income (50.0%). 

Both female respondents reported Low Income 
as at least one reason for their housing instability, 
and both reported that at least one reason they 
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were visiting service agencies was for support 
with Basic Needs (food, shelter, medical, shower, 
laundry). 

STRATHMORE
Out of 49 survey respondents, 25 felt that their 
housing situation was unstable, that they could 
easily lose their housing, or were unsure whether 
their housing was stable. 

The most common support services needed by 
most survey respondents were “Basic Needs 
(food, shelter, medical, shower, laundry)”, 
“Financial Support”, and “Support Services 
(accessing government programs, accessing 
technology, etc.)”.

The following findings in this section are based 
only on housing-unstable respondents (n=25). 
Percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth.

Out of 49 survey respondents, 25 felt that their 
housing situation was unstable, that they could 
easily lose their housing, or were unsure whether 
their housing was stable;

Six (24%) respondents experiencing unstable 
housing have always lived in Strathmore; 

26% of unstably-housed respondents (n=23) 
were employed;

Strathmore ranked highly amongst the 20 
communities in the following areas: women who 
reported Abuse as at least one reason for their 
housing instability (36.4%); men who reported 
using Sidewalks, Squares, Parks, or Makeshift 
Shelter to stay in the week prior to the survey 
(15.4%); women who have been in the community 
for less than two years (36.4%); and women who 
reported having no sources of income (27.3%). 

Finally, Strathmore ranked highest amongst the 
20 communities for women who reported Social 
Enterprise as at least one source of income 
(27.3%).

TRI-REGION
Out of 264 survey respondents, 242 felt that 
their housing situation was unstable, that they 
could easily lose their housing, or were unsure 
whether their housing was stable. 

The most common support services needed by 

all survey respondents (both stably and unstably 
housed) were “Basic Needs (food, shelter, 
medical, shower, laundry)”, “Financial Support”, 
and “Health & Wellness Support”.

The following findings in this section are 
based only on housing-unstable respondents.  
Percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. 

142 people felt their housing situation was 
unstable, that they could easily lose their 
housing, or were unsure whether their housing 
was stable.

The majority of respondents who identified as 
housing-unstable were born in Canada (92%), 
identified as Caucasian (69%), and had resided 
in the Tri-Region area for more than a year (76%).

29% of respondents who were housing-unstable 
(n=137)) were employed.

The Tri-Region, amongst the 20 participating 
communities, had the highest percentages of 
men (76.6%) and women (73.0%) who were not 
born in the community but have been here for 
two or more years. 

The Tri-Region ranked highly for men with unstable 
housing who were working full-time (17.0%). It 
also had the highest percentage amongst the 
20 communities of housing-unstable men who 
reported serving in the Canadian Military at 
some point (14.9%). The Tri-Region also ranked 
highly for men who reported illness or a medical 
condition as at least one reason for their housing 
instability (27.0% of men), and for men who 
reported senior-related benefits as at least one 
of their sources of income (17.0% of men). 

For women, the Tri-Region ranked highly for 
women who reported alimony/child support 
as at least one source of income (16.5% 
of women). Finally, the Tri-Region ranked 
highly among the 20 communities for both 
women (8.2%) and men (4.3%) who felt their 
housing was unstable and who were currently 
employed in the Retail/Personal Services sector. 
 
WETASKIWIN
Out of 26 survey respondents, 13 felt that their 
housing situation was unstable, that they could 
easily lose their housing, or were unsure whether 
their housing was stable. 

The most common support services needed by 
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all survey respondents (both stably and unstably 
housed) were “Basic Needs (food, shelter, 
medical, shower, laundry)”, “Financial Support”, 
and “Family/Parenting Support”.

All findings in this section are based only 
on housing-unstable respondents (n=13). 
Percentages are rounded to the nearest tenth. It 
is important to note that the N for both men and 
women is less than 10. 

Out of 26 survey respondents, 13 felt that their 
housing situation was unstable, that they could 
easily lose their housing, or were unsure whether 
their housing was stable.

Five respondents (38%) experiencing unstable 
housing have always lived in Wetaskiwin.

Respondents listed ‘Conflict’ as the top primary 
reason as to why they felt their housing was 
unstable, with nearly one-quarter of survey 
respondents listing this as the primary reason.

Wetaskiwin was one of several communities 
where 100% of both male and female 
respondents were born in Canada. As well, 100% 
of male respondents were Indigenous (First 
Nations), the highest amongst the communities. 
The community also ranked highly for women 
identifying as Indigenous (71.4%) and women 
reporting that they had always lived in the 
community (42.9%).

Regarding reasons for housing instability, 
Wetaskiwin ranked highest for women reporting 
the following as at least one reason they 
felt their housing was unstable: Addiction/
Substance Abuse (71.4%) and Inadequate 
Housing (71.4%). It also ranked highly for women 
reporting Conflict (57.1%) as at least one reason 
for housing instability, as well as Transportation 
(42.9%). Wetaskiwin also ranked highly for men 
reporting the following as at least one reason for 
their housing instability: Addiction/Substance 
Abuse, Mental Health, and Inadequate Housing 
(50.0% each). 

Wetaskiwin ranked highly for both women 
(85.7%, highest) and men (50.0%) reporting that 
they had stayed at someone else’s place the 
week prior to the survey.  The community also 
ranked highest amongst the communities for 
men reporting that they had stayed in Sidewalks, 
Squares, Parks, or Makeshift Shelter in the week 
prior to the survey (50.0%).

Finally, Wetaskiwin ranked highest for women 
visiting service agencies seeking support with 
Family/Parenting (71.4%), and also ranked highly 
for women seeking assistance with Support 
Services (such as help navigating government 
programs or accessing technology; 57.1%), and 
women seeking assistance due to transportation 
needs (42.9%).
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