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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 

“The evil of poverty is not so much that it makes a man suffer as it rots 
him physically and spiritually” – George Orwell in “Down and Out in Paris 

and London” (1933) 

 
 
Poverty is complex; it is a lack of. It is an issue that has broad and significant effects on a 

community. To live in poverty is to live deprived, to some degree, of basic capabilities, social 
experiences, spiritual wellness, voice, and most often thought of, income. Poverty needs to have 

a measure in order to deploy resources to combat it, yet it is more than quantifiable numbers as 

it encompasses lived experiences where each individual’s relationship to poverty differs. 

 

In Chilliwack, certain demographics experience poverty at a rate much higher than others. These 

at-risk populations must be considered when mobilizing resources. In Chilliwack, 1 in 5 children 
live in poverty, and indigenous children are 40 percent more likely than all other children to be 
poor (StatsCan 11-10-0015-01) (Macdonald & Wilson, 2016). Half of children living in single-

parent families live in poverty (“2017 BC Child,” 2017). Among single senior women, 33.5 percent 
are poor (Ivanova, Daub, & Cohen, 2017) and the percentage of seniors and seniors’ poverty are 

both increasing. 

 

Affordability challenges like housing, groceries, childcare, and transportation worsen the 

situation for those who have trouble making ends meet, often as a result of systemic factors like 

inadequate income assistance payments, discrimination, and the high cost of living. Child care 

has been a major contributor to poverty for families with children. For lone parents, finding 

affordable child care is one of the most common challenges that contributes to poverty (“2017 

BC Child,” 2017). B.C. has historically had the second highest child care costs in Canada (“BC 

Poverty Reduction”). Chilliwack has witnessed housing rent costs increase nearly twice the rate 

of inflation in recent years. Accordingly, some of the biggest housing concerns are not enough 

housing for seniors in need of care; the lack of protections for renters; and the lack of subsidized 

housing. Last year, the rate of homelessness in Chilliwack was observed to grow over 200 percent 
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(“Out in the Cold,” 2017). Among responses to the Chilliwack Service Providers survey, the cost 
of housing was one of the most commonly reported as a concern.  

 

Other big concerns include the required “living wage” for Chilliwack, set at $17.40/hour if two 
parents with two children work 35 hours a week, 52 weeks a year (Richards, Cohen, Klein, & 

Littman, 2008). This is substantially higher than minimum wage, and even the $15/hour or less 

that a quarter of all paid employees across British Columbia make. The cost of housing has largely 
contributed to annual increases to the living wage. At this point, the cost of inaction greatly 

exceeds the cost of poverty reduction (Ivanova, 2011). 

 

From the research, it is clear that poverty in Chilliwack is a multidimensional experience. Because 

of that, practices of eliminating poverty should be informed of the wide variety of contributing 

factors. This report compiles and reviews the expansive literature on poverty as well as the 
factors contributing to poverty with a focus on its relationship with poverty in Chilliwack. Looking 

at secondary sources, as this research for the most part does, provides insight into local 

conditions surrounding poverty and can ultimately help to guide conversations and strategies 

looking to combat poverty and its social results. This report also attempts to provide a wide-angle 
view of the varying degrees and aspects of poverty in the city. It is intended to give service 

providers and researchers a better understanding of poverty overall and in relation to the City of 

Chilliwack. 
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DEMOGRAPHICS 
 
 
Chilliwack has been the fastest growing city in the Fraser Valley, growing 7.5 percent between 

2011 and 2016 (“Fraser Valley”). Over the same time-span, the Chilliwack census agglomeration 

grew from a population of 93,882 in 2011 to 101,512 in 2016 — an 8.1 percent increase. Over 
the same time span, Chilliwack proper grew 7.5 percent, from 77,936 to 83,788. 

 

As is the case across the province and the country as a whole, Chilliwack’s population age, on 
average, is increasing. The median age of the population increased from 41.2 to 43.2 between 

2011 and 2016 (Statistics Canada, 2017). The population over age 65 increased from 16,140 in 

2011 to 20,470 in 2016 — a 26.8 percent increase. The number of seniors in Chilliwack is 
projected to increase from 19 percent of the population in 2018 to 24.4 percent of the total 

population by 2041 (BCStats 2018).  

 

Though the population age is increasing, Chilliwack and the Fraser Valley still maintain a high 

percentage of children under age 18.  The population of males to females is very close to even 

with females representing 50.6 percent of the population. 

 

Poverty rates across B.C. vary by age group, with child poverty typically slightly higher than the 
rate for adults while seniors’ poverty rates tend to be lower. However, seniors’ poverty, using 

certain indexes, has climbed in recent years, with single senior women seeing a particularly high 
rate of poverty. Poverty rates are also disproportionately high for marginalized groups including 

Indigenous people, people with disabilities and mental illness, recent immigrants and refugees, 

single mothers, single senior women, and queer and transgender people (Klein, Ivanova, & 
Leyland).  

 

In the past sixteen years (2000-2015), half of children from lone-parent families in B.C. have lived 
in poverty (“2017 BC Child,” 2017). With 4,320 lone-parent led families, and 84 percent of those 

female led, in Chilliwack, this is an important group to consider. This suggests that certain age 

and family characteristics strongly correlate with experiences and rates of poverty.  
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DEFINING POVERTY 
 

 
British Columbia is currently working on its first ever poverty reduction strategy. For many years 

it had been the only province without one. Though there’s been some delay, this commitment 
could significantly reduce all levels of poverty in the province. 

 

In August 2018, the federal government announced a national poverty reduction strategy (CBC, 

2018). Their pledge is to cut Canada’s 2015 level of poverty in half by 2030, using the Market 

Basket Measure (MBM, defined in more detail shortly) in order to more accurately reflect 

differences in regional costs of living. 

 

The plan has been pointed out for several shortcomings, and it announced no new funding or 
programs to achieve this commitment (Cameron, 2018; Robson, 2018). Both the Citizens for 

Public Justice (CPJ) and Campaign 2000, for instance, responded to the announcement saying it 

is a welcomed step in the right direction, but still falls short of what their organizations had 
pushed for (DelVillano, 2018; Campaign 2000, 2018).  

 

What the national strategy does do is finally set an official measure of poverty — something 
Canada has been sorely in need of. It seems that the most frequently talked about issue in terms 

of Canadian poverty has been the lack of a universal definition, and the difficulty in affecting 

something that doesn’t have an official measure. 

 

There have been a number of problems associated with the lack of a universal definition of 
poverty. For one, without a holistic definition, research is restricted to material aspects of 

poverty; responses to poverty must fit into whichever paradigm of evaluating poverty is used 

(Yembilah, 2018). This has often put the emphasis on a lack of income rather than the ability to 
attain basic capabilities. That alone may worsen issues by creating arbitrary lines which can both 

create stigma and exclude many who are marginalized but not represented by the standard 

income-based measure of poverty. (Canadian Poverty Reduction Strategy, 2017) 
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Another limitation is that some of these measures only look at annual income and do not account 

for the range of lived experiences throughout the year. These may include unexpected and 

emergency expenses. It can be difficult for low-income families to build buffers against 
unexpected expenses — even worse for those on social assistance, who aren’t allowed anything 

beyond minimal assets. Annual income may remain steady, but unexpected expenses typically 

lead to accumulated debt (Klein, Ivanova, & Leyland, 2017). In British Columbia, a single person 
on basic income assistance is allowed cash assets up to a maximum of $2,000. Couple, and One 

or Two Parent families may save up to $4,000; both may only have one vehicle up to $10,000. 

Persons on disability benefits are allowed to save much more, however, an asset limit of $100,000 
(Ministry of Social Development). These relatively small cash asset maximums make it challenging 

to confront unexpected and emergency expenses.  

 

There has been a failure to include non-material aspects of poverty, which risks frustrating 

progress on eliminating poverty because of lack of understanding of the root causes (Canadian 

Poverty Reduction Strategy, 2017).  A number of organizations have pushed for poverty to be 

reconceptualized as a multi-dimensional “well-being failure” that goes beyond material 
conditions (Forster et al, 2013). Even the Canadian government’s discussion paper, “Towards a 

Poverty Reduction Strategy,” acknowledges poverty’s “complex” and “multidimensional” nature.  

 

In terms of income, an important distinction is that a lack of income is not the measure of poverty, 

but it strongly contributes to the experience of it.  Typically, various measures of income are used 

to gauge regions against one another to establish a comparison. Although they may reflect 

aspects of poverty, these are measure of income and not poverty holistically.  
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MEASURES 
 

Three indicators of low income have most commonly been used: 

 

The Low Income Cut-Offs (LICO) are thresholds that place families below them if those families 

spend a larger portion of their income on the necessities of food, shelter and clothing than the 
average family. The base was last updated in 1992, when the average Canadian family was 

determined to spend 43 percent of its after-tax income on shelter, food and clothing. A family 

that spends 20 percentage points more than the average family (63 percent of their income) on 
these necessities is considered to be “significantly worse off” than the average family. Statistics 

Canada often uses this measure to gauge trends because this data dates back to 1976. LICOs are 

adjusted for family size and community size to help capture differences in costs of living (Social 
Development Canada). As the LICO hasn’t been rebased since 1992, it has been called an 
“increasingly unreliable” metric. With the cost of most necessities, especially housing, increasing 

faster than the general consumer price index, the LICO doesn’t accurately reflect Canadian 
families’ experiences. LICO has been the most commonly used indicator in the past (Klein, 
Ivanova, & Leyland p.11). 

 

The Low Income Measure (LIM) defines low income as being below 50 percent of median 
household incomes, adjusted for family size. Many countries use this measure and it is often used 

because of the ease with which various regions and countries can be compared. LIM data in 
Canada has also been available since 1976. An issue with LIM, beyond emphasizing income 

measures, like the LICO, is that it uses the same threshold for all of Canada and doesn’t reflect 

community nuances. One example of this is the fact that most of British Columbia has a higher 
cost of housing than most of the rest of the country (Klein, Ivanova, & Leyland). 

 

Market Basket Measure (MBM) defines low income by a family’s ability to pay for a specific set 
of goods and services that represent a basic standard of living. MBMs are available in 49 

communities across Canada to help gauge different costs of living. Because of this, the MBM does 
a better job of capturing differences in local costs of living. The MBM was created to provide a 
measure that more accurately reflects regional differences in the costs of living than are reflected 

in the LICOs and LIM (Hatfield, Gustajtis, & Pyper, 2010). The MBM includes the costs of food, 
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clothing, footwear, transportation, shelter, and other expenses for a reference family of two 
adults aged 25 to 49 and two children (aged nine and 13) (Dictionary, Census). A family is 

considered to have low income if it cannot afford the basket. In British Columbia, for a family of 

two adults and two children, living in medium population centres with a population between 
30,000 and 99,999 persons, the MBM in 2015 was 35,044. MBI has been used since 2002 (“Social 

Development Canada”). Using the MBM, there are approximately 557,000 people, 99,000 

children, in B.C. living below the poverty line (“Provide Your Stories”). 

 

Each measure brings a slightly different reading of poverty levels. In 2014, the poverty rate in B.C. 

using LICO after-tax was 9.6 percent. Using the LIM after-tax (AT) threshold, it was 13.4 per cent, 
and 13.2 percent using MBM (Klein, Ivanova, & Leyland p. 14). 

 

Looking at various family types across B.C. and the prevalence of poverty within them, children 
in female single-parent families experience poverty at a rate of 47 percent based on the LIM-AT 

and 49 percent based on MBM; senior women living alone experience poverty at a rate of 33.8 

percent based on the LIM-AT and 15.6 based on the MBM; women 18–64 living alone experience 

poverty at a rate of 27.3 percent based on LIM-AT and 38.4 based on MBM. 

 

Taking a different approach, a recent Angus Reid Institute report sought to define and quantify 

poverty beyond income in terms of day-to-day economic struggles of Canadians, as well as self-
perceptions and “financial anxieties of Canadians across the spectrum of personal experiences” 

(“What Does Poverty Look Like in Canada?”, 2018). Even though 13.9 percent, about 1 in 7, 

Canadians live under the LIM-AT line (14.8 percent of Chilliwack residents) (StatsCan Table  11-

10-0015-01), almost one-in-three Canadians (31 percent) feel “very stressed about money” 
either “often” or “all the time.” (“What Does Poverty Look Like in Canada?”, 2018). This 

demonstrates the varying degrees of poverty, and people’s unique experiences of it.  

 

While many, if not most reports gauge poverty rates in B.C. and Canada by income with the LIM, 

there’s a growing push to look at poverty holistically. The Canadian Poverty Institute, for 

example, views poverty from material, social, and spiritual dimensions, and as a social injustice 
concept, not just a deprivation concept (Canadian Poverty Reduction Strategy, 2017). They define 
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economic poverty as a lack of sufficient material and financial resources to thrive; social poverty 
as the lack of formal and informal supports to connect in times of crisis or change; and spiritual 

poverty as the lack of meaning or connection to a spiritual tradition in one’s life to sustain them 

(Canadian Poverty Reduction Strategy, 2017). 

 

Even though the federal government officially announced the MBM as Canada’s poverty 

measure, this report looks at multiple studies and reports that use the LIM and LICO measures of 
income. This report will also examine measures beyond income, as the MBM attempts to do. 

Various organizations have pushed for different measures. The Canadian Centre for Policy 

Alternatives advocates for using the MBM; First Call, in their BC Child Poverty Report Card (2017), 
use the LIM. Campaign 2000 recommends the LIM After Tax be used as Canada’s official measure 

for the Canadian Poverty Reduction Strategy. If we were to use a definition that resembles the 

OECD’s, the Canadian Poverty Institute, or UNICEF’s, we would find very little return on inquiry, 
most available data for Chilliwack comes from the same sources that emphasis an income-based 

measure of poverty.  

 

The cause and effect relationship of poverty is far more multidimensional than income-based 
measures can show. What’s needed is a deeper understanding of the lived experience of those 

living in poverty. It’s possible to get stalled by debates over statistics and definitions, but it is 

important to carry forward knowing that many factors contribute to poverty.  

 

INCOME 
 
 

Income levels reflect aspects of opportunity within a local economy, but do not predict levels of 

poverty. It’s true that income is a significant determinant of well-being, and it is a useful tool to 

measure relative well-being. However, looking exclusively at income will not provide an accurate 

measurement of poverty because it leaves out external and social supports that vary among 

different families. These include child care, education, medical costs, and friend/family support. 

Income also doesn't factor in the regional cost of living, and how that can be affected by the cost 

of food, shelter, and transportation in a particular region (Notten & Mendelson, 2016). Because 
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of this, it’s important to consider income in context of the various low income measures, as well 
as material deprivation measures, which more accurately portray poverty levels. 

 

The median income is the midpoint in income distribution, which means half the population has 
an income above it, and half below. The median total income of Chilliwack residence in 2015 was 

$31,679; the average income was 40,998. Chilliwack’s unemployment rate in 2016 was 6.1 

percent, virtually the same as the province’s overall of six percent. Chilliwack’s rate was 8.2 in 
2015 while B.C.’s was 5.8 percent. Chilliwack’s rate was not recorded for 2017 because of 

“confidentiality requirements” (StatsCan Table 14-10-0102-01) (StatsCan 14-10-0020-01). 

 

LIVING WAGE 
 
A living wage represents what income a family needs to bring home based on the actual costs of 

living in a community (Ivanova, Klein, & Raithby, 2018). This is calculated as the hourly rate 

needed for a household to meet basic needs, once government transfers have been added to the 
family’s income, and deductions subtracted.   

 

The Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives (CCPA) calculated a living wage for families of two 
parents, both working full time, with two young children. In 2018, it was set at $17.40/hour for 

each parent, working 35 hours a week, 52 weeks a year. This Living Wage figure based on a “bare 
bones budget” without any extras, and determines how much is needed to avoid severe financial 
stress, ensure healthy childhood development, and participate in the social, civic and cultural 

activities of their neighbourhood (Richards, Cohen, Klein, & Littman, 2008). 

 

General minimum wage is still far below meeting the needs of a family of four. In September 

2017, minimum wage was increased to $11.35/hour and it was raised again in June 2018 to 
$12.65/hour. Minimum wage will increase every year until 2021, when it will reach $15.20/hour. 

Relatively few British Columbians earn exactly minimum wage. However, a large group, nearly 

half a million (a quarter of all paid employees) work for $15/hour or less. And most (58 percent) 
are supporting a household while working a fulltime job (Klein, Ivanova, & Leyland, p 32).  
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The provincial government recently introduced two policy changes that affect the Fraser Valley 
Living Wage. They are a 50 percent reduction to MSP premiums and the Child Care Fee Reduction 

Initiative. The Child Care Fee Reduction will affect parents with children between three and five 

years old, if they have a child care provider who opts into the program. A $100 reduction per 
month for six months was calculated in to reflect the changes. If a family does not benefit from 

the Child Care Fee Reduction, the living wage is set at $17.64. According to Living Wage Fraser 

Valley, in 2017 the highest monthly expense for Fraser Valley families was child care; because of 
the fee reduction, child care expenses decreased eight percent from 2017 (2018 Living Wage, 

2018). 

 

Overall, the living wage increased $1.50 because of the high cost of rental housing. According  to  

CMHC,  median  rent  for  a  3+ bedroom  unit  in  the  Fraser  Valley  increased  42 percent from 

2017 — a $563 increase in Chilliwack  alone (2018 Living Wage, 2018). 

 

The 2018 Living wage update noted: “The core take-away from this year’s calculation is that  

rising  housing  costs  are  swamping  affordability improvements  in  other  areas.  Although  the  

50  per  cent  cut  to  MSP  premiums  and  the  initial  Child  Care  Fee  Reduction  lower  the  cost  
of  living  for  the  living  wage  family,  these  gains  are  more  than  offset  by  sharp  increases  

in  rental  cost” (Ivanova, Klein, & Raithby, 2018). 

 

From responses to the Chilliwack Service Provider’s Local Data Collection on the Root Causes of 

Poverty (CHC, 2018), the most common self-reported causes for having trouble making ends 

meet are not making enough money from current income sources and being unable to afford the 

cost of housing. This leads to other affordability challenges including being unable to afford 
groceries, healthy foods, and monthly bills. Families who work for low wages tend to face very 

difficult choices — “buy clothing or heat the house, purchase groceries or pay the rent.” It might 

also mean working long hours, multiple jobs, and spend little time with their family (Ivanova, 
Klein, & Raithby, 2018). 

 

 



Poverty & Chilliwack  11 

SOCIAL ASSISTANCE 
 
In B.C., social assistance benefits are administered by the Ministry of Social Development and 

Social Innovation. Basic income assistance (also called temporary assistance) is available for 

persons “expected to work” or considered “persons with persistent multiple barriers” to 
employment. Both are considered as being on temporary assistance. Disability assistance is 

available for persons with a disability who require long-term assistance.  

 

Income Assistance consists of a support allowance and a shelter allowance. The former is 

intended to cover costs of food, clothing, personal, and household items for the family while the 

latter is intended to go towards shelter costs. Disability Assistance is provided to people with a 

disability that may require additional and/or long-term supports. This includes a higher assistance 
rate, supplementary assistance, and specialized employment supports. Those who aren’t eligible 

for either the income or disability assistance programs may be able to receive support through 

Hardship Assistance, which is provided on a temporary basis for one month at a time. This is 
typically for those awaiting other income or benefits, or completing other assistance 

requirements (“British Columbia”). 

 

In Chilliwack, 4.5 percent of the population receives social assistance (Statistics Canada, 2017). In 

2015 (last year of available data) 7.4 percent of the Chilliwack population received Employment 

Insurance (EI), 14 percent received Child Benefits, and 44.1 percent received other government 

transfers. Among those with children ages 0–17, 93.9 percent of families receive Child Benefits.  

 

In, September 2017, the province increased income and disability assistance rates by $100 a 

month. Welfare rates had previously been frozen for many years with basic welfare for a single 
person remaining at $610 a month since 2007. Even with the current rate for an employable 

single at $710, $375 of that is the maximum amount designated for rent. Based on rental costs 

in Chilliwack, that barely covers a bachelor studio and only leaves $335 to spend on other needs. 
West Coast Leaf called the increase “far from adequate to ensure economic security” after 10 

years of stagnant rates (2017 CEDAW Report, 2017).  
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Even with increases to income assistance, past years of inadequate assistance have likely allowed 
families to drop below a threshold of easily being able to climb from beneath the poverty 

line.  Provincial social assistance rates themselves keep people thousands of dollars below the 

poverty line. Despite the increase, welfare rates still have not been pegged to inflation. Several 
responses to the Chilliwack Service Providers Survey (CHC, 2018) mentioned frequent concern 

over running out of money before income assistance payments are made, and concern that the 

current rates do not cover all needs. 

 

The “Sharing Our Realities” report (2017), based on one survey that went to people on disability 

assistance and one that went to Income Assistance Workers, found that the central theme in 
responses was that the current system of social assistance devalues people. Many felt their 

concerns were being ignored. Respondents reported that they experienced frustration with 

inadequate assistance, impersonal phone systems, and a dependence on the internet. Some 
cited challenging applications; income and disability assistance rates keeping them in poverty; 

shelter rates not covering actual shelter costs; and at the time, the recently eliminated annual 

bus pass, which was restored by the BC government in December 2017 (McCain & Chu).  

 

A key theme in the “Income Assistance Workers” portion of the survey was that many were aware 

of issues but didn’t feel they could do much about it. Though concerns and stress were caused 

by fear of not being able to afford food, transportation, and shelter, these most often manifested 
as a sense of being ignored, unvalued, and being seen as lesser citizens (McCain & Chu, 2017). 

 

The Medical Service Plan (MSP), a regressive premium tax, has been a burden for many low-

income families because it’s rates are not tied to income. However, recent changes to the plan 
may help low income families. MSP premiums were cut in half on Jan. 1, 2018 and will be 

eliminated altogether on Jan. 1, 2020 (McElroy, 2018). In 2017, the B.C. Utilities Commission 

approved a Customer Crisis Fund Pilot which will provide up to a maximum of $600 per year to 
BC Hydro customers who are facing a financial crisis (James, 2017; “Customer Crisis Fund”, n.d.). 
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TRANSPORTATION 
 

 

Transportation is crucial for getting to and from work, buying goods, and generally maintaining a 
certain quality of life. Those who have restricted access are at a greater risk of living in poverty. 

The most common modes of commuting to and from work in Chilliwack is by private vehicle. In 

Chilliwack, nine out of 10 commuters travel by car or truck to work, with 84.1 percent commuting 
as a driver of a car or truck and 6.6 percent commuting as a passenger (Stats Canada, 2017).  

 

Among the other forms of transportation, 4.6 percent walks, 1.7 percent takes public transit, 1.4 
percent bicycles, and 1.6 percent takes another form of transportation. 36.5 percent of 

commuters have a commute time of less than 15 minutes. 31.5 commute in 15-29 minutes; 16.1 

percent commute in 30-44 mutes; 5.4 percent commute in 45-59 minutes; and 10.5 percent have 
a commute time over 60 minutes. Chilliwack lends itself towards being a personal vehicle-

oriented city. A commonly reported affordability concern among respondents to the Chilliwack 

Service Providers survey was the cost of fuel and car maintenance (Stats Canada, 2017).  

 

 

HOUSING 
 
 
Although Chilliwack has a high homeownership rate, higher than the rates across British 
Columbia and Canada, which are high onto themselves, the last several years of increasing 

housing costs have put these rates at risk. Canada as a whole has benefited from low interest 
rates, an aging demographic, and a common belief in the value of homeownership (Carlson, 
2015). According to the 2011 National Housing Survey, Chilliwack’s homeownership was 74.7 

percent, which is higher than the British Columbia homeownership rate of 70 percent. An 
important indicator of household security is if a household spends more than 30 percent of its 
income on shelter costs.  
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A household is considered to be in “core housing need” if does not meet the adequacy, suitability, 
or affordability standards, and would have to spend 30 percent or more of its before-tax income 

to pay the median rent of alternative local market housing to meet all three standards. In 

Chilliwack, over one in five households (22.6 percent) spends more than 30 percent of its income 
on shelter costs (Statistics Canada, 2017).  

 

Households that tend to experience higher rates of poverty see a greater incidence of core 
housing need. Single-parent families (36 percent), single senior women (29 percent) and single 

senior men (25 percent) have the highest rates of core housing. Indigenous households (23 

percent) and recent immigrants (30 percent) are much more likely to be in core housing needs, 
than non-Indigenous households (15 percent) and non-immigrants (14 percent). This means that 

over half of lone senior or single-parent rental households are in core housing need; 40 percent 

and 35 percent of Indigenous and immigrant renters respectively experience the same (Klein, 
Ivanova, & Leyland p25). Statistics Canada’s 2011 National Household Survey showed B.C. with 

the highest core housing need out of all provinces (Ivanova, 2017). 

 

In 10 years, from 2007 to 2017, the rate of inflation according to the Consumer Price Index (CPI) 
was 16.5 percent. In that same period, a single bedroom apartment or townhouse rose 27.8 

percent based on the median cost. Exceptionally low vacancy rates in Chilliwack’s primary rental 

market further increase costs for the few units that are available. The total vacancy rate is 1.4 
percent, with 1.8 percent for a one bedroom, 1.3 present for two bedroom, and 0 percent for 3 

bedroom, according to the Canadian Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC). Total 

availability rate in Chilliwack is 2.3 percent. The rental rate in Chilliwack is 24.6 percent (CMHC 

Rental Market Survey). These rates also do not necessarily indicate the median cost of housing 
that is available. Available units typically cost much more and may remain vacant longer because 

of their high cost. 
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RENTAL COSTS in CHILLIWACK 
 

OCTOBER 2017 Apartment/Townhouse Average Rental Price 

 Bachelor $581 

 1 Bedroom $730 

 2 Bedroom $936 

 3+ Bedroom $1155 

2016 Apartment/Townhouse Average Rental Price 

 Bachelor $579 

 1 Bedroom $732 

 2 Bedroom $935 

 3+ Bedroom $1155 

2015 Apartment/Townhouse Average Rental Price 

 Bachelor $538 

 1 Bedroom $645 

 2 Bedroom $799 

 3+ Bedroom $946 

2007 Apartment/Townhouse Average Rental Price 

 Bachelor $467 

 1 Bedroom $571 

 2 Bedroom $708 

 3+ Bedroom $852 

          All figures from CMHC 

 

The Rental Housing Index is a new data project that compares rental housing statistics across 
cities, regions, and provinces within Canada. It shows that the rental housing crisis in the Fraser 
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Valley and Chilliwack may be worse. The proportion of renters spending more than half their 
income on rent and utilities per unit size in Chilliwack: 

• Bachelor -- 42% 

• 1 Bedroom -- 27% 

• 2 Bedroom -- 17% 

• 3 Bedroom -- 19% 

• 4 Bedroom  -- 11% 

http://rentalhousingindex.ca/en/#intro 

 

A central problem with rent costs lies within B.C.’s Residential Tenancy Act where rent controls 

are tied to the tenant rather than the unit. Landlords cannot raise rent on occupied units more 
than two percentage points per year above the rate of inflation. That alone means rents may 

increase faster than most people’s incomes. Rent on vacated units can be increased without 

constraint. This may place an incentive for landlords to evict tenants and increase rent more often 
(Klein, Ivanova, & Leyland p. 34). Several respondents to the Chilliwack Service Providers Survey 

(CHC, 2018) referenced the annual two percent increase as a source of concern. For those that 

already have trouble making ends meet, a two percent increase to rent may make their home 
unaffordable.  

 

Eight subsidised housing units are listed on B.C. housing’s website for Chilliwack. Of these, seven 
accept seniors, two accept families, and two accept persons with disabilities. None accept singles 

our couples under 55. The Cheam Housing co-op offers one studio, and 44 one bedroom rooms, 

to seniors; Cheshire Place offers two one bedroom and eight two-bedroom units, to seniors, 

families, and persons with disabilities; Columbus Manor Chilliwack offers 44 studio and nine one-
bedroom units to seniors; Garden Villa offers 32 studio and six one-bedroom units to seniors and 

persons with disabilities; Jubilee Housing Project offers 20 studio and 16 one-bedroom units to 

seniors; Kiwanis offers 14 two-bedroom, 17 three-bedroom, and three four-bedroom units to 
families; Lion Roy Campbell Lodge offers 26 one-bedroom units to seniors; and Redwood Manor 

offers 20 studio and eight one-bedroom units to seniors (Housing Listings). 

 



Poverty & Chilliwack  17 

RENTAL ASSISTANCE 
 
BC Housing provides two rental subsidies, the Rental Assistance Program (RAP), for working 

families earning less than $35,000 annually, and the Shelter Aid for Elderly Renters (SAFER). 

However, the number of housing units that have been promised are not adequate to meet most 
of B.C.’s needs. To keep up with demand, 7,000 housing units and 2,350 affordable units for low-

income households would need to be built annually over the next 10 years (An Affordable 

Housing Plan for BC, n.d.). 

 

HOMELESSNESS 
 

It is difficult to represent those who are homeless/unhoused or at risk of being homeless with 

census data. Even among the unhoused population, there are varying degrees of visibility. The 

Fraser Valley Out in the Cold Homeless Survey is a 24-hour point-in-time survey, conducted March 
7 and 8, 2017 in Abbotsford, Mission, Chilliwack, Agassiz–Harrison, Hope, and Boston Bar. It 

provides the best snapshot of the homeless/unhoused population throughout the region. 

According to the survey, there was a 73 percent increase of persons interviewed in 2017 from 
2014.  

 

In the Fraser Valley, Abbotsford consistently has the highest number of homeless, according to 
the Out in the Cold homelessness survey. Last year, Chilliwack had the largest increase in 

homeless counted. Between 2011 and 2014, the count found Chilliwack to have a homeless 
decrease of 34 percent. Between 2014 and 2017, the count found 202.7 percent more homeless 
(“Out in the Cold,” 2017). 

 

From 2011 to 2014, Abbotsford increased 29.1 percent.  

From 2014 to 2017, Abbotsford had a 81.5 percent increase in homelessness.  

 

From 2011 to 2014, Mission saw a 29.9 percent increase. 

From 2014 to 2017, Mission saw a 16 percent decrease. 
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From 2011 to 2014, Chilliwack decreased 34 percent. 

And from 2014 to 2017, Chilliwack increased 202.7 percent. 

 

The survey found that the biggest cause of youth homelessness in general is family conflict. 

LGBTQ youth, in particular, leave home at a rate nearly double the rate of non-LGBTQ youth. 

Although relatively low in actual numbers and small in proportion, those identifying with a non-
straight sexual orientation are represented in all age groups, the majority being in the 30-39 years 

age range. Respondents who served in the Military or as First Responders constituted 6.2 percent 

of the 2017 survey. Indigenous people constitute approximately four percent of the general 
population, yet make up a massively disproportionate 43.2 percent of homeless in the Fraser 

Valley Region District. Indigenous youth are also overrepresented in the child welfare system. 

 

Addiction, medical conditions, mental illness, and disabilities are common traits among 

homeless. There’s also a disproportionate amount of individuals with health issues not receiving 

treatment. Individuals who’ve been homeless for over a year are also much less likely to receive 

treatment for health issues.  

 

Local homeless are typically unemployed, primarily relying on government assistance. This differs 

from Metro Vancouver where homeless incomes are most commonly generated from income 
assistance (43 percent), disability benefit (21 percent), and part-time employment (16 percent). 

In Chilliwack, although income assistance and disability benefit are also the two most common 

sources of income, only 25.3 percent report receiving income assistance, and 12.9 percent report 

receiving disability benefits. Binning/bottles, was reported as the third highest ranking source of 
income, at 11.5 percent. Among homeless in Chilliwack, the amount who receive income from 

employment, there’s been a decrease since 2014, from 29 percent to 5 percent in 2017; in 2014, 

29.2 percent reported employment income (26). 

 

Changes or withdrawal of services has an impact on homeless; 34.6 percent report they’ve been 

impacted by changes or withdrawal of service in the community. The report suggests that some 
factors contributing to homelessness are a lack of affordable and appropriate housing; 
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individual/household financial, mental, cognitive, behavioural, or physical challenges; and/or 
racism and discrimination. It also recommends considering “system failure,” which can be seen 

widely in the experiences of those who’ve been through foster care and other institutional care, 

as a cause of homelessness.  

 

Men account for two-thirds of respondents, however, the study’s point-in-time methodology 

doesn’t account for “hidden homeless.” The largest age group represented are 20-50 year olds, 
the age group considered to be of prime working age. Despite that being the largest group, ages 

15-19 year old are most disproportionately represented as homeless compared to the general 

population of the same age group. Homelessness may be caused by a variety of interconnected 
factors, however in Chilliwack, the most common (34.3 percent) self-identified reason for 

homelessness related to the affordability of housing. The second most common (16.9 percent) 

was too low of an income.  

 

Over half of homeless had experienced homelessness for over a year, up from a quarter in 2016. 

Citing an Ontario study (Aubrey et al. 2013), and a Victoria, B.C., study, (Rabinovitch, Pauly, & 

Zhao, 2016), the Out in the Cold study notes that transitional homeless account for the vast 
majority of shelter users. Over half (52.7 percent) of respondents indicated they’d lived in 

Chilliwack for 11 or more years, and one third (30.2 percent) have “always” lived in Chilliwack. 

Less than one fifth (17.9 percent) have lived in Chilliwack under a year. This suggests that a 
significant majority once sustained a housed lifestyle. The survey acknowledged that there are 

many more “hidden” homeless that were not included in the count. (“Out in the Cold”, 2017). 

 

The Chilliwack Social Research and Planning Council’s Homelessness and Low-Barrier Housing in 
Chilliwack (Blakeborough, Gibson, & Robson, 2015) report found that that one of the largest 

contributing factors to homelessness was the high cost of rent. Some respondents reported 

having difficulty, or being without the required knowledge, to figure out available housing lists, 
to access government assistance, and to properly fill out rental applications. A common issue 

with existing low-income housing is safety and location relative to the lifestyle many are trying 

to leave. Most homeless (not specific to Chilliwack) will only remain homeless for a few days or 
weeks and will never be homeless again. Those that do experience temporary homelessness most 

frequently do as a symptom of poverty (Kneebone & Wilkins, 2016). The high proportion of 
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homelessness youth is unique to Chilliwack in the context of Fraser Valley Regional District 
communities included in this survey. 

 

SHELTERS 
 
A new Salvation Army shelter, opened April 9, 2018, is able to house 46 homeless individuals, 

and was full the second day after opening. This shelter uses a low-barrier service delivery model, 

wherein clients may show up intoxicated, and as long as they pass a safety risk assessment, they 
are admitted. According to the Salvation Army, this emphasizes an “individualized client-focused 

approach” as opposed to a “rules-based” approach (Bohr, 2018). The Salvation Army’s old shelter 

provides 11 beds (16 during extreme weather) and since the opening of the modular shelter, has 

been reserved for female clients (“New Modular Shelter,”) 

 

Ruth & Naomi’s Mission offers 26 winter shelters, with the ability to increase to 40 if 

circumstances require it. They also provide 16 beds for their 30 day program, and 18 beds for 
four or more months.  

 

The Chilliwack Health & Housing Centre, at the Annis Residence, provides 22 individual units. 
They also offer supportive services aimed at helping clients obtain long-term housing, provide 

addictions services, services, education, and training programs. Tenants must be adults, 19 and 

older, have lived in Chilliwack for at least six months, currently homeless or at risk of being, and 

use no alcohol or drugs (“Annis Residence”). 

 

The Village provides 33 apartments with supportive housing for adults with mental health 

barriers and youth at risk of homelessness. Their services are offered for 22 adults with multiple 
barriers and 11 homeless, or at risk of being homeless, youth. The facility provides 24-hour on-

site support to all residents. Youth are connected to the Youth Support Program, to help them 

prepare for adulthood (“The Village”). 

 

Miranda Apartment is provided by the Mamele’awt Qweesome Housing Society. The two-story 
building holds 20 units of bachelor and 1 bedroom suits, for couples and singles with low to 
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moderate incomes. To quality for a room rental, household annual gross income cannot exceed 
$23,000 for a bachelor suite $28,500.00 for 1 bedroom (“Miranda,” n.d.). 

 

Cyrus Centre offers six regular beds for clients 19 years and under; 12 winter shelter beds for 
clients 25 years and under; and one transitional bed.  

 

Cyrus Centre’s Youth Emergency Housing Program (YEHP) provides 24-hour support and housing 
for youth 12–18, experiencing homelessness and crisis. The program offers youth safe housing 

and help obtaining long-term, safe and stable housing. In 2017, Cyrus Centre provided access to 

833 bed days for youth in its Chilliwack Centre.  

 

Youth in the Youth Emergency Housing Program are given access to a bed, showers, laundry, 

basic supplies, three meals a day, individual support, and other supportive services.  

 

The majority, 59.7 percent of the 134 intakes, in 2017 were 1-3 day long stays;  

            14.2 percent stayed 4-6 days;  

            9.7 percent stayed 7-9 days;  

            11.2 percent stayed 10-24 days;  

            5.2 stayed 25+ days.  

 

Of those who stayed, the age of the youth ranged from 12-18 years old with an average age of 

16; 76 youth were male, 55 were female and 3 were transgender; 70 youth were Aboriginal, 50 

were Caucasian, and 14 were classified as “other” which includes black and Hispanic. 

 

As youth reside in the YEHP, they are instantly connected with Cyrus Centre’s Youth and Family 

Worker who is mandated with restoring youth to healthy connections and attaining housing 

stability. Often, youth are connected to mental health supports and/or addiction services, the 
education system, and with a social worker (if they aren’t already). These relationships prove 

helpful in acquiring greater stability that goes beyond just housing. Also, the YEHP works in 
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conjunction with Cyrus Centre’s 7 day per week drop-in centre where youth can establish healthy 
relationships with adults they can rely on and trust. 

 

In 2017, the Cyrus Centre saw 6,597 visitors, one in four of which were 15 years old or younger. 
59.3 percent identifying as male, 40.7 percent identifying as female (Data from Cyrus Centre). 

 

PROPOSED UNITS 
 
Several shelters are currently underway or have been proposed. BC Housing is funding 46 homes 

with supports and services, operated by RainCity housing and with some supports provided by 
Fraser Health through the Chilliwack Intensive Case Management team. Residents will have 

private units and will be offered services including life and employment skills training, health and 
wellness support services, meal programs and opportunities for volunteer work (“New Homes,” 

2018). 

 

The Waterstone, operated by the Mamele’awt Qweesome Housing Society, is currently under 

construction. It will offer 80 affordable units for singles, families and seniors with low to 

moderate incomes ranging from one to four bedrooms (“The Waterstone,” n.d.). 

 

Ruth and Naomi’s Mission is building 35 affordable housing rental units for families with children. 

It will be built next to their existing building (Feinberg, 2016).  

 

BC Housing, Fraser Health, and Pacific Community Resources Society are partnering to create a 

20-bed recovery facility for Fraser Valley youth aged 13 to 18 years old (Chilliwack Youth). 
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CHILD POVERTY 
 
 
Because of Chilliwack’s relatively high number of children under 18, the effects of poverty on 

children, and factors that contribute to poverty as a result of taking care of children, are especially 
relevant.  

 

A U.S.-based study found that children who are born into poverty spend considerable more years 
living in poverty and are more likely to be persistently poor compared to those who are not born 

into poverty. Those children who are born into poverty, and spend multiple years living poor, 
tend to have worse adult outcomes than the non-poor (Ratcliffe & McKernan). This makes 

children a particularly vulnerable population (Klein, Ivanova, & Leyland). 

 

MEASURING CHILD POVERTY 
 
As with poverty in general, there are a variety of approaches to measuring child poverty: Should 

the child be considered a part of a household or as an individual? How much of the parents’ 

monetary resources should be considered? 

 

UNICEF measures child poverty rates using income thresholds at 60 percent of the median 
household income of the total population, while the OECD sets the child income poverty 
threshold at 50 percent of the median disposable income in their country, with the prevalence 

rate being the proportion of children (0-17 years old) living within a household where equivalized 
household disposable income (income after taxes and transfers adjusted for household size) is 
below the poverty threshold. As mentioned earlier, Campaign 2000 recommended using the LIM-

AT as an official measure.  

 

Poverty definitions are largely modeled after the monetary approach (Yembilah and Lamb, 2016). 

Researchers at The Canadian Poverty Institute suggest that the focus on parents’ income as a 
measure of child poverty is incomplete. The greater discussion about poverty in Canada has 
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largely left children’s concerns out. Child poverty is particularly damaging, the report states, 
because inequality limits the potential of children broadly, not just the farthest behind.  

 

With that said, pulling from UNICEF data, countries with poorer outcomes in child health, 
violence experienced by children, and children’s own sense of well-being typically have higher 

income inequality. Greater income inequality brings high rates of poverty, social competition, 

and stress (Truesdell, 2017). These stressors affect children broadly and make life more difficult 
for those already afflicted by income inequality. The report also attributes income inequality to 

Canada’s lack of progress in eliminating child poverty. What countries ranking near the top do 

share, is a strong collective commitment to child well-being and making public investments in 
children from birth a priority (Truesdell, 2017). 

 

While there isn’t much data on the variety of ways children experience poverty, poverty and low 
income appear to have causally related negative influences on childhood, most apparent in 

cognitive and educational outcomes (Truesdell, 2017). 

 

In terms of child poverty, the LIM poses measurement challenges. While children living in families 
below the LIM doesn’t show the breadth and variety of experiences of poverty, it does mean the 

family as a whole doesn’t make enough to meet the specified standard of living. 

 

Family income is an important indicator of poverty and poverty depth, but there are other factors 

that contribute to a child’s wellness. UNICEF developed the “Multiple Overlapping Deprivation 

Analysis tool” to measure multidimensional deprivation among children. Canada as a whole still 

doesn’t have a measure of multidimensional poverty at any level of government. An approach to 
determine poverty and deprivation that looks beyond income would help determine the best 

ways to reduce child poverty. 

 

UNICEF’s annual report on child wellness across the globe measures the level of inequality in 

children’s well-being within economically well-off countries. It measures the gaps between 

children at different ends of society with the hope of showing where children’s lives can be 
improved. 
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UNICEF Report Card 13, released in 2016, placed  Canada  26th out  of  35  wealthy  countries, 

making Canada one of the more unequal societies for children. Report Card 14, released in 2017, 

ranks Canada 25th out of 41 nations (UNICEF Office, 2016) (Truesdell, 2017). 

 

Over the past decade, Canada has maintained its middle ranking among countries on the UNICEF 

Indices measuring child and youth poverty. Where Canada performs particularly poorly is in child 
health, violence experienced by children, and children’s own sense of well-being. The report 

states that these gaps are generally symptoms of higher rates of poverty, social competition, and 

stress.  

 

PROVINCE-WIDE 
 

In B.C., 1 in 5 children are growing up in poverty (“2017 BC Child,” 2017).  This is higher than B.C.’s 

overall poverty rate. The same is reflected by overall Canadian rates where 17.4 percent of 
children live in poverty while 13.9 percent of all-age Canadians live below the same threshold. 
Child poverty rates are higher than overall poverty rates in every province and territory (“2017 

BC Child,” 2017). 

 

Certain children in British Columbia are more at risk of living in poverty than others. Based on 

2016 Census data, the LIM after-tax measure show that in 2015, recent immigrant children had 
a poverty rate of 44.9 percent, off-reserve Aboriginal children at a rate of 30.9 per cent, and 

“visible minority” children at a rate of 23 percent (“2017 BC Child,” 2017). 

 

The numbers show a steady decrease in poor children over the past sixteen years, however, even 

at this rate of decrease (averaging 4,528 per year) child poverty would not be eliminated until 
2049 (“2017 BC Child,” 2017) (Klein, Ivanova, & Leyland). 
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CHILLIWACK 
 

Chilliwack’s rates are similar. In 2015, 4,550 Chilliwack children — 1 in 5 — were growing up in 
households below the LIM-AT. Chilliwack’s rates of 0-17 year olds living in poverty (20.2 percent) 

is only slightly higher than the province's rate (18.3 percent), as measured by Statistics Canada’s 

LIM after income tax using tax filer data (StatsCan 11-10-0015-01). Chilliwack’s rate is also 
marginally higher than Canada’s overall child poverty rate of 17.4 percent.  

 

The Chilliwack census agglomerate had four census tracts with 50 percent or more of all children 
living in poverty in 2015. Two tracts had child poverty rates between 40 and 50 percent, and one 

had a rate between 30 and 40 percent. Downtown Chilliwack and its surrounding census tracts 

saw the high child poverty rates in general (“2017 BC Child,” 2017).  

 

However, comparing Chilliwack within the Fraser Valley, it fares with a greater gap between 

Abbotsford-Mission’s 16 percent child poverty rate. Though the numbers sit relatively close 
together, while B.C.’s child poverty rates have decreased by 12.4 percent since 2008 (earliest 
year of available data for Chilliwack), Chilliwack's have increased by 2 percent. Year to year since 

2008, Chilliwack’s child poverty rate has climbed and sunk more dramatically than B.C.’s and does 
not always reflect the province’s directional trend (“2017 BC Child,” 2017). 

 

LONE PARENTS 
 
In the past sixteen years (2000-2015), half of children from lone-parent families (most lead by 

women) in B.C. have lived in poverty. Even greater is the rate for children of lone parents with a 
disability and children under 25, at 52.9 percent (“2017 BC Child,” 2017). 

 

The child poverty rate for all children in lone-parent families in B.C. (47.7 percent) was more than 
four times the rate (11.2 percent) for couple families. The gap is even greater in Chilliwack with 
child poverty in lone-parent families (55.6 percent) nearly six times the rate (9.5 percent) of 

children in couple families (StatsCan 11-10-0015-01). For children in lone-parent families with 
three or more children, 66.3 percent live in poverty, where only 11.2 percent of children in couple 
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families with three or more children live in poverty, as measured against the LIM-AT. Though the 
number of children in two-parent homes (17,370) greatly exceeds children in lone-parent homes 

(5220), these drastically overrepresent poor children. Though only 23.1 percent of children in 

Chilliwack live in lone-parent families, they represent (63.7 percent) the majority of poor children 
(StatsCan table: 11-10-0011-01). 

 

Across B.C. in 2015, 82 percent of lone-parent families were female led. These families’ median 
annual income was $39,440, just 66 percent of the male lone-parent median income of $59,490. 

While 99.2 percent of female-led lone parent families received government transfers in 2015, 

only 63.1 percent received child benefits (Statistics Canada, 2017) 

 

In Chilliwack 84 percent of lone-parent families are female led. Women-led lone-parent families’ 

median annual income was $33,370, only 65 percent of male lone-parent median income of 
$50,950.  

 

“For many lone mothers, the difficulty of finding affordable child care — so they 

can sustain employment — is one of the most common obstacles that leaves 
them raising their children in poverty.” (“2017 BC Child,” 2017).  

 

• Lone-parent families in Chilliwack with one child have a median total 

income $35,540. (2,480 families in Chilliwack) 

• Lone-parent families in Chilliwack with two children have a median 

total income $35,960 (1,230 families in Chilliwack) 

• Lone-parent families in Chilliwack with three or more children have a 

median total income $33,710 (610 families in Chilliwack) 

CANSIM Table 1110011: Characteristics of families, census families by age of older partner or parent and number of 
children 

 

“One-third of single mothers spend more than 50 per cent of their gross income 

on rent.” (Housing Crisis, 2015). 
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Though the likelihood of child poverty in lone-parent families is much greater, children of coupled 
families still make up a significant portion (1,650) of all children living below the LIM after tax 

(4,550).  

 

For both Canada and B.C., the rate of poverty for very young children (0-5) is higher than for all 

children (0-17). Experiencing poverty during this stage of life can be especially damaging (“2017 

BC Child,” 2017). Children in Canada are poorer than any other group measured by UNICEF report 
card 14, at a developmental stage with significant impact (Truesdell, 2017). 

 

The 2017 BC Child Poverty Report Card claims that B.C.’s minimum wage isn’t adequate for a 
single parent with one child to earn enough to keep them above LIM before-tax poverty line for 

this family type and size. Even a two-parent family, with both parents working full-time and with 

one child, will fall short of the LIM before-tax poverty line for their family type and size (First Call, 
2017). 

 

Recent developments provincially and federally may further reduce the incidence and depth of 

child poverty in coming years. In October 2017, the provincial government launched a public 
engagement initiative to help inform the province’s very first Poverty Reduction Strategy. The 

feedback received was released in a report called “What We Heard About Poverty in B.C.” 

(WWHAPIBC) (Government of BC, 2018) 

 

CHILD CARE 
 

According to the WWHAPIBC report, people in every part of British Columbia asked for better 
supports for families with children. Low-income parents reported that they often need to work 

long hours or multiple jobs to make ends meet, leaving little time for family and directly affecting 
their children (24). People who rely on shift work and part-time work consider affordable child 
care a priority. Many said they were especially affected by a lack of child care outside the 9 a.m. 

to 5 p.m. work hours. This gap in child care creates barriers to employment and educational 
opportunities (Government of BC, 2018).  
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Without adequate child care, many women have been forced to choose between paid work and 
career goals, and looking after their children (Coalition of Child Care Advocates of BC, 2018). 

British Columbia has the among the highest child care fees in Canada and they are the “second 

highest family expense after housing” (p. 1). Subsidies for low-income parents have been quite a 
bit less than the cost of care. In an earlier Coalition of Child Care Advocates of B.C. report (2017), 

B.C. only had “enough licensed child care spaces for approximately 20 percent of children”, and 

where vacancies exist, they’re generally attributed to unaffordability rather than a lack of need 
(Coalition of Child Care Advocates of BC, p. 2).  

 

What happened as a result of high parent fees and the lack of licensed spaces is that some parents 
have turned to unregulated child care where there are no training requirements, safety 

standards, monitoring, or oversight. However, in February 2018, the BC Budget 2018 unveiled a 

billion-dollar child care program that began April 1. Parents can receive fee reductions of either 
$60, $100, $200, or $350 depending on the type of child care. The government stated that they 

expect the reductions to benefit up to 50,000 families.  

 

The budget also makes room to fund new affordable child care benefits beginning September 
2018, for families with pre-tax incomes of $45,000 or less. This will cover the cost of care. The 

provincial government also committed to creating more than 22,000 care spaces across the 

province. With the federal government’s Early Learning and Child Care agreement, 24,000 more 
children will have access to child care.  

 

UNICEF emphasizes the importance of access to high-quality early childhood education and care 

as a way of providing early support and structure to children. However, access alone isn’t enough, 
service must be of a high quality (Truesdell, 2017). 

 

SOCIAL ASSISTANCE 
 

Social assistance incomes from the provincial and federal government for a lone-parent family 
with one child in Chilliwack, provides $18,549 in assistance. This is 73 percent of the $25,498 LIM-

AT for this family type and size. Similarly, a couple with two children on social assistance in 2015 
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received $23,468, which is 64 percent of the LIM-AT for their family type and size (“2017 BC 
Child,” 2017).  

 

Because welfare benefits are not indexed or increased automatically with the cost of living, 
they’ve lost their value over time. Government social transfers to families with children are an 

effective way to reduce relative child poverty. The federal Canada Child Benefit (CCB) was 

implemented in July 2016. The Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives estimated that it could 
reduce the child poverty rate by 38 percent (Klein & Yalnizyan).  However, UNICEF reports that 

even with the CCB, there remains much room for improvement to social transfers by federal and 

provincial governments (Truesdell, 2017). Even so, UNICEF reports that Canada’s recent advances 
in public policy and investment for children may create measurable progress in coming years. The 

government currently provides more funding to foster parents than to parents or grandparents 

raising their own children or grandchildren (“BC Poverty Reduction”). 

 

CHILD PROTECTION 
 
Some participants in the What We Heard About Poverty in BC report (Government of BC, 2018) 

mentioned concerns that child protection policies might lead to children being removed from 
their homes if the parents live in poverty. Some parents feel they need to keep their children 

home from school because they can’t afford to feed or clothe them. There may be inadequate 

assistances for youth aging out of care when they turn 19. Many youths said they feel 

unsupported at this point in their lives but would like help navigating programs and finding 
homes.  

 

Former youth in care are more likely to face homelessness than others. They often lack the 
familial and social supports needed to navigate adult life. Many people also asked for more 

compassion for young people looking for housing, “especially those with health needs and 

disabilities, Indigenous youth, non-binary, transgender, LGBTQ2S+, and young families with 
children” (p. 25). The 2017 Out in the Cold Homelessness Count found that a significant proportion 

of homeless persons had experiences with foster or other institution care — 58.7 percent in 

Chilliwack indicated they had spent time in Ministry Care. 
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EDUCATION 
 
“Failure to achieve basic skills and a minimum level of educational achievement imposes a high 

cost on individual children and on society through school dropout, lower productivity and wages, 

and higher unemployment. Achieving universal proficiency in fundamental skills ensures a fairer 
chance in life for all children and young people.” (UNICEF, 2016. p. 14). 

 

“Living in poverty and deprivation during childhood creates inequalities in child development and 
health that show up by the time children start school, and can yield lifelong damage, with proven 

effects on health and educational attainment.18 These impacts can evolve into large earnings 

differences in adulthood (Heckman & Savelyev, 2013).” (UNICEF). 

 

INDIGENOUS YOUTH 
 

Indigenous children are 40 percent more likely to be poor (Macdonald & Wilson, 2016). Poverty 

on reservations is quite different from that experience by other children because of the unique 
administration of social services and the continued impact of colonialism. The Soowahlie 14 First 
Nations Reserve near Chilliwack, for instance, had 80 percent of all children living in poverty in 

2015 (“2017 BC Child,” 2017). 

 

Indigenous children trail the rest of Canada’s children on practically every measure of wellbeing: 
family income, educational attainment, poor water quality, infant mortality, health, suicide, 
crowding, and homelessness (Macdonald & Wilson, 2013). They also experience poverty at a rate 

higher than any group in Canada (Brittain & Blackstock). A recent report by the CCPA found that 
60 percent of Indigenous children on-reserve in Canada experience poverty (Macdonald & 
Wilson, 2016). Half of status First Nations children in Canada live below the poverty line, 

according to the CCPA, using the LIM-AT(Macdonald & Wilson, 2013). First Nations children are 
almost eight times more likely to be taken into child welfare care than non-Aboriginal children 

(2008 May Report,” 2008). 
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For First Nations children who live on reserves, the federal government is responsible for funding 
social services, health care, education and income supports. Transfer payments for these services 

have increased by two percent since 1996 and are unadjusted for population growth or need. 

According to the CCPA, removing this cap could reduce “the alarming rate” of on-reserve First 
Nations households living in poverty (Macdonald & Wilson, 2013). 

 

The poverty rate for Metis, Inuit, and non-status First Nations children across Canada is 27 
percent; for status First Nation’s children, it is 50 percent. The CCPA notes that this is likely 

because of the jurisdictional differences in service provision (Macdonald & Wilson, 2013). On-

reserve services, which includes health care, education, housing, and social assistance are 
provided by the federal government, “with complex arrangements as to how those services are 

delivered on the ground.” The province provides most of the social services to the rest of the 

population, including Inuit, Metis, and non-status First Nations. 

 

With Metis, Inuit, and non-status First Nations poverty rates still being much higher than the 

overall, and sitting more closely to racialized groups, this is likely a result of discrimination 

(Macdonald & Wilson, 2013). 

 

First Call (2017) attributes marginalized groups’ greater likelihood of experiencing poverty to 

systemic factors. These include racism and discrimination in employment as well as other 
environments; the continued impacts of colonialism on First Nations peoples; a lack of affordable 

quality child care for parents who need to work; a lack of supports for families raising children 

with disabilities or affected by disabilities themselves; inadequate settlement supports for 

immigrants; a lack of post-majority support for youth from care; and discrimination against 
LGBTQ+; and gender-creative youths.   

 

LGBTQ+ 
 

Little data is collected on queer and transgender poverty in B.C. It’s been estimated that 30 
percent of homeless youth in B.C. identify as queer or transgender, but the actual number is hard 

to gauge. The Canadian census currently doesn’t ask enough questions to identify the 
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circumstances of those who identify outside of the male/female sexual binary (Klein, Ivanova, & 
Leyland). 

 

YOUTH/CHILDREN AT RISK 
 
B.C. Stats’ Socio-Economic Indices (Socio-economic Indices, 2017) represents a variety of social 

and economic conditions as a single index for each Local Health Area (LHA) within B.C. The 

Composite Index of Youth at Risk, last calculated in 2012, provides a single value from the 
percentage of youth on income assistance for one year or more, percentage of youth on income 

assistance for less than a year, percentage of 18 year olds who didn’t graduate high school, and 

offences per 1,000 population for total serious crimes. 

 

This value is used to rank and compare the 78 LHAs in the province. The numeric value, whether 

positive or negative, indicates how much better or worse a particular LHA is than the median. 

Essentially, the index is an indicator of relative regional youth well-being.  

 

Chilliwack ranks 16th worst in the province, with an index value of 0.56. For comparison to other 

communities in the Fraser Valley, Hope ranks third worst in the province, with an index value of 
1.06. Mission ranks 25 with an index value of 0.23. Abbotsford ranks 54 with a -0.22 index value. 

This puts most of the Fraser Valley (Hope, Chilliwack, and Mission) in the worst third in the 

province, and Abbotsford in the top third (Socio-economic Indices, 2017). 
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FOOD INSECURITY 
 

Food security exists when “all people, at all times, have physical and economic access to 

sufficient, safe and nutritious food to meet their dietary needs and food preferences for an active 
and health life.” (Tarasuk et al. 2017. p. 6). This definition was adopted by Canada in 1996 from 

the Food and Agriculture organization (Household Food Insecurity). Experiences with food 

insecurity range from concerns about running out of food due to financial constraint to being 
unable to buy food for the household, or being unable to provide a balanced, safe diet, and in 

some cases, missing multiple meals because of a lack of money for food (Tarasuk et al.) 

 

Though Chilliwack specific data isn’t available, in British Columbia in 2016, about 1 in 10 (11.8 

percent) households were food insecure. The Fraser Valley, however, has a lesser rate than the 

rest of B.C. Food insecurity rates in B.C. have increased 15.5 percent between 2005 and 2012. 
Although the increase is small, the trend is upward (no food insecurity data was collected in B.C. 

in 2013) (Tarasuk et al.). In 2012, 70 percent of households in Canada who were reliant on social 

assistance were food insecure. Social assistance recipients comprise at least half of food bank 
clientele and have done so for as long as this information has been tracked, but the assistance 

provided by food banks appears insufficient to alter households’ food insecurity (Tarasuk et al, 

2014) 

 

In the Fraser Health region, over one in 10 (12.3 percent) households with children were food 

insecure. Female lone parent-led households with children 0-17 had the highest rate (34.2 
percent) of food insecurity across the province. Food insecurity for children can impede growth 

and development in early life. Children who are food insecure may have poorer general health 
and mental health, as well as academic success and social wellness (Ratcliffe & McKernan, 2010) 
(Jyoti, Frongillo, & Jones, 2005). 

 

In British Columbia, 32.2 percent of food bank users are children; 67.1 percent rent their homes; 
11.2 percent stay in social housing, and 9.3 percent own; 30.3 percent make their income from 

social assistance; 30.7 percent from disability-related income support. 11.7 percent earn money 
from job income, and 10.4 from a pension. According to Food Banks Canada’s annual Hunger 
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Count, 103,464 people used B.C. food banks in 2016, a 3.4 percent increase from the previous 
year, and 32.5 percent from 2008 (HungerCount 2016). 

 

General income poverty traits are reflected among food insecure homes: lone-parent, especially 
those led by a female (34.2 percent) have the highest rate of food insecurity. Households with 

children tend to have a higher rate (12.8 percent in the Fraser Valley) than those without. The 

source of a households income has a strong connection with food insecurity. Inline with the rate 
of working poor, among those considered food-insecure in B.C., 65 percent reported their main 

sources of income being wages, salaries, or self-employment. Although the majority makes their 

income from employment, of all B.C. households reliant on income assistance, 76 percent are 
food insecure; 32.7 percent rely on Employment Insurance or Workers Compensation (Li, 

Dachner & Tarasuk, 2016). Many respondents to the Chilliwack Service Providers survey indicated 

that the cost of groceries is too high. Some can’t afford healthy foods, including fruits and 
vegetables, and are forced to buy less healthy options.  

 

Although B.C. didn’t measure food insecurity in 2014, the Household Food Insecurity in Canada 

2014 shows nation-wide data that supports what was found in 2016 by the Household Food 
Indicator report. It tends to be lone parent families led by women who represent the largest 

demographic of food insecure households. Households with children in general are at a great risk 

of food insecurity. Those who rely on income assistance are more frequently food insecure, but 
income-earning households represent the majority. Respondents who were Aboriginal or Black 

had a much higher rate of food insecurity. 25.7 percent and 29.4 percent respectively (Household 

Food Insecurity).  

 

Through the Salvation army, over 3,800 people are assisted at the Food Bank, Soup Kitchen, and 

Shelter, every month — 30 percent of those are children under 18 (Salvation Army Chilliwack). 

Over the course of 2017, Cyrus Centre served 511 breakfasts, 1,225 lunches, and 3,412 dinners. 
Foodbank use is an indicator of extreme hardship, and is important to consider in experiences of 

poverty (Klein, Ivanova, & Leyland). However, food bank service numbers are often considered 

not to be accurate representation of food insecurity, meaning many more households may 
undereat or eat poor quality food without visiting a food bank (Klein, Ivanova, & Leyland). 
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The McCreary Study found that 14 percent of students in the Fraser East division reported never 
eating breakfast on school days and 51 percent always ate breakfast; 92 percent reported never 

going to bed hungry. These numbers are consistent with provincial rates. Those who reported 

going to bed hungry at least sometimes were also more likely to report not having any food at 
home and not eating breakfast. (Poon, Peled & Stewart). 

 

 

SENIORS 
 

Based on BC Stats Population Projections, the number of seniors (65+ years old) in British 
Columbia is expected to double between 2015 and 2041 (“B.C. Seniors Poverty”). In 2015, British 

Columbia’s seniors’ poverty rate of 8.8 percent, based on the LIM-AT, was above the Canadian 

average of 6.6 percent. For the third year in a row, the number of poor seniors grew (“B.C. Seniors 
Poverty”). B.C.’s seniors’ poverty rate was more than double the rates in Yukon Territory (4.1 

percent), Alberta (3.4 percent), and Saskatchewan (3.1 percent) (“B.C. Seniors Poverty”). Even 

though the overall poverty rate among seniors is comparatively low, and seniors themselves not 
making up a large part of the poor population, certain demographics of seniors tend to see high 

rates, with seniors living alone seeing a rate of 15.5 percent, compared to 3.2 percent among 

seniors in families (Klein, Ivanova, & Leyland). 

 

DEBT 
 

Seniors’ poverty had been in decline since the 1970s as a result of public programs like the Canada 

Pension Plan, Old Age Security, and Guaranteed Income Supplement. The rate declined from over 
30 percent of seniors living in poverty in the 1970s to 2.2 percent in 1996, however, the trend 

reversed and has since risen to 12.8 percent in 2016, which totals 106,000 individuals in British 

Columbia, based on the LIM-AT (CANSIM Table 11100135). Because of recent immigrants that do 
not meet the years of residency requirements, immigrant seniors are less likely to make use of 

this safety net.  
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Across B.C., 15.6 percent of females and 9.8 percent of males 65+ live below the LIM-AT. Among 
elderly living alone, one-in-three live below the LIM-AT — 32.6 percent of males and 33.5 percent 

of females (Ivanova, Daub, & Cohen, 2017). Within Chilliwack, there were 16,680 seniors in 2015, 

of which, 770 lived below the LIM-AT — a rate of 4.6 percent (“B.C. Seniors Poverty”). 
Comparatively, Abbotsford saw a rate of 10.2 percent, and Mission, 7.7 percent. Within the 

Chilliwack census agglomerate, rates were higher around Downtown Chilliwack than other parts 

of the agglomerate. In one of the tracts in Downtown Chilliwack, senior poverty is more 
concentrated, with one in seven (13.9 percent) living in poverty in 2015 (“B.C. Seniors Poverty”). 

 

Seniors are far more likely than working adults to have incomes close to the LIM. And although 
the median income of single seniors in B.C. is slightly lower than the median income of working-

age adults, single seniors are far less likely to have an income below $15,000 because of the OAS 

and GIS, which provides a sort of guaranteed minimum income to seniors not available to 
working-age adults, however, single seniors are at a higher risk of living within or near poverty. 

One in 20 single seniors, compared to one in three single working-age adults in B.C. has an income 

lower than $15,000 (Ivanova, Daub, & Cohen, 2017). 

 

Based on figures from 2015, 16 percent of single seniors, more than three times the rate for 

coupled seniors (4.9 percent) lived below the LIM-AT (“B.C. Seniors Poverty”). There is a large 

portion of single seniors who live with an income close to the low income measure, and while 
they may not live in abject poverty, they are at risk and may struggle to make ends meet. It is 

likely that many don’t receive income beyond the OAS and GIS, and CPP (Ivanova, Daub, & Cohen, 

2017). Similar to singles, senior families are less likely than working-age families to live on a very 

low income, once again, because of the OAS and GIS basic income. Low savings rates and high 
debt levels means that along with the percentages of seniors increasing, the numbers of low-

income seniors will increase as well.  

 

The portion of the workforce made up of seniors climbs each year. In 2001, 4.4 percent of the 

senior population was part of the Canadian workforce; that number increased to 11.8 percent in 

2011. It’s estimated that 16 percent of the senior population will be working by 2036 (“Aging In 
The Fraser Valley,” 2012). Even so, seniors are much less likely to carry debt than working-age 

households. However, over the decade, across Canada and B.C., the percentage of senior 
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households carrying debt has increased “significantly” — from 29 percent of senior households 
in B.C. carrying debt in 1999 to 39 percent in 2012. The CCPA report attributes this increase in 

B.C. seniors’ debt to non-mortgage sources like credit card debt, line of credit, and car loans 

(Ivanova, Daub, & Cohen, 2017). 

 

Most seniors who experience poverty also did so before retirement; few see significant declines 

in income when they turn 65. This puts an emphasis on the need to ensure adequate income 
throughout an individual's life, as well as provide public pensions to those who can’t save on their 

own (Ivanova, Daub, & Cohen, 2017). 

 

HOUSING 
 

Despite the belief that most seniors are income-secure and own their own homes, 19 percent of 
B.C. seniors rent (“Monitoring Seniors,” 2017). In the Fraser Valley, seniors ages 65–84 tend to 

live in housing that they own outright. Though many seniors 85+ also live in fully owned housing, 
apartments and care facilities are much more common in older age groups (“Aging in The Fraser 
Valley, 2012). In 2016, almost one in five seniors (18.8 percent) in B.C. reported housing 

affordability challenges. B.C. also reported the third highest incidence of housing affordability 
challenges among seniors in Canada (“B.C. Seniors Poverty”). 

 

The “Aging in the Fraser Valley Regional District” report estimates that by 2036, 1,728 more 
apartments for seniors over age 85 will be needed to keep up with demand in the Fraser Valley; 

3,000 more units for low-income seniors will be needed to address senior affordable housing 

(“Aging In The Fraser Valley, 2012). These non-market housing units such as social housing and 
co-operative housing, can help seniors with housing affordability, and there’s a growing demand. 

The applicant registry grew from 3,774 in 2012 to 5,988 in 2017—a 58.7 percent increase. The 
registry is already long and it is growing. 

 

The overall vacancy rate in B.C. for independent living in seniors’ residences has gradually 
decreased in the last several years, from 11.4 percent in 2013 to 3.0 percent in 2018. Chilliwack 

has seen a much larger reduction in vacancies, the total vacancy rate in 2018 is 0.2 percent, down 
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from 14.4 in 2013 (“Seniors’ Housing,” 2018). The CMHC report speculates that price increases 
in the housing resale market may have supported some seniors’ ability to move into independent 

and heavy care spaces, after having sold their homes (“Seniors’ Housing,” 2018). Rising demand 

and operating costs increased the monthly rents for independent living spaces in the province by 
3.3% compared with the previous year (“Seniors’ Housing,” 2018). 

 

The rate of core housing need among senior households parallels working-age households, a little 
over 15 percent. However, among seniors who rent, 42 percent experience core housing need, a 

far greater portion than the 29 percent of non-senior renters. One in five (19 percent) B.C. seniors 

live in rental housing and therefor face the common issues associated with the rental housing 
market: low vacancy rates and unaffordable rates (Ivanova, Daub, & Cohen, 2017). Statistics 

Canada’s 2011 National Household Survey data show that B.C. has the third highest core housing 

need among seniors nationwide; a large portion of seniors who rent—42 percent—experience 
core housing need.” (Ivanova, Daub, & Cohen, 2017). 

 

Shelter Aid for Elderly Renters (SAFER) is a financial subsidy from the provincial government for 

low income seniors living in a private market rental unit. The average income of a single (94 
percent of recipients) SAFER recipient is $1,521 per month. Since 2005, average B.C. market rent 

has increased 45 percent while the SAFER maximum rent has increased 9 percent. According to 

the CMHC Rental Market Survey, the average cost of a one-bedroom apartment in B.C. was 
$1,054 as of October 2016 (“Monitoring Seniors,” 2017).   

 

 
INCOME SUPPORT 
 

The Old Age Security (OAS) and Guaranteed Income Supplement (GIS) are the main national 

supports for seniors with low or moderate income. OAS is a monthly payment available to most 

seniors who meet Canadian legal status and residence requirements, regardless of whether the 
senior ever worked or is still working. GIS is a monthly non-taxable benefit for seniors receiving 

OAS, but who earn less than $1,200 annually from other sources (“Monitoring Seniors,” 2017). A 

single senior whose annual income is below $17,760 is eligible to receive some amount of GIS. 
The maximum payment of $49.30 is the same in 2017 as it was in 1987. Between 2002 and 2004, 
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the Senior’s Supplement was gradually reduced to zero. In 2005, the supplement was reinstated 
to $49.30. (“Monitoring Seniors,” 2017). 

 

Male and female seniors are equally as likely to receive OAS and GIS and received the same 
median pre-tax amount. CPP and private retirement savings, however, are based on earning 

during the individuals working life. With men having typically earned more income, they receive 

a much larger portion from CPP and private or employer sponsored retirement savings (Ivanova, 
Daub, & Cohen, 2017). There is limited research on poverty rates of Indigenous, immigrant, 

racialized, gay/lesbian/transgender, and disabled seniors in Canada (Ivanova, Daub, & Cohen, 

2017). 

 

HEALTH 
 

Seniors face a number of issues that are compounded by and may increase the likelihood of 

poverty experiences. These include health concerns, health, social connectivity, and mobility 
(“Aging In The Fraser Valley, 2012). One in 10 B.C. seniors reports unmet health care needs. These 
rates are significantly higher among women, people of colour, and recent immigrants.  

 

The cost of prescription drugs continues to be the largest and fastest-growing health care 
expense paid for out-of-pocket. Access to publicly funded home support services like assistance 

with bathing and managing medications and preparing meals, and residential care / assisted 
living has declined since 2006 (Ivanova, Daub, & Cohen, 2017). 

INDIGENOUS 
 

Based on custom data the CCPA requested from the 2011 National Household Survey (and using 

the LIM), the poverty rate for Indigenous children in Vancouver was 33 per cent, compared with 

19 per cent for non-Indigenous children. These figures are even more striking outside urban 
centres, with 52 percent of on-reserve Indigenous children living in poverty, compared with 18 

per cent for non-Indigenous children (Klein,Ivanova, & Leyland, 2017) (Macdonald & Wilson, 

2017). 
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Poverty among First Nations is no doubt tied to a long history of colonization (Blackstock, 2014). 

This history is complex, linked to genocide, land loss, broken promises, government 

underfunding, the residential schools, intergenerational trauma, and discrimination. Most 
measure of poverty, even multidimensional measures, have trouble fully elaborating on the 

extent and depth for First Nations poverty (Brittain & Blackstock, 2016) 

 

Data on poverty rates in Indigenous communities, particularly on-reserve, is very limited. Not 

only is Indigenous poverty unreported, which makes it challenging to determine its prevalence, 

Canada-wide rates may not reflect the true nature of poverty in Canada (“Poverty Trends,” 2017). 
What further compounds difficulties for some indigenous households is not being able to access 

the Canada Child benefit which is related to barriers in the filing of taxes and connects with the 

high rates of child poverty.   

 

Indigenous communities also face significantly high rates of food insecurity. Although specific 

data isn’t available from most communities, what has been collected shows a trend of higher 

rates than non-indigenous communities. The same applies for living conditions, which often need 
improvements to infrastructure, including safe drinking water and housing (“Poverty Trends,” 

2017). 

 

An  important gap in the data exists with respect to on-reserve First Nations people.  Census/ 

NHS coverage  on  reserve  is  lacking,  and  Statistics  Canada  does  not  apply  poverty lines (the 

LIM or LICO or MBM) on reserve, as they argue that the collective  provision of certain goods 

(such as housing) renders these poverty lines non-applicable.  While the applicability of these 
measures on reserve may be questionable, there is no  denying that poverty rates in many First 

Nations communities are very high. (Klein, Ivanova, & Leyland 22). On Reserve rates may be even 

higher. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 

• With a veritable barrage of statistics and data related to poverty in Canada, British 
Columbia, and Chilliwack, it can be easy to lose sight of the fact that we are discussing the 

lives and experiences of human beings. As such, it would be appropriate to humanize 

some of the issues and concerns addressed in this report through qualitative research 

with those directly impacted by poverty and/or poverty related issues as well as those 
attempting to mitigate and help as service providers. These perspectives put faces to the 

problems but give direct input into how these concerns play out within the context of 

Chilliwack. Also of importance, it affords a voice to peoples that often feel voiceless and 
marginalized while offering them input into larger social issues that directly impact their 

lives. As groups that experience higher rates of poverty, the experiences of seniors or 

single mothers living in poverty could offer insights important in conceiving approaches 
and policies to combat this growing problem. 

 

• Service providers or researchers wanting to look further into issues related to poverty in 

Chilliwack may find the task daunting as, while there is significant data available, it comes 
from several different sources and can be both difficult and laborious to procure. The 
creation of an data repository that collected available data and shared with others would 

go a long way to streamlining and expediting research. Less time and effort spend trying 

to find information can result in more time spent implementing policy or developing 
approaches to combat poverty. The goal should be to curate readable, useful, and 

appropriate data that could be accessed by service providers, outside agencies, or 

researchers looking to understand and work for social justice. 

 

• One of the identified approaches to fighting poverty is through the introduction of a living 
wage. Undertaking an in-depth study on the feasibility of  implementing a living wage and 
what impacts, social and economic, this might have in terms of poverty reduction and 

whether the idea is in fact feasible. 
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• Poverty is often targeted via a response to a problem and as such, can be construed as a 
defensive approach. By looking ahead, based on research, it would be possible to be 

proactive and provide pre-emptive supports to persons in order to avoid the pitfalls of 

poverty. This preventative approach could ultimately be more effective and cost efficient 

than simply being responsive. An example of this could take the form of a “Compassionate 
Community” model that looks beyond just poverty to link volunteers and other resources 

in a way to ensure neighbours and others in each community in Chilliwack can get 

assistance or guidance with any issues or concerns. While a project like this has 
traditionally focussed on assisting seniors with concerns around health, mobility, or social 

isolation, there is no reason that it could not expand to cover all community members 

experiencing difficulties. A model like this is capable of circumventing later, and costlier 
interventions. 

 

• Chilliwack, as a municipal entity and as a community of individuals, can help to fight 

poverty by maintaining communication and collaboration with neighbouring 

communities and groups. The unique geography of the Fraser Valley and the Lower 
Mainland make it relatively easy for individuals to move around the region and as many 

recent studies have shown, leads to a transient population that can put undue strain on 

social services. A few key ideas like a continued focus on affordable housing throughout 
the region and using the education system to support and educate children to the 
concerns of poverty can be applied to the benefit of the region as a whole. 

 

• With significant gaps in research and data looking at Indigenous groups, on reserve and 
off, there exists the potential for researchers from the University of the Fraser Valley in 

conjunction with their Sto:Lo counterparts to interrogate the specifics of poverty in this 

region as it relates to First Nations’ communities and people. It is hoped that with the 
highlighting of problem areas or concerns related to poverty in Chilliwack and area that 

appropriate resources are identified and made available to those caught in the tendrils of 

poverty.  
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