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1. THE CHALLENGE

The history of our city is one of shifting settlement @aits and changing neighbourhood
fortunes. This is the organic nature of cities. The newest astidesirable neighbourhoods
today may be down at the heels 30 or 40 years from now. Most ofighbaarhoods are
weathering this process reasonably well, as new familiestiimvég renovation of older homes
and new business investments keep neighbourhood commercial stnaigshithg. Other
neighbourhoods, however, are not faring as well.

In the City of Toronto, the number of what are commonly called “daadged
neighbourhoods” is growing. These neighbourhoods are marked by highoepeiserty and
insecure employment. The families living in them do notd$a& or have access to the social
services and infrastructure that they need and that fanmil@®er neighbourhoods enjoy.
Commercial strips in these neighbourhoods are conspicuous folaitieof vitality,
underscoring the general lack of local opportunity. These neighbourheoals@increasingly
racially and ethnically segregated. Outside of the City of Torontbgibroader region, similar
areas of disadvantage have begun to emerge in Mississadd@rampton.

Our challenge is to create strong neighbourhoods across the Tagioio that are safe and
healthy places for families to live and raise their childrenthatlenable their inhabitants to
connect to the opportunities and prosperity of the region. This ew@ikoviding safe and

healthy places for families of all income levels to lared raise their children. Whether you are a
grocery clerk in a local store, a janitor of a downtownceftiuilding, a factory worker, a
hygienist in a dental office, or a newcomer to Toronto trying tegeblished, your choice of
neighbourhood should not be limited to just a few areas of the ciyewhiets are affordable.

Nor should you have to live and raise your family in neighbourhoodsithaot have places for
your children to play or where you are afraid to let yourdehil use the parks and facilities that
do exist.

This discussion paper examines the profound changes affsctine of our neighbourhoods and
their implications, identifies current barriers to strengihg neighbourhoods as well as some
recent positive developments, and makes recommendations @r. aEthally, it poses key
guestions for discussion as we consider how best to undertaleitaéization of our
neighbourhoods.

I INTERNATIONAL RESPONSES TO A GLOBAL PROBLEM

Before taking a more in-depth look at our own region, it is bétpfthink about the issue of
neighbourhood change in a broader context. Toronto is hardly alone whbereg to concern
about the health of its neighbourhoods. The growing gap between wiamd poor is a global
phenomenon playing out in cities around the world. This is evidenced mcthasing spatial
concentration of low-income people in cities such as London, AmsterdamyaneySin urban
centres across our own country, and in countries in economic ivarigie China, where the
national government recently declared the level of its uith@me gap to be alarming.
Segregated poverty has been greatest in U.S. cities, althmdhamatic rise in the income gap
between the richest and poorest suburbs that America experiartbedli980’s did slow down in
the 1990s.
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Why is there such universal concern about this trend? In part, itfisaththat growing
economic segregation, and with it racial and ethnic segregatioeadiito enclaves of social
unrest. One need only consider the violence that erupted imitlet Bowns of Bradford,
Burnley, and Oldham in the summer of 2001, or the civil unrestande in October and
November of 2005, when youth set fire to cars and public buildings, tecaier how realistic
those fears are. These episodes were followed by similar um@tés in Germany, Holland,
Greece and lItaly.

There is also fear that geographic areas characterized bypadeeqy and racial/ethnic
segregation will be become permanent features in our lsbdscape. There is strong evidence
indicating that there is a tipping point of concentrated pggtbat, once passed, is extremely
difficult to reverse. The recent work of Robert F. Sampson and Jeffregnigibion poverty in
Chicago neighbourhoods has demonstrated the extreme “durability”ropbigrty
neighbourhoods, showing that once a neighbourhood passes a certain tluiegbodity and
racial composition, any further change is likely to be indinection of increasing povertylt is

not necessary to turn to the U.S. for evidence, however. Winnipegls Blodtand Vancouver's
Downtown Eastside provide ample proof of just how intractafderasistant to change
concentrated disadvantage can be.

In Europe, many governments have responded with strategies aimedilding their troubled
neighbourhoods and redressing the social exclusion they représmmhere is this more evident
than in Great Britain, where the government launched an atlamopaign to revitalize its
troubled neighbourhoods in 2001. The U.K\ational Strategy for Neighbourhood Renevsah
comprehensive and ambitious 20-year plan that aims to narrow tietyegen have and have
not neighbourhoods, so that “no one is disadvantaged by where they liMeas set targets for
increasing employment levels, improving health, achiebigtter education outcomes, reducing
crime, improving local environments, and restoring aging housirod.s The plan “joins up” all
national government departments to work with local governmentinity-based organizations
and citizen groups to achieve change. Results after four yeavedshoogress on most fronts
and have led a number of state governments in Australia, such asl@odeand Victoria, to
adopt similar targeted neighbourhood strategies aimed at revigeiizir distressed
neighbourhoods.

In the U.S., a range of comprehensive community initiatives hagltrtagether government,
local organizations, and community members to rebuild neighbourhooderm@mnts initiated
some strategies, like tlBmpowerment Zone/Enterprise Community Programike 1990s and
theHOPE VIprogram, which provided grants for the physical revitéiizeof older severely
distressed neighbourhoods. Other initiatives have been led by fanwdstich as the Ford
Foundation and the Annie E. Casey Foundation, which sponsorBebdding Community
Initiative in the 1990s and, more recently, tiaking Connections PrograniThe latter works in
10 U.S. cities to increase the economic prospects of familiesivehimldeclining
neighbourhoods and to strengthen the social networks and servicasppaitt them.

Closer to home, we have our own examples of comprehensive neighboudrdad Winnipeg
and Vancouver, enabled by urban development agreements. Thesenateafjireements entered
into by all three levels of government to align their resesiand leadership in support of shared
goals and initiatives and provide a more seamless and respoaostirruum of services and
supports to residents.
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As the above examples show, the growing concentration of spatiattgmcivated neighbourhood
disadvantage in cities is a global phenomenon, although thes foawasing it and the particular
patterns it takes vary across countries. Governments arehaifinups are taking these trends
seriously and, in the case of many governments, have made neighbourteveal gepriority.
Where this is the case, people appear to be united in the hatisbiutions require a big vision
and comprehensive plans involving the participation of gawem, the voluntary sector,
business, and local citizens to bring about transformational atadredschange.

.  THE CURRENT SITUATION IN THE TORONTO REGION

How are the neighbourhoods in our region changing? Undoubtedly, th@mimsind change is
the shift in fortunes in what we call our “inner suburbs” — thosesarkthe region that lie
between the old City of Toronto and the surrounding GTA communitiese ld.®. they are
referred to as the “first suburbs,” but their origins and cherigtics are similar in both of our
countries — primarily built after the Second World War and predartiinahite and middle
class. These were our first bedroom communities, built with wide attesads connecting them
to the downtown core in order to get people quickly andieffity to and from work in the city.
They were also made up largely of single-family homes, althpublic and private sector high-
rise apartments were built along the major routes for singlestartdr families.

In the half-century since their development, these commuhigies undergone a radical shift.
Once home to a comfortable, homogeneous population secureansesaf opportunity and
rising fortunes, today they are characterized by an ethnalyadiverse population, experiencing
declining incomes and dwindling hopes for its own future and thitd ofildren. Most
disturbingly, some of these neighbourhoods have begun to takatsriraditionally associated
with U.S. inner cities — poverty concentration, gun and gang violendeayidespread social
exclusion.

Figures 1and2 on the following page illustrate the profound changes thatroed from 1960 to
2000 in terms of the geographic distribution of income across the ragibthe particular
changes affecting Toronto’s inner suburbs. By 2000, the average inobhmsseholds in most
of these areas had fallen well below the Census Metropolitaa @MA) average, while wealth
had increasingly became concentrated in the central citg@nttiern Etobicoke, with a thin band
beginning to spread along the lakefrorthe main driver of this change has been widening
income disparity between our region’s affluent and poor fagiiéth incomes at the low end of
the scale stagnating and even falling while those at the high endwstdirise.

Increasing housing costs and gentrification in the city core hiso been contributing factors.
Forty-five years ago, low-income families were concentratetbivntown Toronto. Today, a
considerable amount of the affordable housing stock in the downtoveisaapeared due to
gentrification, displacing low-income families, who have motgethe inner suburbs in search of
more affordable accommodation. Yet the cost of even this relaaffeldable housing has also
climbed over the years, while incomes have not. Between 1980 andt#®@tgdian income of
renters in the City of Toronto declined (in 2000 dollars) from $38F to $35,271, while the
average cost of rents, in this case two-bedroom units, roser@as%$719 to $907. Overall,
apartment rents in the city have increased 1% timésr féman inflation since 1990. Even in the
region as a whole, which includes the wealthy areas of Richmond Hilkhisla and central
Toronto, the median pre-tax income of families hardly changelll laetween 1990 and 2004,
hovering around $66,000.
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These trends have resulted in deepening income segregatiam twé City of Toronto. Between
1970 and 2000, most of the inner suburbs experienced a 20% or more dealiaege
employment income, affecting large areas such as Jamestohenwest, the Jane-Finch
corridor, and all of Agincourt, Malvern and Kingston-Galloway in thste

Figure 3

To understand these changes more fully, it is helpful to look at thewo different levels — first
in terms of what is commonly referred to in Toronto as the “Ubcfcseconomic disadvantage
and, secondly, in terms of where concentrated neighbourhood poverty ane tewie taken
hold.

The band of economic disadvantage stretches from JamestowaranaBidch in the north-
western part of the city, south through the former City of Ytmtough the Junction to Parkdale,
includes the public housing developments in downtown Toronto suchgastRark and Moss
Park, and continues through large areas of the former City of Scagbor The “disadvantage
gap” between the neighbourhoods within this “U” and others in théscitignificant, evidenced
by lower school attainment, more unemployment and precarious wegteghealth problems,
more overcrowding and less social infrastructure. This gagklights the differences in three
of these areas — education, health, and overcrowding.

The Toronto District School Board, in its May 2006 report of secondary sch@elssuc
indicators, notes that lower school achievement tends to folleweabgraphic “U” of socio-
economic challenge in the City of Toronto whether measured B@#¢O Grade 9 assessment,
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literacy tests (OSSLT), 17-year-old graduates or appli¢ganisiversity. A similar picture is
observed in the 2001 census data, which shows that a significantly pighertion of young
adults within the “U” neighbourhoods do not have a high school certifieagarg 4.

Figure 4

There are also poorer health outcomes in these areas. ToubfitoHRalth geo-mapping shows
a concentration of teen births and low-birth-weight babiesgalarge portions of the “U.” A
recent report from the Canadian Institute for Health médion on health differences across
neighbourhoods reports that residents of Toronto neighbourhoods with lameaterage
median incomes and percentage of post-secondary graduatesyfmadngh fall within the “U”
band, are more likely to report poorer health than residents of neitjiolools with a higher-than-
average median income and percentage of post-secondarytgeadumeey are also less likely to
report being physically active.

These areas also have more residential overcrowding. Cotyrbasied agencies working in
these neighbourhoods report that families actually under-repaktéet of overcrowding and
multi-family occupancy because they may be in violation of thredef their lease. Hence, the
picture shown irFigure 5of multi-family occupancy and residential density, as measuréioeb
average number of persons per bedroom, is likely an underestifrthie extent of overcrowding
in these communities.
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Figure 5

If we drill deeply into the “U” band, we find pockets of highly coricated poverty in many
locations across the inner suburbs. This should concern us bduenesis tlear evidence that
concentrated neighbourhood poverty and joblessness are primarg dfiveighbourhood
decline and disinvestment.

This phenomenon has been the subject of significant academydatutbcades. Patterns of
neighbourhood decline and disinvestment, and the factors that skapéhthve been examined
in depth and are well understood. They include concentrated poverty hagising stock,
downgrading of housing to accommodate conversion to higher densiesrawding within
existing units, maintenance problems, falling commercial invest, absentee owned properties
and a high ethnic/racial population.

The final stage of neighbourhood decline is disinvestment, regirdtipopulation loss and
property abandonment. Toronto is fortunate in that none of its neighboudyouets to have
reached this stage, although neighbourhoods in other Canadiam&iteesNonetheless, current
trends in Toronto are cause for concern.
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What does our research tell us about concentrated neighbourhood poMeetyhited Way of
Greater Toronto repoRoverty by Postal Coddgocumented some sobering trends. It showed that
the percentage of the city’'s low-income families livinghgighbourhoods of higher poverty grew
from 18% in 1980 to 43% in 2001, meaning they are increasingly segtegater city.

Figure 6
The report also showed that the
number of higher poverty
neighbourhoods in Toronto
grew from 30 in 1981, to 120 in
2001, and that the largest
increase in number occurred in
the Toronto region’s inner
suburbs, in the former
municipalities of North York,
Etobicoke, Scarborough, East
York and York. These
collectively now include 92 of
the 120 higher poverty
neighbourhoods — up from just
15 twenty years earlier.

Poverty by Postal Codaso revealed the highly racialized character of concentrated
neighbourhood poverty. Immigrant and newcomer families now makeeuprge majority of
low-income households in higher poverty neighbourhoods, where theynammielss than half of
low-income families in 1981 to two-thirds in 2001. Today théomity of these families are
visible minorities. In 1981 visible minority families made uglsily more than one-third of all
low-income families in these neighbourhoods, but by 2001 they accoontedef three-
qguarters. These pockets of concentrated poverty are also homeettone parent families.
These increased 92% between 1981 and 2001.

United Way of Greater Toronto has been funding community engagerodain some of these
neighbourhoods over the past year and a half. Staff working on trasiweithave observed
other trends that suggest a deepening cycle of neighbourhood disitiesstability. These
include:

Concerns about neighbourhood safety, especially given the summer 2005 gpiktnigang
and gun violence.

Poor maintenance of aging high-rise buildings.

High residential instability. In one school, 50% of the children wad sthool in September
are not there at the June end of the school year.

Homeowner flight from adjacent streets where single-fahvines are now occupied by
multiple families who rent the houses.

Change in local commercial activity, with the rapid growth inde lending business&s.
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All of these trends are being observed in the heart of what®™eayears ago, the North American
middle-class suburban ideal. These observations require further heseeonfirm their extent,
but they nonetheless indicate a disturbing and fundamental changenaiuheof these
neighbourhoods.

These changes have important implications for the distobud our community infrastructure
and services. The inner suburbs were built for a relatively lowige middle-income
population. The social infrastructure and services available in tieégigbourhoods is now
insufficient to meet the needs of their new populations. In 200&ttbag Neighbourhoods
Task Forcea coalition of community leaders co-chaired by the City of Terantl United Way
of Greater Toronto, conducted research on service coverage dtrassghbourhoods. This
included general services, such as recreation and community cébtegges, schools and
community health centres; as well as services to respond nedlds of specific groups, such as
children, youth, seniors, newcomers and unemployed people. Not uteshpeaeighbourhoods
farther from the city’s core generally had less service@me than downtown neighbourhoods.

Figure 7

10



IV. CHIEF BARRIERS TO PROGRESS

In the face of such sweeping trends, how can we restore the healtihamty of these
neighbourhoods? What factors do we need to overcome to buildfeéwtd these communities
and create new opportunities for the families living there? Tluierdaghlights five key barriers
that must be addressed in order to move forward.

Recognizing the signs of neighbourhood declin€oronto has historically been proud of the
rich diversity and vitality of its neighbourhoods. There have been éxspdf course —
troubled areas that were largely the result of public policy kestaf the mid-twentieth century,
creating large public housing complexes that segregated digadyed families from the rest of
the community. One of the City of Toronto’s most exciting plans isettievelopment of Regent
Park, reintegrating families into the larger community abditding a neighbourhood of mixed
housing forms and incomes.

We are much less familiar with, and perhaps less willing taaeledge, the slow evolution
within our region of broader areas of highly segregated andirzcigdoverty and neighbourhood
distress. We are also not as confident that we know how to turn tidsatreund. We are not
alone. The Brookings Institution in the U.S. writes that Amé&sifiest suburbs are “staring down
a set of looming challenges that threaten their overalllisygbyet “exist in a policy blind spot
with little in the way of state or federal tools to help them atafiteir new realities and secure a
new role as competitive and quality communitieslf we in the Toronto region are going to
secure a prosperous future for our inner suburbs, we need totmademderstanding of the
dynamics of the neighbourhood decline process, the fadtiwisg it and the threat that it poses
to the prosperity of the region.

Building awareness of the complexity of the problem and commititerihe long-term
solutions required Rebuilding communities is complex and takes a long time. It rexquis®sn,
major commitment to change and willingness to work collaborataeigss departmental and
jurisdictional boundaries. It must call into action jurisdictions resptsfdr housing, education,
health, employment, income security, community infrastru@ncecommunity safety. To date,
the provincial and federal governments have favoured isbfaliet projects and continued to
operate in silos. Federal transfers to municipalities hergelly been for “hard” infrastructure,
rather than the social infrastructure needed in distressedboeigioods. More holistic
approaches to neighbourhood renewal, like those embodied in trisiiesl development
agreements for Vancouver and Winnipeg, have still not matedhiiz Toronto — despite being
recommended by the Toronto City Summit Alliance and other lecidlspolicy groups.

Giving municipalities the fiscal tools they requireThe downloading of responsibility
for social programs to Ontario’s municipal governments, withoujwate accompanying
resources, has made it difficult for cities to addressntinastructure needs of
disadvantaged neighbourhoods. This is especially so for the Torgido,r@hich
welcomes 43% of the nation’s newcomers, many of whom requirgya cdrsupports to
integrate into their communities and the local labour market.

Building sustained local leadership and networks of influenc®#/inning back neighbourhoods
requires local leadership, with strengthened networks and cameetd decision makers.

Efforts to build communities in other jurisdictions over thst hecade and a half have shown that
residents must be at the centre of the effort — to idertify they want their neighbourhood to
change and to advocate to the people who can make change haplosvever, building

11
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connections and partnerships between community members asmdecakers is equally
important. These “bridging” connections are the kind of social capaaRobert Putman writes
of in Bowling Aloneand that his research shows to be so important for bolstediegtore and
positive community change. They are the partnerships which Xavier de Souza Briggs of MIT
describes as the intermediaries between the “grasstops” and therogita,” that are necessary to
get things done. In our region, there has been little support for building lmeadership or
bridging partnerships until recently.

Revitalizing neighbourhoods without displacing low-income residenthe problem of decline
must be solved, not simply moved elsewhere. Too often, neighboursm®dal simply results in
displacement of disadvantaged families and individuals. When &ffigranfashionable
neighbourhood catches the eye of upwardly mobile homeowners araetgr and affordability
of the neighbourhood starts to change. While this often has a positivet iompthe aesthetics of
the neighbourhood, it can also push out low-income households as enoittipipancy homes are
converted back to single-family dwellings. We currently lpokcies that protect a portion of
affordable housing for low-income households in heighbourhoods undergaitridicggion.

VI.  STRENGTHS WE CAN BUILD ON

While the neighbourhood trends and challenges described so far sgginglal oronto has
many assets that it can bring to bear on the neighbourhood raguidicess, and we have
already made much progress.

Our strengths begin in our neighbourhoods themselves, withethie living there and the
facilities and infrastructure that already exist. Oughleourhoods have established and
emerging local leaders who want to improve their communities. Maighbourhoods, although
not all, also have some community facilities, such as librageseational centres, skating rinks,
parks, and playgrounds that only need to be made more accessialeran order to serve as
hubs for activities and services for local families and children

Our strength also lies in our ability to integrate newcomewsorito’s history has been one of
successive waves of newcomers moving to the city and, over ticeessfully integrating into
the working, social and cultural life of the city. Although StatssCanada’s recent report on
chronic low-income and low-income dynamics among recentigrants indicates that these are
not doing as well as expected, given their high levels of educ#tiere are many concerted
efforts underway in Toronto to step up the economic and languageatiagf newcomers.
Most notable is the signing of the new Canada-Ontario Immigr&greement with
accompanying new funding and the ongoing work of the Toronto Regimighant Employment
Council, which is helping to break down the barriers that imamigs face in finding jobs that
match their education and experience.

Our strength also lies in Toronto’s pride and its long traditicstroihg and vibrant
neighbourhoods — in places such as the Beaches, the Danforth, Bloovilldgst, Riverdale,
Cabbagetown, Roncesvalles, Little Italy, Kensington and Chinattmvrame a few. These
neighbourhoods are characterized by the critical elementdahatlacobs so frequently wrote
about — their human scale, vibrant street life, interestingssaiog services, high pedestrian
traffic, diversity of restaurants, amenities of all kinds wittimse proximity to homeowners and
renters, and acceptance of different lifestyles and cslturbese neighbourhoods are living
models for the kinds of communities we want to build.

12
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VIl. POSITIVE RECENT DEVELOPMENTS

In its 2003 reportEnough Talkthe Toronto City Summit Alliance identified strong
neighbourhoods as a critical pillar of a healthy and prosperousTditg.report led to the creation

of theStrong Neighbourhoods Task FO&NTF) in 2004, which set out to find ways to restore
the strength of Toronto’s distressed neighbourhoods. The Taskd$-teport Strong
Neighbourhoods: A Call to Actipmas released in the summer of 2005, laying out an action plan
for achieving this goal.

This plan has since become a major catalyst and point of redei@neeighbourhood policies

and investments launched by the City of Toronto, United Way of Greatentd (UWGT), and

the Province of Ontario. Although much remains to be done, and recomiapadat further
action are included later in this paper, it is important to acledrye the major work that has

been initiated by these three partners and the progmdsas occurred in the last year and a half.

One of the first steps, following the releasédfall to Action wasto identify priority
neighbourhoods requiring attention. These were identified on the bddisotio-economic
indicators of neighbourhood vitality, as well as relative neighbourkooidl service and
infrastructure coverage. The SNTF identified nine neighbourhodbsigih need and low
service coverage. This number was subsequently increased to 18)de meighbourhoods
previously targeted by the City of Toronto’s Community SaRan. These 13 neighbourhoods
have been the focus of most of the neighbourhood investmenthélihy the City of Toronto,
the Government of Ontario and the United Way.

Action taken by the City of Toronto

The City of Toronto has made significant internal structural cestmenable it to better respond
to the 13 priority neighbourhoods. Action Teams have been estabiisbadh of the
neighbourhoods, comprising staff from all relevant city divisionssé&taee responsible for
ensuring a coordinated city response to neighbourhood issues, tudeeddhrough targeted
resources, better cross-sectoral linkages and new spaiitterships.

The Action Teams will also coordinate the establishmehteaghbourhood Action Partnerships
made up of local residents, government representatives, otfdar§, community organizations
and other interested stakeholders. Their role is to coordinatnmsets at the local level.

The city is also expanding childcare, continuing implementatidgs @ommunity Safety
Initiative and focusing new investments on youth in response toagahgun issues in priority
neighbourhoods. Specific initiatives include the expansionrriig@ahips for youth
employment, elimination of recreation user fees for young peegti@hlishment of a youth
entrepreneurship program to allow youth to run their own busisiesgge youth outreach
workers in priority neighbourhoods and more recreational workers.
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Action taken by United Way of Greater Toronto

In 2006, United Way of Greater Toronto launched a five-iEaghbourhood Strateggimed at
strengthening high-need, underserved neighbourhoods in Toronto’s inndyssubbe strategy
involves a broad range of activities, including targeted fumpftir new services and
infrastructure, community engagement, research and advocaaoniplementaniction for
Neighbourhood Chang@&NC) initiative will help build resident-led neighbourhood asatians
in each of the 13 neighbourhoods. These associations will identitybroeichood priorities,
develop local plans and receive assistance in connecting to decidiersrimahelp bring those
plans to fruition. This will be accompanied by ANC leadershigtbgpment and technical
assistance initiatives to help build local leadership capacit

UWGT has also launchedGommunity Hub Initiativéo seed the development of new
community service hubs in priority neighbourhoods where none currergly &WGT is
seeking $1million in major donor gifts for each of the hubs. It B @igeting 75% of all new
funding raised annually from its campaign to high-need inner subungighbourhoods. It will
bring two new agencies serving the inner suburbs into its menibeesth year and give priority
to grant applicants serving the inner suburbs.

UWGT is also funding a series of special youth initiativeed focus on sports leadership, the arts,
engagement and education.

Action taken by the Government of Ontario

The Ontario government has joined the effort to strengthemn subeirban neighbourhoods by
targeting itsSCommunity Health Car@CHC) expansion to six priority Toronto neighbourhoods,
creating a new community health centre or satellites ih eae to provide care to people who
have difficulty accessing primary care due to barrierk sisdanguage, culture, homelessness and
poverty. UWGT and the Ontario Ministry of Health are workingamtnership to co-develop the
new CHC satellites and co-locate these with community hubs.

The provincial government also launched Yloeith Challenge Funish partnership with UWGT,
providing support for local community initiatives for youth at riskhe 13 priority
neighbourhoods. The province has challenged the private and pdibessto match the
government’s initial $15-million investment. It will then mathese contributions up to an
additional $15-million, for a total potential investment of $45-iwnili

The Ontario governmemouth Opportunities Strategyill also support the hiring of 39 outreach
workers in Toronto priority neighbourhoods. It has also provided $llidmto UWGT to fund
initiatives that will help youth from priority neighbourhoodsctamplete high school.

VIIl. ACTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION

The infusion of place-based investment in services and thdigistabnt of important
partnerships that will leverage new dollars for communityastfucture are a wonderful start to
Toronto’s neighbourhood revitalization effort. United Way of Gred@bronto’s success in
attracting major donor dollars to its neighbourhood work is alsmagsindicator that the need
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for action is gaining broader public support. However, broader goesitrand civic
involvement is still needed.

Some of the initiatives that have begun, for example théi@neaf new community hubs and
neighbourhood engagement work, require additional funding so that theg caled out to

other priority neighbourhoods and beyond. Many of the youth prdjetttave been initiated
are time-limited and require sustainable funding. Additional solutieeeseded that go beyond
the provision of social infrastructure and services. Innovatesing policies are required to
halt and turn around the growing concentration of neighbourhood povertgil amders of
government have a critical role to play in helping to build sustain the infrastructure and
services that will make disadvantaged neighbourhoods strong.

For these reasons, the Toronto City Summit Alliance is proposirfgltbeing actions for
consideration:

1. Recognizing the fundamental importance of cities and the healtvitafity of
neighbourhoods within them, the Government of Canada and Governnigmiaoio
should enter into a tripartite agreement with the City of Toronto thiafinther enable
implementation of an effective neighbourhood renewal strategy tag#tenToronto’s
most disadvantaged communities.

2. Recognizing the knowledge and leadership inherent in local cortiegjras well as the
fundamental need to align goals, strategies and resourceteimntobe effective, all three
orders of governments and their civil society partners shamutunit to work with and
support local community leadership and align their plans and resoaccordingly to
address the needs of disadvantaged communities.

3. Recognizing the central role that the availability of safe raéfole, and accessible
housing plays in the health and vitality of urban neighbourhoodsedeeal and Ontario
governments should re-examine their housing programs and pédicgsutions to the
trends of poverty concentration and displacement.

The Toronto City Summit Alliance applauds the progress tteabban made to date but
challenges governments to invest the resources and make theghalhges necessary to ensure
these successes reach more than a fraction of the faamtieseighbourhoods that need our
attention.

If some of the new youth initiatives described above areesistul in keeping kids in school and
away from a life of gangs and guns, then we need to expand thed&/@stia change the lives
of thousands of youth, not just hundreds.

We hope that by working together to foster ongoing dialogue, action andhipamiwill succeed

in restoring the fortunes of our inner suburbs and extendingpirertunities and prosperity of
our region to everyone who lives here.
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IX. QUESTIONS FOR DISCUSSION

As community building efforts move forward with civic and goveemirengagement, there are a
number of important issues that require reflection and discussimstiriiulate this conversation,
we have identified three key questions:

1. How can we achieve long-term commitment at the political lel/éor a problem that
Is complex and multi-faceted and may take years to turn around?

To be effective, revitalization efforts must not only be comensive, but they must also
be sustained over a long period. Stop-and-start effortslittedong-term effect, are
discouraging to local participants and work against ongoind émgmgement. Changes
to large-scale programs and policies take time to implemennagdake years to
achieve desired effects.

Given the complex nature of neighbourhood disadvantage, ityga&egovernments and
others to focus on short-term actions rather than the sustainegberaga and
investments that lead to real change. Getting engagementrandtogent to a longer-
term process with realistic expectations for what can bengahed in the short-,
medium- and long-term is critical. What can we do to encouragergments and other
partners to adopt this longer-term view?

2. How can we achieve transformational change in disadvantaged neighbowrdds,
beyond service improvements for which funding may only be short tm?

Turning around the fortunes of disadvantaged neighbourhoods apeaple who live
there is challenging because the task is so complex and nueitefa There has been a
surge of neighbourhood projects in the U.S. since the early 1990s aimed at
transformational change in declining communities. Refeoedttomprehensive
community initiatives, they involve community leadership, collatieggartnerships
within the community and partnerships between the community and axdecision
makers and funders. The results so far have been mixed. The Asperelin the U.S.
has studied these initiatives and found that improved local corslit@ve occurred in
three areas: improved programs that strengthen locategm@and infrastructure,
increased capacity of local individuals and organizationsflizeimce change, and
increased resources for new program#vhat these initiatives have not been able to do
so far is reduce poverty in a substantial way.

We need to think carefully about the extent to which local effecéss in revitalizing
neighbourhoods is tied, not only to funding for services and initiatuggp broader
changes to provincial and national policies that improve therqdigld for the
neighborhoods concerned and the people who live in them. Factors evielbatified
include: availability and distribution of affordable housing, inessacurity policies,
minimum wage rates that don’t provide enough to live on, adodsealth services,
employment opportunities and supports, immigrant settlement oldistribution of
social services and infrastructure investments and crime prewengasures.

In light of these other factors, what can we do — in addition toneiiganeighbourhood

services — to advance fundamental improvements in the ptesgetisadvantaged
neighbourhoods and their residents?
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3.

How do we build awareness and garner support without furthestigmatizing
affected neighbourhoods?

With so many thriving neighbourhoods in our region, achieving pubtgalitical
recognition of the challenges confronting some of our innerrbabuneighbourhoods
has not been easy. That changed abruptly in the summer of 2008 endihate of gang
and gun violence that disrupted the city. Media headlines weragyard drew a swift
response from all levels of government, which launched a @ng®grams intended to
draw youth away from drugs and street crime. While this kindtefitdn can result in
good programs, residents of the affected neighbourhoods rarelymelueing put in the
public spotlight and the negative perceptions that accompany sudis.eve

The local reaction to the recdviaicleansarticle, “Canada’s Worst Neighbourhood,” is a
case in point. It was intended to raise awareness of the sermine dad danger in
Regina’s inner city neighbourhood, but what it did was create a furggp®nse among
residents of the neighbourhood. In an e-mail tdRbgina Leader-Posbne resident
wrote, “‘We’re not scum; we’re proud people.”In Toronto, we have heard this same
anger voiced by residents of many of our neighbourhoods, who feéhéirat
communities have been unfairly singled out by the media asgtd@racterized only by
crime and violence.

How do we get all of civil society to recognize the seriousneitecthallenge and

commit to a plan of action to invest in these areas with@rhatizing the communities
and simply fueling a downward cycle of disinvestment?

How can we bring governments together with non-profits and therfvate sector to
develop innovative and sustainable solutions?
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