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Social Development Strategy 2001 1

S WE ENTER THE 21ST CENTURY, TORONTO
remains one of the world’s best places to live. 

Canada’s largest metropolis is one of the
wealthiest cities in the world, well-placed to adapt to
the changes sweeping cities everywhere. The future
offers Toronto, as part of one of the fastest growing
city-regions in North America, tremendous opportunity
to be a dynamic centre of innovation and prosperity.
But the future also holds many challenges, as growing
social polarization and inequalities threaten to erode
the progress we have made.

The Social Development Strategy (SDS) is part of
Toronto’s plan for the future. As the social component
of the city’s Strategic Plan, the Social Development
Strategy describes some of the challenges Toronto
faces, enunciates the shared values that bind us
together as a city, and describes the principles that
should underlie our approach to social development. It
also lays out a set of specific strategic directions to
guide Toronto’s course.

A

Introduction
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The Contexxt

The buoyant economy of the late 1990s has
produced wealth for many Torontonians, but

the benefits of the boom have not been shared
equitably. Income disparities in Toronto are grow-
ing. Alarming numbers of Toronto families and
individuals are poor or are at risk of falling into
poverty and homelessness. Single-parent fami-
lies—who are most at risk and who are usually
headed by women—are on the increase, their
numbers rising faster than they have in 25 years.
Nearly 40 per cent of Toronto’s children are living
below Statistics Canada’s low-income cut-off point.

Growing numbers of people are homeless or at
risk of being homeless. In 1999, nearly 30,000
men, women and children lived in emergency
shelters at some point during the year. One hun-
dred thousand people are waiting for subsidized
housing. An average of over 100,000 people use
food banks every month. Tied to the growing
polarization in incomes is a diminution of 
opportunity for those who are vulnerable and
disadvantaged. The income gap severely and 
disproportionately affects ethno-racial groups.
The gulf between Toronto’s haves and have-nots
is widening, threatening the quality of life for all
residents of the city.

The growing social and economic polarization is
caused in part by changes in the labour market
brought about by fundamental shifts in the global
economy. Changing family structures also play a
role. But equally significant in creating the growing
social and economic gaps is the retreat of the fed-
eral and provincial governments from key areas of
social programming. In recent years, reduction of
fiscal deficits has become the guiding priority for
senior levels of government, while programs that
address social deficits have been allowed to erode.
Tax reduction, rather than income redistribution, is
the priority. Funding for income support programs,
such as employment insurance, social assistance
and social housing has been dramatically reduced.
Tenant, employment and environmental protections
have been weakened, and support for education
and community services has been cut.

As part of the refocusing of their priorities,
senior levels of government have downloaded

new responsibilities—along with substantially
increased costs—to municipalities. The City of
Toronto has assumed stewardship for a range 
of services, but has not been given the fiscal
capacity to properly carry out its new responsi-
bilities. At a time when Toronto faces increased
needs, more is expected from both the city and
community sectors, but there are fewer resources
to cope with rising expectations. The city has 
little flexibility beyond raising property taxes,
imposing user fees, or cutting services.

The Challenge of Change

Toronto can adapt to change; we have done so
before. A hundred years ago, when the city

was in the midst of its industrial transformation,
Toronto’s slums were home to legions of urban
poor. Many children did not survive infancy. 
A sense of security and opportunity grew as
Toronto met the challenges of the day. As the
decades passed, governments and the community
working together invested in a social infrastruc-
ture—a complex system of resources, programs,
facilities and social networks—to provide
Torontonians with an improved quality of life.
The social infrastructure is now as diverse as the
needs it was developed to address. It consists of
bricks-and-mortar facilities such as hospitals,
social housing, schools, libraries, nursing homes
and recreation, arts and cultural centres, as well
as services such as child care, public health,
social assistance and children’s aid.

Underpinning the development of the social
infrastructure has been the city’s social cohesion:
residents’ sense of inclusion, based on a respect
for their differences, and their understanding of
the things they have in common that bring them
together. Toronto has defined itself by including
newcomers, children, young people, Aboriginal
people, senior citizens and persons with disabili-
ties. Strong communities support social inclusion,
using public resources to meet the needs of those
who face hardships, discrimination and other
barriers to participation. A cohesive community
benefits everyone, because people who feel part
of a larger community have an investment in the
public good.
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The new City of Toronto—created in 1998—
has assumed stewardship for vital parts of our
social infrastructure. Working side by side with
school boards, community organizations and
senior levels of government, the city has the
opportunity to reaffirm its longstanding commit-
ment to the public good, both as a service
provider and funder and as an advocate for
social justice. Social development offers us the
opportunity to maintain both our stewardship
and our commitments.

PPrincipless of Social Development

According to the 1995 United Nations’ World
Summit for Social Development, “the ulti-

mate goal of social development is to improve
and enhance the quality of life of all people.” 
The World Summit adopted the Copenhagen
Declaration and Program of Action, which was
signed by Canada and more than 100 other
nations. The declaration lays out a set of goals,
two of which are central to Toronto’s Social
Development Strategy:

• [to] promote democracy, human dignity,
social justice, and solidarity...

• [to] promote the equitable distribution of
income and greater access to resources
through equity and equality of opportunity
for all.

The City of Toronto’s Strategic Plan states 
that social development “encompasses principles
of social equity, social well-being and citizen
engagement, and is an important determinant 
of healthy communities and quality of life.” 

Toronto’s Social Development Strategy recog-
nizes that well-being is a social achievement, and
not exclusively an individual one. The aim of the
SDS is to democratize prosperity and opportunity,
so that all those who live in Toronto can lead
healthy lives in a safe, socially cohesive urban
environment. It values diversity and reaffirms the
goals of achieving access and equality of outcome
for all residents as expressed in the city’s access
and equity action plan. Movement towards these
goals must be guided by five principles:

Equity – the fair distribution of resources, free
from discrimination on the basis of age, dis-
ability, gender, socioeconomic background,
race, ethnicity, religion or sexual orientation

Equality – equal, effective and comprehensive
rights for all

Access – fair and equitable access to all services,
so that no one falls below minimum standards
that include adequate income, sufficient nutri-
tious food, adequate and affordable housing,
and sufficient clothing

Participation – the opportunity to participate
fully in the life of the city and the decision
making that will determine our collective future

Cohesion – the fostering of social trust, mutual
care, and respect for diversity as the founda-
tion for supportive communities.

Strategic Directionss

To build a healthy, inclusive and sustainable
community in which residents have access to

good jobs and to the services they need, we must
strike a balance between social development and
economic growth. While markets may promote
efficiency, it is up to people—their communities
and governments—to promote equity. Our strat-
egy sees wealth as a means to an end: ensuring
that all Torontonians enjoy healthy, worthwhile
lives. This quality of life significantly contributes
to Toronto’s economic position by helping the city
attract investment and retain a skilled workforce.

Toronto has the opportunity to articulate a
shared vision of a liveable, prosperous, attractive
and creative city in which public effort combines
with individual initiative to enhance the quality
of life of all residents. This vision should guide
the city in leading an effective and constantly
evolving human services system—a system that
must be based on cooperative partnerships and
sustained by the commitment and financial sup-
port of all levels of government.

Social development is based on an integrated
understanding of the challenges facing Toronto at
the beginning of this new century. Although there
are no simple or isolated solutions to the challenges
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we face, progress towards Toronto’s social devel-
opment goals will be realized by the city pursuing
the proposed set of 11 strategic directions which
are laid out in this document. The directions are
grouped under three general headings:

Strengthen Communitiess

• Actively support the building of community
capacity

• Encourage participation in communities 
and government

• Increase access to community space

Invesst in a Comprehenssive Social
Infrasstructure

• Identify areas for strategic investment in
social development

• Increase the effectiveness and co-ordination
of planning activities

• Extend social monitoring and reporting
• Evaluate program success
• Seek more fair and flexible sources for 

city revenue

Exxpand Civic Leadersship and PPartnersship

• Work towards a joint strategy for social
development in the Greater Toronto Area

• Work with other municipalities to develop 
a national urban agenda

• Strengthen the city’s role as advocate.

Section 2 contains a discussion of the strategic
directions. Section 3 contains a full summary of
the directions.

4
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Every nation that permits people to remain
under the fetters of preventable disease, and

permits social conditions to exist that make it
impossible for them to be properly fed, clothed
and housed... and that endorses a wage that does
not afford sufficient revenue for the home, a rev-
enue that will make possible the development of a
sound mind and body is trampling a primary
principle of democracy under its feet.

– Dr. Charles Hastings
Toronto’s Medical Officer 
of Health, 1910–29

A City Transsformed

During its history, Toronto has been remarkably
successful in struggling with the issues of

urban life. So successful, in fact, that it emerged
as an urban model for other North American
cities—a place where people have been able to
build a secure and satisfying quality of life, a
place where prosperity became democratized.

We have now entered the 21st century. Looking
back over the past 100 years shows how far we
have come. At the beginning of the last century,
housing was at times wretched, sanitary condi-
tions were primitive and disease threatened
everyone.

The city’s problems were particularly devastat-
ing for children, many of whom died at an early
age. Municipal charity in the form of food or coal
did exist, but could be withheld on the advice of
middle class volunteers who visited poor homes
to assess the worthiness of destitute families.

The past 100 years have brought vast improve-
ments in the overall health and well-being of
Torontonians. Public health, child care, public
housing, social assistance and care for the elderly
have all improved our quality of life. Over the
course of the century the municipalities that now
comprise the City of Toronto, working together
with senior levels of government and locally with
community agencies, have built an effective
social infrastructure designed to meet the needs
of a diverse and rapidly growing population.

The savage inequalities of the Victorian era
were whittled away as government responded to
public pressure for services. But as a new century
begins, we must continue to adapt if Toronto is to
avoid the worst effects of social polarization and
provide its people with the services they need.

Servicess for PPeople

The city now delivers—by itself and in partner-
ship with others—a vast array of programs

and services that affect the quality of life for 
2.5 million Torontonians. At a cost of over $6.1
billion a year, the city provides traditional services
such as waste collection and disposal, roads and
transit; protective services like police, fire and
ambulance; and the human services such as 
public health, parks and recreation, arts and 
culture, emergency hostels and child care. It is
particularly these human services that enable the
continuing social development of the city.

Over the years, a complex and sophisticated
human service delivery system has evolved in
Toronto, involving both the city and the commu-
nity-based sector. In some program areas such as
the payment of social assistance, the city is the
sole delivery agent, operating out of a network of
local offices throughout the city. In other areas
such as child care there is a mix of service
providers. In addition to directly operating its
own child care centres, the city contracts with
hundreds of centres, both commercial and non-
profit, as well as with several home child care
agencies to provide subsidized child care.
Through programs such as the Community
Services Grants Program, the city provides grants
to community-based organizations for a broad
range of services such as elderly persons’ centres,
youth leadership programs and services for
ethno-racial communities.

The scope of the city’s human services role is
huge. It directly operates 58 licensed child care
centres; 10 long-term care facilities; 98 public
library branches; 44 cultural facilities including
theatres, galleries, museums and arts centres; 
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140 community centres; and five emergency 
hostels. Through the new Toronto Community
Housing Corporation the city is also responsible
for 60,000 social housing units.

But it is in the complex web of city-community
partnerships that the real strength of the human
services system lies. Working with community
service agencies, ethno-racial groups, cultural
organizations and many others, the city has been
able to reach out to all parts of Toronto to iden-
tify needs and develop flexible and innovative
ways of meeting them.

NNeww GGround RRuless

The past decade has been a time when govern-
ments at all levels, in many parts of the world,

have focused on eliminating deficits and reducing
debt. As deficit-cutting came to dominate govern-
ment agendas, social spending became a victim
of fiscal restraint.

In Canada, the federal government has succeeded
in reducing program spending (as a percentage 
of GDP) to the levels of the late 1940s, when the
social safety net was just starting to be developed
and Canada had minimal public pensions and no
Medicare. Ottawa has shifted a significant portion
of the cost of health care and social services to
the provinces and forced cities like Toronto to
bear the cost of immigration and settlement and
other services. The government of Ontario has
concerned itself with lowering its own tax rates.
It has financed the tax reduction in part by shift-
ing to municipalities increased costs for social
housing, libraries, public transit, welfare and
employment services, child care, emergency 
hostels and ambulances.

Between 1997 and 1999, in a series of sudden
and dramatic moves, the provincial government
significantly altered Toronto’s municipal landscape.
The government ordered the amalgamation of six
area municipalities and the regional government,
Metro, into a new “megacity.” It also radically
realigned longstanding provincial-municipal cost-
sharing arrangements. One of the effects of the
realignment was to remove part of the cost of
education from the property tax base. The provin-
cial government also intended to rationalize roles

and responsibilities for the funding and manage-
ment of community services—a goal that had been
under study for many years. Some significant
changes resulted from the new ground rules.

The city is now fully responsible for funding
social housing. Provincial-municipal cost-sharing
for social assistance benefits remained 80:20 but
the city now also shares the cost of the provincial
Ontario Disability Support Program. The child care
funding envelope was broadened so that the fund-
ing of family resource programs and programs for
special needs children is now cost-shared.

The funding realignment and downloading
have profound implications now and for the
future. Toronto’s (non-Catholic) public schools
used to be funded entirely by local property
taxes. In 1997, the province removed part of the
cost of education funding from the municipal
tax base and stripped the power of local school
boards to levy taxes. It also introduced a new
province-wide funding formula. While the new
system has the potential to increase funding
equity in other parts of the province, the
Toronto public school system, which has a
unique set of costs, has suffered a major funding
cut which it has no means of recouping from
local sources.

The trade-off for removing education costs
from the property tax base has put Toronto at a
significant disadvantage. The city must now fund
transportation infrastructure (transit and roads)
and income redistributive programs (social assis-
tance and social housing) from local property
taxes. The trade-off has been far from revenue-
neutral and will be even less so if economic
conditions continue to deteriorate. Downloading
has increased city costs by over $250 million and
will result in much higher costs should the current
economic downturn drive up welfare caseloads
and reduce transit revenues. The added burden
on local taxpayers could be enormous.

As well as changing cost-sharing arrangements—
and shifting a significant burden of new costs
onto the city—the provincial government also
passed many new responsibilities to municipali-
ties. The City of Toronto continues to manage the
social assistance program—Ontario Works—and
the subsidized child care system, but in addition
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has picked up management of social housing, and
a broader range of children’s services.

While the city now manages most aspects of
program operation, the province retains the pol-
icy and regulatory authority to set the ground
rules. And the experience to date is that the
provincial government is exercising that authority
in a way that increasingly limits municipal flexi-
bility for managing and providing the service. In
Ontario Works, for example, the province set
rigid targets for participation along with financial
penalties for municipalities that do not comply.
As a result, the City of Toronto has very limited
flexibility in administering this cornerstone of
provincial social policy.

The process of amalgamating the seven 
municipalities into one big city has posed many
administrative and political challenges. In areas
like parks and recreation and public health, 
separate bureaucracies had to be integrated into
single departments and their policies and services
rationalized. In some instances the rationalization
has not been easy. For example, the former
municipalities had varying policies on charging
user fees for parks and recreation programs, 
and some difficult political decisions have been
required to develop a new user fee policy for the
whole city.

The flexibility of the new Council in meeting
all the challenges posed by increasing need,
downloading and amalgamation was constrained
by its decision to freeze municipal property taxes
during the first three years of the new city’s exis-
tence. Although some savings will be realized
from amalgamation, Toronto faces many fiscal
challenges in the years to come. In facing those
challenges, the city lacks the capacity of senior
governments to raise revenues other than through
property taxes or user fees. The cumulative effect
of the recent changes is that the city is faced with
growing needs but has fewer resources and less
flexibility with which to deal with them.

The city’s partners in the community-based
sector are facing a similar squeeze. Community
agencies play a key role in the delivery of human
services in Toronto. Because of their understand-
ing of local needs and their flexibility of operation,
community agencies can provide high quality

services in an effective and accountable way. But
like the city, their ability to deal with these needs
is being increasingly constrained by diminishing
resources and more rigid, targeted mandates and
funding criteria. The community-based sector
lacks the means to ensure its own future viability.
The city must vigorously advocate with senior
levels of government in support of the integral
role of community agencies. Senior governments
must be persuaded to use the policy and fiscal
levers at their disposal to address broader sys-
temic issues—such as housing, income, employment
access—that are beyond the capacity of local
communities to solve with the tools available to
them.

The City in the RRegion and the NNation

The fortunes of the city and the rest of the GTA
are inextricably linked. Although Toronto is

growing, the Greater Toronto Area (GTA) outside
Toronto is expanding three times as fast. More
people now live in the suburban regions than in
the city. As population growth continues, there
are serious implications for the natural environ-
ment: loss of farmland, wildlife habitat and
watersheds. The shift in population balance also
affects the geography of regional social develop-
ment. Toronto will still shoulder responsibility 
for a higher proportion of the city-region’s disad-
vantaged people. It will continue to have a
disproportionate share of the region’s social
needs. The rest of the GTA, however, will increas-
ingly face the challenges with which Toronto is
now dealing. A social development strategy can
be instrumental in managing growth and change
in the region.

According to a study prepared for the Greater
Toronto Services Board, the GTA has the seventh
highest incidence of low-income families (18.2
per cent) among 24 Canadian metropolitan areas.
Although the outlying areas are growing rapidly
and enjoyed a strong economic recovery by the
mid-nineties, the number of households living in
poverty still increased by 94 per cent between
1990 and 1995. In the same period the number 
of poor families in Toronto grew by 56 per cent.
Just as poverty in Toronto clearly affects the
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“old” suburbs as well as the city centre, the
“new” suburbs of the GTA are not immune to the
problems that affect cities the world over. Nor are
they immune to the negative impacts of provin-
cial downloading which will increasingly
constrain their ability to meet social needs.

Because of the central importance of the city-
region in the national and provincial economies,
it is vital that the GTA municipalities and federal
and provincial governments devise common
strategies for the development of the region as
part of a new and more workable approach to
governance. The province has taken preliminary
steps in this regard by introducing tax pooling,
which has the effect of sharing the costs of social
assistance and social housing throughout the
GTA. In the long run, however, a more co-ordinated
and comprehensive urban policy framework will
be needed to ensure the future health and vitality
of the region.

It is also important that major cities be recog-
nized as a distinct order of government and that
they develop direct relationships with the federal
government. To achieve this, cities must begin to
form alliances and make common cause on the
problems they face. Progress in this direction has
already begun through the work of the Federation
of Canadian Municipalities, which has forged
much closer ties between Ottawa and the cities.
Big city mayors have also formed an alliance to
argue for direct federal assistance to cities. If the
challenges to Toronto’s social infrastructure are to
be met, this progress must continue.

OOur Strengthss

Notwithstanding the complex set of challenges
facing Toronto, amalgamation and other

restructuring have provided the new city with the
opportunity to build on its many strengths. Cities
have a crucial asset: the capacity to pinpoint
local problems and to assist in identifying solu-
tions. Senior levels of government tend to be
remote from the everyday reality of local needs of
people and their communities. They have diffi-
culty understanding the nature of local resources
and limitations. City governments—particularly

those whose sensitive antennae keep them in
close touch with communities—are well-placed to
develop the most appropriate strategies, policies
and plans. Local authorities, together with an
active citizenry, can respond effectively and
directly to the needs of individual Torontonians
and their organizations.

The approach to governance and social devel-
opment evolved somewhat differently in each 
of the municipalities which merged to form the
new City of Toronto. Some took a more active
role in expanding the scope of public health 
and community-based human services and in
supporting community development, but all used
a variety of strategies including new service mod-
els, discretionary grants, planning policies and
monitoring tools to meet emerging social needs.

The disparate histories and cultures of the 
former municipalities are now being reconciled 
in the new city government and a much more
complex understanding of governance and social
development is emerging. Further change is
underway as the new city assumes increasing
responsibility for managing service systems—
systems which depend on many different configu-
rations of government and community participation
—as well as delivering services directly. The 
corporation is being challenged to demonstrate
accountability for the decisions it makes in 
funding and managing services, and there is 
a growing recognition of the need for more co-
ordination between sectors in the planning and
delivery of services. In the future there will be 
a premium on co-operation, innovation and
accountability.

The Challengess Ahead

The role of Toronto’s city government has
changed dramatically. The city is being chal-

lenged to lead in areas that once may not have
been considered the interest or responsibility of
municipal government. Traditional city functions
have been supplemented by new ones.

As we shape the new city we must ensure that
Toronto develops in directions that are socially
sustainable, but we must be prepared to do this

8
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with resources that are severely constrained. The
crux of the problem:

■ The federal and provincial governments
have retreated from their traditional funding
responsibilities for social programs—particu-
larly those focusing on income redistribution
and housing.

■ Funding and management responsibilities
for these income redistributive social pro-
grams have been shifted to municipalities,
which must at the same time continue to
manage and pay for their traditional social
obligations such as public health and parks
and recreation.

■ Senior levels of government have access to
the resource base and the legislative and
regulatory tools which can effectively
respond to changing needs and economic
circumstances.

■ The city has not been given the fiscal and
policy tools necessary to meet its new social
development responsibilities.

■ Even in good economic times, the city is
being stretched to meet its obligations; in
the event of a prolonged downturn, the city
will not be able to respond to the increased
demand for social assistance and shelter
accommodation.

■ The impacts of a diminishing social infra-
structure are increasingly evident in our city:
increased poverty and homelessness. If there
is no renewal of intergovernmental partner-
ships and if the city is not given the tools it
needs, the inevitable result will be an erosion
of the quality of life for all residents.

The Social Development Strategy builds on the
policy development work of several task forces
and subcommittees established since amalgama-
tion, including the Mayor’s Homelessness Action
Task Force, the Task Force on Community Safety,
the Seniors’ Task Force, and the Children and
Youth Action Committee. The SDS is one among
a number of strategic planning initiatives that the
city will use to help shape the social and physical
environment of the new city. Along with the
Strategic Plan, the Environmental Plan, the Culture

Plan, and the Economic Development Strategy,
the SDS will serve as a roadmap to the future. 
We may not follow it exactly, but our destination
is clearly in sight. Section 2 discusses the strategic
directions which will help chart the road ahead.
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Toronto now faces challenges that will deter-
mine its future. To meet these challenges we

must build on our city’s strengths. But it is clear
we must do so in a way that positions Toronto’s
residents to flourish in a new millennium.
Fortunately, the social vision and civic values
that have underpinned Toronto’s approach to
social development provide an enduring basis for
moving forward; for putting social development
into action. By drawing on these values, the
Social Development Strategy identifies how city
government, in concert with communities and
residents, can get to where we want to be: a
Toronto that balances social equity, prosperity
and social inclusion.

Toronto’s strengths are clear: A diverse popula-
tion. Resilient communities. A dynamic economy
offering abundant opportunity. Safe, attractive
neighbourhoods where people from all ethno-
racial backgrounds live side by side. A strong
social infrastructure created through the mutual
efforts of government and community. Public
engagement and civic participation as funda-
mental values. Openness to learning from each
other’s forms of cultural expression. Plentiful
opportunities to rebuild the city to accommodate
more homes and jobs. A willingness to invest in
a better future.

At the same time, there are clear signs the
city’s social well-being is increasingly at risk.
Exclusion, polarization and diminished potential
belong to a future none of us want. Central to the
Social Development Strategy is the conviction
that the city must show leadership by making
positive and proactive choices.

Social Development in Action

Toronto’s Social Development Strategy is 
animated by a social vision that foresees

improving the quality of life in Toronto by foster-
ing caring communities, by ensuring access to
services and opportunities, and by shaping a
healthy and safe urban environment through
investment in social infrastructure. The SDS

addresses the needs of all citizens and proposes 
a vision for social life in the city—how people
interact with their communities, with city govern-
ment, with each other. Social development is
about how all of us live in and contribute to a
city with a unique character—a place where the
social landscape and built form are equally
important. And where the strong urban fabric
and sense of community is a product of the 
thousands of everyday activities and interactions
that bring people into contact with each other.

While the SDS goes well beyond being a social
service and policy blueprint, the services that the
city funds, manages and delivers represent a key
ongoing commitment to social development. 
Our parks, libraries, and cultural and recreation
centres are part of a social infrastructure used by
all Torontonians. And the city has long provided
critical services and supports to our most vulner-
able residents.

Reflecting the city’s civic vision, the Social
Development Strategy speaks to Toronto’s role as
an urban government concerned with social equity,
prosperity and social inclusion. It focuses on the
city as a broker, planner, advocate, facilitator, 
initiator, catalyst, funder, builder, manager and
provider. And it asserts an ongoing commitment
to the city’s social infrastructure through strate-
gies that aim to mobilize all available resources,
from the dedication and ingenuity of individuals
to the collective strength of communities to the
powers, responsibilities and financial clout of
senior governments.

To realize the city’s potential, the Social
Development Strategy sets out strategic directions
in three inter-related areas: Strengthen Communities,
Invest in a Comprehensive Social Infrastructure,
and Expand Civic Leadership and Partnership.

Strengthen Communitiess

The social cohesion of Toronto’s communities
underlies much of the city’s historic success.

The inclusive and supportive nature of our com-
munities forms Toronto’s legacy as a liveable city.
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The Community Social Planning Council of
Toronto made this point in Preserving Our Civic
Legacy (see Appendix D), its report on the first
phase of the public consultation on the Social
Development Strategy:

During the past four decades, the world
has come to recognize Toronto’s civic
capacity to create an urban community of
social diversity living in relative harmony.
The unique social fabric of Toronto, con-
tributing to a high quality of urban life, is
one of the city’s great civic and economic
assets... Preserving the social cohesion of
Toronto means sustaining the civic capac-
ity to strengthen communities and to
eliminate social vulnerabilities across the
new city.

As part of the SDS public consultation, key
community stakeholders were canvassed about
the specific attributes of successful, supportive
communities. Their responses, as encapsulated in
Preserving Our Civic Legacy, suggest that support-
ive communities:

• are places of belonging and pride
• are inclusive environments
• provide opportunities for community and

civic engagement
• have capacities for care.

Strengthening communities and ensuring 
that they are supportive is fundamental to the
continuing social development of Toronto. The
characteristics described by consultation partici-
pants suggest several strategic directions related
to how this can be done.

Community Capacity Building

Sustaining Toronto as a highly liveable city
requires collective citizen action through neigh-
bourhood associations, issue-oriented groups and
grassroots coalitions. Nurturing the development
of such groups is part of building “community
capacity” which the 1995 Copenhagen Declaration
of the United Nations summit on social develop-
ment defined as strengthening “the capacities
and opportunities of all people, especially those
who are disadvantaged and vulnerable, to enhance

their own economic and social development, to
establish and maintain organizations representing
their interests and to be involved in the planning
and implementation of government policies and
programs by which they will be directly affected.”

The better organized the community, the more
likely that local issues can be resolved locally 
in a manner that meets local needs and concerns.
The city encourages the formation of community
groups and networks, employing community
development staff to assist citizens in organizing
themselves and providing support to ensure stable
community infrastructure. Working in partnership
with the City of Toronto, these organizations and
agencies deliver services and programs, advocate
on behalf of residents, and help to build social
cohesiveness within communities.

Over the years a sophisticated service delivery
model has developed within Toronto. It is an 
“alternative” model that has moved away from a
constrictive reliance on centralized service delivery.
It relies on partnerships between the city, commu-
nity organizations, and for-profit service providers.
Depending on the sector, the city may act as a
service manager and funder, through grants or 
purchase service agreements with community
organizations, or as a direct service provider.
Toronto’s human services system, because of its
mixed and flexible nature, can provide accessible
services effectively and economically.

The community-based sector which is so 
central to the service delivery system requires
secure and stable funding to continue its work.
Disinvestment in social infrastructure by senior
levels of government is undermining our ability
to respond to community needs at a time when
those needs are growing. This threat to the 
system not only erodes the capacity to provide
service to some of the most vulnerable in our
city, but it also undermines one of the most 
effective means for communities to pull together
toward the common goal of improving the well-
being of all community members.

This is not to suggest, however, that communities
should be expected to shoulder the responsibili-
ties of meeting the social needs of residents on
their own. The city must continue to foster part-
nerships within the sector, and work in tandem
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with the service sector to continue ensuring an
appropriate mix of service delivery to most effec-
tively and efficiently meet the needs of residents.
The further development of partnerships and
linkages between community agencies should
also be encouraged.

STRATEGIC DIRECTION

■ Actively support the building of community
capacity

The city must:
• renew its commitment to a mixed system of

human services in which both the city and
community-based agencies share the respon-
sibility for delivering programs and services;

• provide stable funding to support the 
functioning of a flexible and responsive
community infrastructure;

• maintain an effective balance between its
dual roles as a manager of service systems
and as a direct provider of service;

• help build strategic partnerships, alliances
and networks among community-based
organizations and institutions to provide
effective services and advocacy; and

• provide staff resources to support commu-
nity capacity building.

PParticipation and Decission-Making

Governments work best for all residents when
people know and understand what issues are
being considered and how decisions are being
made. How citizens can effectively participate
must be equally clear.

Social development is underpinned by demo-
cratic governance—the institutions, processes 
and traditions that shape how city governments
work, how decisions are taken and how residents
have their say. This does not simply mean voting
every three years or getting involved in formal
decision-making at City Hall. It also means having
the opportunity for regular participation at the
community level in all aspects of civic life. A
democratic city is one that encourages and enables
people to develop public values by taking advan-
tage of public forums—attending meetings on

issues of local concern, sitting on advisory com-
mittees, making deputations to Council, lobbying,
making their views known. The amalgamation of
seven municipalities into the new City of Toronto
offered the citizens and their government an
opportunity to reaffirm their traditional commitment
to citizen participation. Council has adopted a
policy, Framework for Citizen Participation in the
City of Toronto, that recognizes citizen participa-
tion as an “integral element of the city’s governance
structure.” To further encourage participation, the
city should undertake a program of information
and education that builds a “civic consciousness”
about how the city works and how residents can
become involved in its functioning.

Advisory committees represent one direct way
in which residents can contribute their ideas and
energy to the city. They must be inclusive and
representative of Toronto’s linguistic, racial and
ethnic communities, people with disabilities 
and people with diverse sexual orientations and
gender identities. The mandate, authority and
selection of advisory bodies must be clearly stip-
ulated and circulated widely in all communities
in a way that is easily accessible. Participants 
in formal advisory bodies must have access to
resources and support sufficient to make their
work effective.

To facilitate public input and participation, the
city must find creative and effective ways to com-
municate with all residents. Participants in the
public consultation on the draft SDS emphasized
repeatedly that information on city services and
policy proposals should be available in an appro-
priate range of languages and formats. This is
important in informing newcomer groups about
what the city does. The use of various formats
such as websites, posters and electronic media will
help ensure that the city’s message is reaching
youth and others who may not be attuned to or
able to access print media. Similarly, the city must
ensure that people with disabilities have access to
its services and decision-making processes.

Local governance in a city as large as Toronto
must strike a balance between the needs of
neighbourhoods and particular communities and
the needs of the city as a whole. Both are impor-
tant. Neither should routinely take precedence
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over the other, and achieving the right balance
often involves difficult compromises. Achieving
this balance becomes even more important because
of the size of the new city wards. With only 44
councillors to represent a city of 2.5 million, the
need for inclusive and responsive governance
mechanisms at the ward level becomes acute.
Residents must feel that they are able to express
their concerns to their councillors and that coun-
cillors are responsible for the decisions they
make.

Good governance must also recognize the
“louder voices” phenomenon. Some groups have
better access to decision-makers than others. It is
not sufficient to simply be committed to partici-
pation without taking this fact of political life
into account. Wealth, lobbying skills, facility
with the English language, familiarity with 
all the informal ways of getting things done or
influencing how things get done—these are
unevenly distributed in any community. The
result is sometimes an inequitable distribution 
of resources or the disadvantaging of certain
groups. Toronto must make every effort to level
the playing field. All residents must also have
the assurance that city consultations are not
merely pro forma exercises, that their input is
valued and that their views will be considered
when decisions are made.

STRATEGIC DIRECTION

■ Encourage participation in communities and
government

The city must:
• actively foster the participation of all sectors

of the community in the decision-making
process;

• help shape a “civic consciousness” among
residents by providing information and edu-
cation about how the city works and how
they can become actively involved;

• use creative and flexible outreach and com-
munication techniques to reach all parts of
the community;

• ensure community access to publicly-owned
facilities for meeting, recreational, cultural,
and educational purposes;

• encourage political responsiveness and
accountability at the neighbourhood level;
and

• seek and respect community input on issues
of public concern.

Community Usse of Space

The continuing availability of facilities in which to
hold meetings and to stage cultural, recreational
and educational activities is key to civic vitality.
The community-based sector also requires access
to affordable space in which to operate programs.
It became very clear during the first phase of pub-
lic consultations on the draft Social Development
Strategy that reduced access to community space
has become a major concern. The supply of
affordable space has been diminished, largely as a
result of changes to the provincial education fund-
ing formula. Schools, which were once prime
locations for community meetings and activities,
must now charge fees which many groups have
been unable to afford. Access to this vital commu-
nity asset must restored.

Similarly local community recreation and 
cultural centres, museums, libraries and other
civic buildings are important community
resources which must be accessible for public
use. As well as being available for occasional use
by the public, city-owned space should be made
available on reasonable terms to the community-
based sector to operate ongoing programs.

STRATEGIC DIRECTION

■ Increase access to community space

The city must commit itself to increasing the
availability of community space by:
• making city-owned space available for 

public use on reasonable terms; and
• advocating that the provincial government

acknowledge that schools are a community
asset and recognize in its education funding
formula the costs associated with the com-
munity use of schools.
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Social Development Strategy 2001

Invesst in a Comprehenssive Social
Infrasstructure

Social infrastructure must be understood to
include the whole system of government and

community resources, programs, facilities and
social networks that contribute to people’s
health, safety and well-being. The city must take
a leading role in developing a deliberate strategy
of planning and investment to preserve and
enhance the social infrastructure.

Toronto has a long, much-admired history of
actively shaping urban form and providing a high
quality of life for its citizens. This has been due
to a combination of private initiative and active
public involvement in regulating the built envi-
ronment and fostering social development. The
city has been successful in the past because of
the involvement of all three levels of government.

The retreat by senior levels of government
from their traditional roles and responsibilities
coupled with radical reductions in spending has
dramatically curtailed re-investment in social
infrastructure like child care centres, social hous-
ing, and education. As a consequence, Toronto’s
quality of life and social cohesion are in jeopardy.

Everyone has a stake in Toronto’s continued
success. The city is a vital engine of the Canadian
and Ontario economies and its continued compet-
itiveness is key to national productivity. But that
competitiveness must be based on broad vision of
what constitutes successful communities. An
approach to competitiveness that ignores health,
education, social well-being, and the quality of
jobs available is ultimately self-defeating, nothing
more than a race to the bottom in which short-
term profits may be gained but longer-term
viability is lost. A healthy, well-educated, socially
cohesive population will make Toronto an attrac-
tive place to invest. In an era in which capital is
mobile, it is vital to ensure that people want to
keep living and working here. Being a place that
skilled people are reluctant to leave is a signifi-
cant competitive advantage.

Strategic Invesstment

Many U.S. cities have recently used substantial
federal assistance to make major re-investments
in their eroded physical infrastructure. We must
do the same, keeping in mind that re-investments
in physical infrastructure must be matched by
similar commitments to social infrastructure.

In determining social investment priorities, the
city must take a long-term view. Over the next 30
years, the city will grow by more than half a mil-
lion people—most of them new Canadians. While
this growth will generate new revenues and create
opportunities, the social infrastructure, which is
already under considerable stress, will have to
accommodate the increased demand for service
that new residents will make.

Decisions about investment must be based on
the principles of social development—ensuring
equity, equality, access, participation and cohe-
sion—and be aimed at raising the city’s level of
health and well-being. Failure to invest now in
children’s programs, housing, public health and
other services will have serious implications for
the future. If we allow standards of health and
well-being to deteriorate, we will eventually have
to pay for more expensive services such as polic-
ing, corrections, shelters and health care. A
well-planned program of investment in social
infrastructure will help prepare the city for the
challenges of the new century.

The city’s task forces and policy work groups
have already laid much of the groundwork for
identifying investment priorities. Established
early in the term of the first Council of the amal-
gamated city, they have taken a broad look at the
major policy and service issues facing the new
city. They have pointed out the shifts in social
balance which put our future at risk and the 
systemic difficulties in dealing with those risks.

The report of the Mayor’s Homelessness Action
Task Force (which was followed by the Report Card
on Homelessness), and the Toronto Report Card on
Children highlighted the growth in poverty in
Toronto, the impacts on our most vulnerable citi-
zens, and the strains that are being placed on city
and community-based services as they attempt to
meet increasing needs. The Youth Profile charted 
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the changing demographic make-up of Toronto’s
youth and described their sense of exclusion from
the mainstream of city life. The Community Safety
Task Force, the Mayor’s Task Force on Young
Offenders and the Action Plan on Youth Violence 
in Schools reported on growing concerns about
safety and security and the need to take a balanced,
inter-sectoral approach to violence prevention. The
Task Force on Community Access and Equity made
broad recommendations on how the city could bet-
ter serve its diverse communities.

Other reports produced in collaboration with
the city also highlighted issues that must be
addressed. For example, “Ethno-Racial Inequality
in the City of Toronto,” prepared by Professor
Michael Ornstein, identifies ethno-racial groups
experiencing significant disadvantage in educa-
tion, employment and income. Deliberate
investment in social infrastructure is required to
meet the varied challenges the city faces.

Through the work of its task forces and other
political initiatives, City Council has identified, 
at least in general terms, a set of social priorities.
It is the responsibility of city service managers 
to translate the priorities into a coherent set of
systems and programs. They must do this in an
environment of constrained resources and height-
ened expectations about accountability to both
taxpayers and senior levels of government. It is
important, however, that accountability in human
services delivery be understood to go beyond
crude measurements of cost per unit of service.
Achieving positive outcomes such as the improve-
ment of public health and well-being are equally
important. Accountability in a human services
context must encompass notions of quality and
effectiveness as well as efficiency.

STRATEGIC DIRECTION

■ Identify areas for strategic investment in social
development

In consultation with the community, the city must
determine the key areas for investment that
will significantly improve the health and well-
being of individuals and communities. Investment
decisions must be guided by both community
need and the principle of equitable access to
services and facilities throughout the city.

PPlanning Co-ordination

As Toronto grows, the city must work with its
communities to ensure that social programs and
facilities are available where they are required
and in a form that meets the needs of its diverse
population.

Good planning must precede growth and devel-
opment. New residential construction should be
planned in a way that ensures the expansion of
social infrastructure as well as adequate access 
to community space. This may include the city
using planning and regulatory tools to ensure that
new publicly and privately-funded development
makes space available to the community for pro-
grams and activities.

System planners must increasingly take a holis-
tic view of the services they provide and look for
ways to co-ordinate programs and activities and to
share existing facilities. We must move beyond the
existing “silos” that compartmentalize the work of
the various sectors providing human services.

We must also build on the many existing serv-
ice partnerships that involve the city, the school
boards and community organizations. The use 
of Toronto ‘s schools provides a model of how
sectors can work together. Schools are not only
centres for learning but also have become the
homes to child care centres, family resource 
services and nutrition programs. They often 
share facilities with recreation centres and host
countless community activities. New initiatives
are underway to develop models for a “seamless”
school day in which families’ educational and
child care needs would both be met.

The many potential relationships between serv-
ice providers—no matter whether they are city,
school board or community-based—must be
encouraged to grow and flourish. Community
organizations must be increasingly involved in
planning the social development of local areas
and should be encouraged to develop appropriate
indicators of community capacity and well-being.

STRATEGIC DIRECTION

■ Increase the effectiveness and co-ordination of
planning activities
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• The city must use all available planning and
regulatory tools to encourage the expansion
of social infrastructure.

• All sectors that provide human services
must work together more closely in planning
service systems to better meet local and city-
wide needs. The various sectors must also
do more to co-ordinate and integrate the
planning and delivery of their services and
to share facilities.

• Community-based agencies and planning
organizations must be funded to undertake
community planning initiatives, and to
develop indicators of community capacity
and well-being.

Social Monitoring

There should be an expanded use of social
reporting tools such as report cards, which gather
information on community well-being, using a
consistent set of indicators and set targets for
improvement in various program areas. These
reports can measure the city’s progress in
improving health and well-being and can guide
politicians and policy-makers as they make deci-
sions about spending and resource allocation.
They can also guide the system planning deci-
sions of operating departments. The city has
already reported on the situation of children and
on its progress in reducing homelessness. Such
report cards are valuable planning tools and
should be developed in other areas.

STRATEGIC DIRECTION

■ Extend social monitoring and reporting

Community and Neighbourhood Services must
continue to play a lead role in the development
and updating of social monitoring and report-
ing tools such as report cards. Report cards
should contain comprehensive sets of indica-
tors which are linked to specific targets for
improvement. These tools will help to identify
areas in need of strategic investment and to
guide departmental system planning.

Key monitoring indicators include:
• indicators assessing the health and well-being

of individuals and communities with a partic-
ular focus on vulnerable populations; and

• indicators measuring the progress of social
development which are clear and direct
enough for broad community understanding
and usefulness.

Evaluating PProgressss

Monitoring tools such as report cards should be
used to inform policy and budget decisions and
to guide system and service planning. They must
also be used to identify desired outcomes—
targets for improvement in social health and well-
being. The effectiveness of programs and services
must be assessed on the basis of these expected
outcomes.

STRATEGIC DIRECTION

■ Evaluate program success

As part of its commitment to a flexible and
responsive human services system, the city
must:
• continue to develop and refine evaluation

techniques which regularly measure the
effectiveness and cost efficiency of programs
in achieving defined outcomes; and

• use the findings of evaluation to continu-
ously improve service planning and delivery.

Funding of Servicess

Innovation must also be brought to the search for
more diverse and equitable sources of revenue to
support city services. The current reliance on
property taxes and user fees disadvantages many
renters, low-income families and those on fixed
incomes. More targeted and income-sensitive
forms of taxation should be examined as well as
some form of tax relief to lower-income home-
owners.

Property taxes and user fees do not give the
city the fiscal capacity it needs to adequately
fund its social and physical infrastructure. Many
of the city’s fiscal difficulties would be eased if it
had access to other forms of revenue-generation
such as a share of provincial income tax or con-
sumption taxes.
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If there is no change to the current system of
revenue generation, then municipal-provincial
cost-sharing arrangements must be modified to
ease the City of Toronto’s burden in paying for
income redistributive programs.

STRATEGIC DIRECTION

■ Seek more fair and flexible sources for city
revenue

The city must seek the authority to implement
new revenue-generating and sharing mecha-
nisms that are both fair and appropriate to its
stewardship responsibilities.

Exxpand Civic Leadersship and
PPartnersship
RRegional Urban Strategy

The search for ways to expand the city’s fiscal
capacity to meet social needs must involve the
entire urban region. Toronto’s post-war success
has been based in part on the principle of broad-
ening responsibility for services and extending
the use of pooled tax revenues beyond physical
infrastructure like roads and sewers. The city’s
social infrastructure—education, social services,
community development—was seen as equally
important by provincial governments that recog-
nized the need for integrated planning in the
city-region.

Resources and service mandates have gradu-
ally shifted from smaller municipalities to larger
metropolitan governments so that costs could be
distributed over a larger population and tax base.
Sharing the burden between assessment-rich
areas and those with fewer resources helped
Toronto to avoid the poverty, crime and social
dislocation that have plagued many American
city-regions whose core cities and old inner sub-
urbs were abandoned by the middle class.

Toronto is at the heart of an integrated regional
economy whose outer edges have benefited from
much of the job creation of the past two periods
of economic expansion. Just as the prosperity of
the outlying regions is essential to the GTA as a
whole, downtown Toronto’s strength is a regional

asset. It is clearly in the best interests of the out-
lying communities to have a socially, economically
and culturally strong urban core. Sharing the
benefits of economic prosperity and quality of 
life across the whole GTA requires sharing
responsibilities, including costs.

The pooling of the costs of social assistance
and social housing among the GTA municipalities
has been important. It recognizes that there is a
concentration of both need and services in the
City of Toronto and that there is a collective
responsibility to meet that need and to pay for
those services. Ultimately, though, a new co-
ordinated regional strategy will be required. 

STRATEGIC DIRECTION

■ Work towards a joint strategy for social 
development in the Greater Toronto Area

Toronto must work together with other 
municipalities in the GTA to find a co-ordinated
approach to social development and the delivery
of human services.

NNational Urban Agenda

The scope for potential urban alliances extends
beyond the immediate region. The city has been
making common cause with other cities and
regions through the activities of the Federation of
Canadian Municipalities and through the coalition
of big city mayors which has been calling on the
federal government to play a more active role in
supporting urban physical and social infrastructure.
This work should continue with the objective of
increasing focus on the needs of cities and devel-
oping a national urban agenda.

STRATEGIC DIRECTION

■ Work with other municipalities to develop a
national urban agenda

The city must continue to work in partnership
with other municipalities in the GTA, Ontario
and the rest of Canada as well as with munici-
pal organizations to:
• redefine the powers of cities and their rela-

tionship with other orders of government;
and
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• persuade the federal government to develop
a national agenda on urban issues and to
play a more active role in supporting urban
social and physical infrastructure.

Advocacy

It is very difficult for the city, by itself, to prevent
the fraying of Toronto’s social fabric. The city
lacks the full complement of fiscal and regulatory
powers to influence the patterns of income distri-
bution that are so crucial to maintaining social
cohesion and preventing the exclusion of disad-
vantaged citizens. Senior levels of government
have eroded measures that had been gradually
established to regulate the market and provide
services the market does not distribute equitably.
These governments have decided that market
relations are the principal way to determine our
collective future, abandoning or curtailing com-
mitments to social housing and the democratization
of prosperity. The city, restricted to relying on 
the property tax base and user fees as revenue
sources and forced to operate within a provincial
legislative framework, does not have the ability
to take up the slack.

In July 2000, Toronto City Council requested
that the Province of Ontario enact a city charter
for Toronto to help redefine the relationship
between the city and senior levels of government.
Charter status would give the City of Toronto
more local autonomy, provide it with long-term
financial sustainability by broadening its revenue
base, and enable it to communicate directly with
the federal government on matters of mutual
interest.

Until the city’s status is formally changed,
Toronto must continue to make strong representa-
tion to senior levels of government in all forums
that are available to it. It must take the lead in
reminding other governments of their responsibil-
ities for social infrastructure and social equity. As
it did when it played such a major role in putting
homelessness on the national agenda, the city
must continue to point to the fault lines in our
community. In its advocacy, the city must
encourage citizens to speak on their own behalf
and consistently involve the voices of affected

individuals and communities. Together they must
identify what the city needs from senior levels of
government, consistently promoting policies
designed to promote social cohesion.

The city must make the case to senior levels of
government that to meet the needs of its popula-
tion, it must have adequate funding support for
the programs it delivers particularly in such areas
as social and affordable housing, child care and
immigration and settlement services. The city
also requires new forms of revenue generation
that are both sustainable and equitable.

The city must also advocate constructive,
achievable solutions as Toronto continues to take
the lead in areas where it does have control.
Although solving the shortfall in social and
affordable housing is beyond the city’s capacity,
initiatives such as the Let’s Build program show
that it can play a key role in facilitating the devel-
opment of affordable rental housing through new
construction.

STRATEGIC DIRECTION

■ Strengthen the city’s role as advocate

Working with all sectors of the population, 
the city must advocate with senior levels of
government to provide adequate authority and
resources to manage and fund community and
social services. The city’s advocacy must be
based on the premises that:
• the provincial government must commit to

funding support for vital parts of the social
infrastructure such as social and affordable
housing; and

• the federal government must re-assert a
national leadership role in important areas
of social responsibility such as housing,
child care and immigration and settlement
services.

The RRoad Ahead

At a time when social polarization and
inequality are growing, Toronto’s reputation

as a successful city depends on our ability to 
provide our citizens with the services and sup-
port they need to contribute productively to the
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economy and community life in general. Our social
development strategy is by necessity concerned
with service delivery. We must house, feed, educate
and care for a population that is becoming larger,
older, more diverse, more polarized and more
vulnerable. The strategy recommends investment
in our social infrastructure to ensure the continu-
ing viability of the programs and facilities Toronto
residents need. But the SDS also recognizes that
the city’s responsibilities of stewardship extend
well beyond the planning, management and
delivery of service. A balanced approach to social
development also requires a civic commitment to
building community capacity, encouraging civic
participation, building partnerships and playing a
strong advocacy role to make sure that it has the
resources it needs.

Committing to this multi-faceted approach to
social development will enable Toronto to main-
tain its distinctive tradition as a vibrant, caring
and safe place to live and work.

19



Social Development Strategy 2001

Toronto has the opportunity to articulate a
shared vision of a liveable, prosperous, attrac-

tive city in which public effort combines with
individual initiative to enhance the quality of life
of all residents. This vision should guide the city
in leading an effective and constantly evolving
human services system—a system that must be
based on co-operative partnerships and sustained
by the commitment and financial support of all
levels of government.

Social development is based on an integrated
understanding of the challenges facing Toronto at
the beginning of this new century. Although there
are no simple or isolated solutions to the chal-
lenges we face, Toronto’s social development
goals will be realized by the city taking action in
the following strategic areas:

Strengthen Communitiess
■ Actively support the building of community

capacity

The city must:
• renew its commitment to a mixed system of

human services in which both the city and
community-based agencies share the respon-
sibility for delivering programs and services;

• provide stable funding to support the func-
tioning of a flexible and responsive
community infrastructure;

• maintain an effective balance between its
dual roles as a manager of service systems
and as a direct provider of service;

• help build strategic partnerships, alliances
and networks among community-based
organizations and institutions to provide
effective services and advocacy; and

• provide staff resources to support commu-
nity capacity building.

■ Encourage participation in communities and
government

The city must:
• actively foster the participation of all sectors

of the community in the decision-making
process;

• help shape a “civic consciousness” among
residents by providing information and 
education about how the city works and
how they can become actively involved;

• use creative and flexible outreach and com-
munication techniques to reach all parts of
the community;

• ensure community access to publicly-owned
facilities for meeting, recreational, cultural,
and educational purposes;

• encourage political responsiveness and
accountability at the neighbourhood level;
and

• seek and respect community input on issues
of public concern.

■ Increase access to community space

The city must commit itself to increasing the
availability of community space by:
• making city-owned space available for 

public use on reasonable terms; and
• advocating that the provincial government

acknowledge that schools are a community
asset and recognize in its education funding
formula the costs associated with the com-
munity use of schools.

Invesst in a Comprehenssive Social
Infrasstructure

■ Identify areas for strategic investment in social
development

In consultation with the community, the city
must determine the key areas for investment
that will significantly improve the health and
well-being of individuals and communities.
Investment decisions must be guided by both
community need and the principle of equitable
access to services and facilities throughout the
city.

■ Increase the effectiveness and co-ordination of
planning activities

• The city must use all available planning and
regulatory tools to encourage the expansion
of social infrastructure.
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• All sectors that provide human services
must work together more closely in planning
service systems to better meet local and city-
wide needs. The various sectors must also
do more to co-ordinate and integrate the
planning and delivery of their services and
to share facilities.

• Community-based agencies and planning
organizations must be funded to undertake
community planning initiatives and to
develop indicators of community capacity
and well-being.

■ Extend social monitoring and reporting

Community and Neighbourhood Services must
continue to play a lead role in the development
and updating of social monitoring and reporting
tools such as report cards. Report cards should
contain comprehensive sets of indicators which
are linked to specific targets for improvement.
These tools will help to identify areas in need
of strategic investment and to guide departmental
system planning.
Key monitoring indicators include:
• indicators assessing the health and well-being

of individuals and communities with a par-
ticular focus on vulnerable populations; and

• indicators measuring the progress of social
development which are clear and direct
enough for broad community understanding
and usefulness.

■ Evaluate program success

As part of its commitment to a flexible and
responsive human services system, the city
must:
• continue to develop and refine evaluation

techniques which regularly measure the
effectiveness and cost efficiency of programs
in achieving defined outcomes; and

• use the findings of evaluation to continu-
ously improve service planning and delivery.

■ Seek more fair and flexible sources for city
revenue

The city must seek the authority to implement
new revenue-generating and sharing mecha-
nisms that are both fair and appropriate to its
stewardship responsibilities.

Exxpand Civic Leadersship and
PPartnersship

■ Work towards a joint strategy for social 
development in the Greater Toronto Area

Toronto must work together with other 
municipalities in the GTA to find a co-ordinated
approach to social development and the delivery
of human services.

■ Work with other municipalities to develop a
national urban agenda

The city must continue to work in partnership
with other municipalities in the GTA, Ontario,
and the rest of Canada as well as with munici-
pal organizations to:
• redefine the powers of cities and their rela-

tionship with other orders of government;
and

• persuade the federal government to develop
a national agenda on urban issues and to
play a more active role in supporting urban
social and physical infrastructure.

■ Strengthen the city’s role as advocate

Working with all sectors of the population, the
city must advocate with senior levels of gov-
ernment to provide adequate authority and
resources to manage and fund community and
social services. The city’s advocacy must be
based on the premises that:
• the provincial government must commit to

funding support for vital parts of the social
infrastructure such as social and affordable
housing; and

• the federal government must re-assert a
national leadership role in important areas
of social responsibility such as housing,
child care and immigration and settlement
services.
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Toronto’s social character is changing. More of
the city’s people are reaching retirement age,

while newcomers are arriving in large numbers
from the rest of the world. While we have
enjoyed a period of economic growth over the
past few years, not everyone has benefited. The
number of people in vulnerable groups has
increased. Homelessness is at high levels. More
children are living in poor families and income
inequality has grown. Young people face special
challenges in establishing independent lives.

Over the past decade, Toronto has been trans-
formed socially, economically and politically.
These changes have created new opportunities as
well as new challenges. These fact sheets outline
some key social and demographic trends in the
city. They are intended to help frame discussion
of the City of Toronto’s social development goals
and future directions. Data for the fact sheets
come from these sources:

• Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation:
Toronto Region Market Reports

• Citizenship and Immigration Canada: Facts
and Figures

• Ontario Ministry of Citizenship and Culture:
Immigrant Landings Database

• Statistics Canada: Census

• Statistics Canada: Labour Force Survey

• Statistics Canada: Tax File Data

• Toronto Community and Neighbourhood
Services Department: Census 1996,
Summary Reports 1 to 3

• Toronto Community and Neighbourhood
Services Department, Seniors’ Task Force:
Socio-demographic Profile and Seniors’
Services, 1998

• Toronto Community and Neighbourhood
Services Department: Toronto Report Card
on Children, 1999

• Toronto Community and Neighbourhood
Services Department: Toronto Report Card
on Homelessness, 2000

• Toronto Community and Neighbourhood
Services Department: Toronto Youth 
Profile, 1999

• Toronto Urban Development Services:
Annual Employment Survey

• Toronto Urban Development Services:
Population and Employment Projections.

For more information, contact:
Toronto Community and Neighbourhood Services
Social Development and Administration Division
Phone: 416-392-5617
E-mail: hlow@city.toronto.on.ca 

or 
ameisner@city.toronto.on.ca
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• Toronto is Canada’s largest city and the fifth largest city in North America.

• The city is at the heart of the Greater Toronto Area (GTA), which ranks behind only Dallas, Texas,
as the fastest growing region in North America.

• In 2001, the GTA had an estimated population of 5.3 million, half of whom lived in the City of
Toronto. Since 1980, the GTA outside of Toronto experienced extraordinarily rapid growth that is
expected to continue well into the 21st century.

• By 2011, the population of the GTA and the city is expected to increase by 19% and 10% respec-
tively. This represents an additional 250,000 city residents. Much of this population growth will
result from international migration, further enhancing Toronto's ethno-cultural diversity.

• Like most core cities, the demographic profile of Toronto’s population contrasts with that of the
larger region that surrounds it. Toronto has both a smaller proportion of children and a larger 
proportion of seniors than the rest of the GTA. It also includes a significantly higher proportion of
vulnerable groups. Toronto has:

– 69% of GTA low-income families
– 66% of GTA poor children
– 69% of GTA seniors living alone
– 62% of GTA lone-parent families

– 80% of GTA recent immigrants
– 75% of GTA households receiving social assistance
– 78% of GTA youth living on their own
– 75% of GTA tenant households.

The City and the Greater Toronto Area
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Source: City of Toronto Urban Development Services



Appendix A: Demographic Trends

• Toronto includes a mix of both family and non-family households. In 1996, it had 903,500 households.
Sixty-two per cent of households included single families, 3% included multiple families, and the
remaining 35% were made up of one or more single individuals. Over the past decade, average house-
hold size has continued to decline.

• From 1991–96, the city added 39,000 new households, a rise of 4.5%. Over this period, Toronto
experienced growth in the number of families with children, reflecting both a natural increase and
the influx of immigrants.

• While two-parent families comprise 80% of all families in the city, from 1991–96 lone-parent families
accounted for more than one half of the growth of families with children. In 1996, there were 117,340
lone-parent families in Toronto, an increase of 23% over the previous five years.

• Lone-parent families have significantly lower income levels than two-parent families. In this
regard, median income for lone-parent families in 1998 was $24,400, approximately one half that
of two-parent families. Twenty-two per cent of all children aged 12 and under live in lone-parent
families.

• From 1991–96, the number of children under 6 increased by 15%, while children aged 6 to 14
grew by 13%. At the same time, the number of unmarried children over age 25 living at home
rose by 24%, reflecting, in part, economic barriers to forming independent households that were
due to the recession.

• The city continues to maintain a balance of owner and tenant households. In 1996, 53% of city
households lived in rental units, an increase of 34,000 since 1991.

• The trend towards “nontraditional” families is reflected in the sharp growth in the number of 
separated and divorced individuals in the city, which, from 1991–96, increased by 21% and 20%
respectively. The number of married individuals remained unchanged, while the number of 
widowed individuals rose by 3%.
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• Toronto is one of the world’s most ethno-culturally diverse cities, and it continues to be a primary
destination for immigrants. Toronto receives almost four out of 10 new arrivals to Canada annually.
In 1996, 47% of the population was foreign-born and nearly 40% were members of a visible
minority.

• Before 1980, 60% of immigrants to Toronto originated in Europe. Since then, Asia has become the
predominant continent of origin, accounting for one-half of new arrivals. In recent years, the
People’s Republic of China has been the top source of new arrivals, followed by India, Pakistan,
Sri Lanka and the Philippines.

• Immigrants are responsible for much of Toronto’s population growth in the past decade. From
1990–97, the city had a net increase of 447,565 persons due to international migration, while
experiencing a net loss of 361,685 persons to the rest of the Greater Toronto Area, the rest of
Ontario and other provinces.

• The majority of new arrivals to Toronto over the past decade are skilled-worker and family-class
immigrants. Toronto is also the preferred destination for refugees. In 1999, two-thirds of all
refugees to Canada settled in the city.

• Almost four out of 10 recent arrivals have little or no English language ability.

• Settling in Toronto poses many challenges for new arrivals. In recent focus groups conducted by
the city, representatives of agencies serving immigrants pointed to employment, language, afford-
able housing and access to information and settlement services as important needs for new
arrivals.

• The majority of recent immigrants to Toronto live in two-parent families with children, are tenants,
have attended university or other post-secondary training, and have lower household income than
the population as a whole. Forty-five per cent of immigrants who arrived from 1991–96 reported
household incomes of less than $19,000, as compared to 23% of all Toronto households.

• It takes immigrants approximately 12 years to reach a level of average annual income comparable
to the rest of the population.
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• Toronto’s population is aging. In 1996, 319,800 people aged 65 and over lived in the city, compris-
ing 13% of the total population. Seniors are the fastest growing age group, rising by 87% since
1971. By 2031, it is expected that more than one-quarter of city residents will be seniors.

• People are living longer. Over the last 25 years, the number of Toronto residents aged 75 and over
increased by 102%. As seniors age, many choose to live in the city, attracted by the availability of
housing, health and other services. In 1996, two-thirds of all persons aged 85 and over in the GTA
lived in Toronto.

• Almost one-quarter of Toronto seniors live alone. The number of seniors living alone increased by
8% in the first half of the 1990s. According to Ontario government projections, the proportion of
seniors living alone is expected to increase further in the future.

• Seniors are a very diverse group, with income levels at both ends of the scale. Seniors living in
families tend to be much better off than those living alone. The 1998 median annual incomes for
two-parent and lone-parent families headed by a senior were $62,400 and $44,700 respectively.
For seniors not living in families, the median was $16,900.

• The number of seniors of Asian origin is increasing, while the number of seniors from Europe has
declined steadily since 1961.

• A high proportion of seniors has no knowledge of either of Canada’s official languages. In the
Toronto metropolitan area, 15% of all seniors knew neither English nor French in 1996, compared
to 5% for the area’s population as a whole.
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• Toronto’s youth are a diverse group. They face special social and economic challenges. In 1996,
there were 296,205 persons aged 15 to 24 living in the city. Youth made up 12% of the total popu-
lation. After declining during the 1990s, the youth population is expected to grow by almost 20%
over the next decade.

• Toronto youth reflect the ethno-cultural character of the city. Thirty-seven per cent of youth are
foreign born. More than one-half of foreign-born youth originate in Asia, with the largest segment
coming from China. Of the remaining foreign-born youth, 18% are from Europe, 11% from the
Caribbean, 11% from Latin America, and 7% from Africa.

• Eighty-five per cent of youth live in family households. Of youth not in families, 20% live alone,
46% live with relatives, and 33% live with unrelated individuals. The city is home to three out of
four youth in the GTA who live alone.

• Nearly 15,000 families were headed by a person under 24 in 1999. Almost one half were lone-
parent families led by women and 25% of these had two or more children.

• Adequate income is a perennial issue for youth, especially those with family responsibilities. In
1999, the median income for two-parent families headed by a youth was $22,700. At the same
time, the median for youth-led lone-parent families and for single individuals was $12,700 and
$8,500, respectively.

• Better education and technological skills are necessary for success in today’s labour market. In a
1999 survey conducted by the city to gauge youth priorities, “jobs and employment” and “afford-
able post-secondary education” were the top-ranking concerns, rated as important by more than
80% of participating youth.

• After experiencing unprecedented high levels of joblessness throughout the last decade, the unem-
ployment rate for youth has declined as the economy improved. In June 2001, the unemployment
rate was 17.2% for those aged 15–19 and 9.4% for those aged 20–24. The overall youth unem-
ployment rate is nearly twice that of older workers and represents 24,400 individuals seeking work.
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• Toronto continues to experience low residential vacancy rates, particularly for affordable units.
According to Canada Mortgage and Housing’s rental market survey, only six out of every 1,000
private-market units in the city were available for rental in October 2000. The low vacancy rate
that has characterized the city’s housing market since 1995 is expected to persist, given the lack
of new rental housing construction.

• The cost of rental accommodation is rising faster than tenants’ incomes. From 1995–2000, average
wages increased by 9% while average rent rose by 29%. In October 2000, the average rent for a
private unit in the city was more than $900. This increase reflects both the tight vacancy situation
and the impact of the Ontario government’s relaxation of rent controls in 1997.

• Families are spending an increasing proportion of their income on housing, and more families are
facing affordability problems. The average family in Toronto spends 17% of its income on hous-
ing. In 1996, one out of six households with children spent more than one-half of their income on
housing, an increase of nearly 50% since 1991, when the rate was 11%.

• Homelessness is getting worse. A growing number of people cannot find stable housing and are
forced to rely on emergency shelters. Between 1988 and 1998, the total number of admissions to
Toronto shelters increased by 75%.

• While single persons remain the predominant users of emergency shelters, the fastest growing
group of shelter users is two-parent families. From 1988–98, the number of children staying in
shelters rose from 2,700 to 6,000, a 120% increase. This reflects a rise in both the number and 
the size of homeless families.

• The shortage of affordable rental housing is a major contributor to homelessness. Since the can-
cellation of federal and provincial non-profit housing programs in 1995, no assisted and little
low-cost private housing has been built in the city. Moreover, the demand for subsidized housing
keeps growing. There are now more than 50,000 households on waiting lists for assisted housing.

Housing and Homelessness

Rental Housing Completions
City of Toronto, 1988–98

Source: Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation Toronto Market Report

0

1,000

2,000

3,000

4,000

5,000

6,000

1988 1990 1992 1994 1996

Private Units Assisted Units

1998

Source: Toronto Shelter, Housing and Support

Single Persons/
Family Heads

Spouses

Children

Hostel and Shelter Users by Type
1998



• Toronto’s diverse and dynamic economy includes major concentrations of the following sectors:
business and financial services, retail and wholesale trade, media and communications, education,
medical and health sciences, and large government institutions.

• Between 1990 and 1996, business in the city experienced a severe downturn due to the recession,
leading to many closures and significant downsizing of local firms. During this period, the num-
ber of business establishments and the rates of full-time employment fell by 9% and 18%
respectively. The largest impacts were in the office and manufacturing sectors, which together lost
more than 150,000 jobs.

• Since 1996, the economy has shown strong signs of recovery, as both full-time and part-time
employment have grown in each successive year. According to the City of Toronto’s annual
employment survey, from 1996–99, the number of both full-time and part-time jobs in the city
increased by 9%. Despite this growth, the number of jobs has yet to reach the peak levels of the
late 1980s.

• In 1999, the city was home to 73,500 businesses employing 1.26 million people. The overwhelm-
ing majority of firms are small. The combined retail and service sectors comprised 46% of all
establishments, 18% of full-time jobs, and 40% of part-time jobs. The office sector, however, 
continues to predominate, employing almost one-half of all workers in the city.

• After reaching historically high levels in the mid-1990s, unemployment has continued to decline
as the economy has improved. According to the Labour Force Survey, 103,300 residents were
unemployed in June 2001, for an overall rate of 7.3%. Despite recent improvements, labour force
participation is still below the 70% level attained prior to the recession. Sixty-six percent of city
residents aged 15 and over were in the labour force.

• Labour market success is strongly correlated with educational attainment. In June 2001, the
unemployment rate was 5.6% for community college graduates, 7.5% for university graduates
and 10% for those without high school diplomas. At all educational levels, youth generally experi-
ence higher rates of unemployment than older workers.
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• After falling sharply during the first half of the 1990s, household income has improved
since 1995, as evidenced by rising median-income levels. It is expected that this trend will
continue as long as the economy produces more and better-paying full-time employment.

• Since 1995, median income has increased on annual basis. Median income was $51,300 for
two-parent families, $24,600 for lone-parent families and $20,300 for single persons in
1999. Despite growth in recent years, median income is still below pre-recession levels in
1991 when inflation is taken into account.

• Many families and individuals continue to live on low incomes. In 1999, for example, 41%
of lone-parent families, 48% of single individuals and 15% of two-parent families lived on
annual income of less than $20,000.

• In a national study by the Canadian Council on Social Development, Toronto had the
eighth highest rate of poverty in Canada in 1996. Twenty-four per cent of city families and
42% of non-family persons in the city had incomes below Statistic Canada’s low-income
cutoff (LICO). At the same time, 38% of children were living in low-income families. From
1991–96, the number of low-income families increased by 53,800. In 1996, the LICO was
$17,132 for a single person, $32,238 for a family of four, and $39,835 for a family of six.

• In January, 2001, families with children made up 48% of all social assistance cases. These
families comprised 21,000 pre-school children, 28,000 persons aged 5–12 and 12,000 per-
sons aged 13–17.

• Poverty in the city has resulted in increasing reliance on emergency housing and food serv-
ices. The Daily Bread Food Bank, for example, reported that in the last quarter of 2000 more
than 140,000 people in the GTA used food bank programs. Three out of four food bank users
lived in the city. Families using food banks included approximately 65,000 children.

Income and Poverty

Families Single
Persons

Children
(0–12)

All
Persons

0

10

20

30

40

50

Percentage Below Low Income Cutoff
City of Toronto, 1996

Source: Statistics Canada

Median Income by Household Type
City of Toronto, 1991–98

Source: Statistics Canada
1991 1995 1997 1998

0

$10,000

$20,000

$30,000

$40,000

$50,000

$60,000

Non-FamilyLone ParentHusband-Wife



Appendix B: Chronology of the Social Development Strategy

March 1998 Toronto City Council approves a
report outlining the purpose and key
components of a Social Development
Strategy (SDS).

October 1998 City Council approves a report describ-
ing the objectives, elements, and
timelines, for the Social Development
Strategy and explaining its relation-
ship to the city’s Strategic Plan. 

January 1999 An interdepartmental staff reference
group is formed to advise on the
drafting of the Social Development
Strategy.

August 2000 City Council adopts the overview of
the draft Social Development
Strategy, containing goals, principles
and proposed strategic directions
and a consultation strategy, includ-
ing contracting with the Community
Social Planning Council of Toronto
to assist in Phase I of the Community
Consultation on Social Development.

September 2000 The Social Development Strategy
Steering Committee is established to
guide the consultation process.
Chaired by Councillor Irene Jones,
the steering committee is composed
of city councillors, community repre-
sentatives and staff from the
Community and Neighbourhood
Services Department.

November 2000– Phase I of the Community Consultation 
March 2001 on Social Development is conducted.

Community Social Planning Council
staff facilitate 13 local area focus
groups and 9 sectoral focus groups to
gather input from community stake-
holders on the strategic directions
proposed in the Social Development
Strategy. (See Appendix C)

February 2001 The Community Consultation on
Social Development co-sponsors a
series of consultation sessions with
youth.

May 2001 The report on Phase I of the con-
sultation “Preserving Our Civic
Legacy,” prepared by the Community
Social Planning Council of Toronto 
is released by the SDS Steering
Committee. (See Appendix D)

June 2001 City Council receives the report 
on Phase I of the Community
Consultation on Social Development
and approves Phase II which is to
involve public meetings and presen-
tation of material to city advisory
committees and task forces.

July 2001 City Council approves the draft
Social Development Strategy which
incorporates the findings of Phase I
of the community consultation.

September– Staff make presentations and distribute
October 2001 SDS material to Council advisory

committees and task forces.

October 2001 Public meetings are held in each of
the six community council areas to
gather feedback on the strategic
directions proposed in the Social
Development Strategy. (See
Appendix C)

December 2001 The final version of the Social
Development Strategy is approved
by Toronto City Council.
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Appendix C: Community Consultation on Social Development

Local Area Focuss GGroupss

York/West Toronto 
(Wards 11, 12 &17)
Davenport-Perth Neighbourhood Centre
November 7, 2000

East York/East Toronto 
(Wards 26, 29, 30, 31 & 32)
WoodGreen Youth Employment Centre
November 14, 2000

West Scarborough 
(Wards 35, 36 & 37)
Birchmount Bluffs Neighbourhood Centre
November 15, 2000

Northwest – Rexdale 
(Wards 1, 2 & 4)
St. Paul the Apostle Anglican Church
November 16, 2000

West Toronto-Parkdale-High Park
(Wards 13, 14 & 18)
St. Christopher House
November 20, 2000

West North York-Jane-Finch-Bathurst 
(Wards 7, 8, 9& 10)
Driftwood Community Centre
November 21, 2000

East Scarborough 
(Wards 38, 43 & 44)
East Scarborough Boys’ & Girls’ Club
November 22, 2000

Uptown Central Toronto
(Wards 15, 16, 21 & 22)
North Toronto Memorial Community Centre
November 22, 2000

South Etobicoke-Lakeshore-Central
(Wards 3, 5 & 6)
LAMP, Community Room
November 28, 2000

North Scarborough 
(Wards 39, 40, 41 & 42)
Scarborough Civic Centre
November 30, 2000

East North York
(Wards 23, 24, 25, 33 & 34)
Oriole Community Centre
December 4, 2000

Downtown Central Toronto West 
(Wards 19 & 20)
St. Stephen’s Community House
December 6, 2000

Downtown Central Toronto East
(Wards 27 & 28)
Central Neighbourhood House
December 7, 2000

Sectoral Focuss GGroupss 

City Staff Reference Group
Metro Hall
December 1, 2000

Urban Aboriginal Leaders
Native Child & Family Services of Toronto
December 4, 2000

Social Justice and Advocacy Groups
Ralph Thornton Community Centre
December 6, 2000

Making Services Work for 
People—Children’s Services Network Chairs
Ministry of Community and Social Services
December 12, 2000
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Multi-Service and Community Health Centres
WoodGreen Community Centre
December 13, 2000

City-wide Mandated Voluntary Service Agencies
Toronto Association of Community Living
December 15, 2000

Ethno-racial/Ethno-cultural Groups
Metro Hall
January 10, 2001

Business Sector
Toronto Board of Trade
January 16, 2001

Funding Sector
United Way of Greater Toronto
January 25, 2001

PPressentationss

Best Practices Group
Metro Hall
April 28, 2000

Sustainability Roundtable
Metro Hall
February 27, 2001

Senior Staff Meeting
Toronto District School Board
March 1, 2001

Advisory Committee on Race and Ethnic Relations
City Hall
May 14, 2001

Seniors’ Assembly
City Hall
September 20, 2001

Advisory Committee on Disability Issues
City Hall
September 25, 2001

Advisory Committee on Aboriginal Affairs
City Hall
October 11, 2001

Additional OOutreach

Children and Youth Action Committee

Community Safety Task Force

Toronto Youth Consultation
February 6 – 22, 2001

PPublic Conssultation Meetingss

Scarborough Civic Centre
October 15, 2001

Etobicoke Civic Centre
October 17, 2001

Toronto City Hall
October 17 & 22, 2001

North York Civic Centre
October 18, 2001

York Civic Centre
October 22, 2001
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34 Appendix D: Preserving Our Civic Legacy Ð Summary Report

Part I Ð Stakeholder Perspectives on a Social
Development Strategy

In August 2000, Toronto City Council authorized a community consultation on 
a Social Development Strategy for the City of Toronto. The Department of
Community and Neighbourhood Services contracted with the Community Social

Planning Council of Toronto (CSPC-T) to conduct the first phase of that consultation,
which was an outreach to selected local and sectoral stakeholders for input on strategic
directions to improve the quality of life of Toronto residents. Working with city social
development staff and a network of community partners in the social development
field, the CSPC-T designed and conducted a series of 22 focus groups on the city’s
Social Development Strategy from November 2000 through January 2001.

Altogether 269 key informants were consulted, made up of 161 community participants
in 13 local area focus groups held in local communities in all parts of the city, and 108
leaders from nine sectoral focus groups offering major city-wide perspectives on the
social development of the city. 

The Spread of Social Vulnerability
The focus group process explored states of social vulnerability with local area stakeholders.
Social vulnerabilities are those external conditions or resource deficiencies in the environ-
ment that increase risk factors for certain populations in the community.

Families, newcomers and youth were cited most frequently as vulnerable popula-
tions in communities across Toronto.
Growing deficiencies in social support, a serious decline in basic living standards,
and limited access to education and training were identified as major sources of
vulnerability. Participants were generally apprehensive that the social infrastruc-
tures in local communities to address growing vulnerabilities were becoming
progressively weaker through the cumulative impacts of public funding cutbacks
and the lack of commitment by senior governments to strengthen basic levels of
economic security. 
Major social vulnerabilities are not concentrated in pockets of the city but spread
to communities in all parts of Toronto. Areas with the highest identified concen-
trations of social vulnerability span the full breadth of the new city and are
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located in East Scarborough, North Scarborough, North Etobicoke, Downtown
Toronto and the old City of York.
City-wide focus group participants from all sectors were alarmed by the growing
polarization and inequality evident in Toronto during the past five years, and by
the diminishing capacity of the city and communities to address social condi-
tions. Cutbacks in government spending contributed to growing social divisions
in the city. Also identified as a cause was senior government withdrawal from
social responsibilities, leaving the city without an adequate mandate and revenue
base for providing essential social supports.

Strengthening Supportive Communitiess
Local area focus group participants described socially supportive communities as: 

places of belonging and pride where residents have a strong sense of identification
with a specific locality within the larger city; 
inclusive environments where diversity is valued and discrimination and racism
are not tolerated; 
active and lively places facilitating a culture of involvement and participation; and
communities with the commitment and capacity to care for and support their
more vulnerable and marginalized members.

Important resources required to create supportive communities are:
a network of stable and secure community-based agencies;
a wide range of community-focused public services (e.g., child care); 
community access to and use of public facilities (e.g., community and recreation
centres, libraries, schools); and
strong local networks (e.g., faith-based groups, local business, voluntary associa-
tions, partnerships and community networks). 

PPromoting Civic Engagement
Participants suggested the following approaches to encourage civic engagement and 
citizen participation in communities and their local government as an important
dimension of strengthening communities. 

use creative, innovative and flexible outreach with clear information and remove
linguistic and cultural barriers particular to certain parts of the population 
(e.g., newcomers, youth); 
ensure local political accountability since the corporate city has become more 
distant from the local resident/citizen; 
facilitate the shaping of a “civic consciousness” among residents by providing
information and education about how the city works and how they can become
actively involved; and
take responsive action based on community input rather than ignoring the results
of public consultations.

35Appendix D: Preserving Our Civic Legacy Ð Summary Report



36 Appendix D: Preserving Our Civic Legacy Ð Summary Report

Information NNeedss and Social Development Indicatorss
Local area focus group participants suggested that the city needed to have the following
kinds of information about local communities:

service needs and existing resources;
demographic information and population trends in local communities;
information on the social impact of economic conditions and policies on local
communities; and
qualitative information on the “human stories” of individuals and families in
communities.

Local communities need the city to provide clear, accessible and usable information
about communities, including communication in multiple language formats.
“Mapping,” community “report cards” and community “indicators” were identified as
useful tools for community planning.

Sectoral focus group participants commented as follows on key indicators that could be
used to monitor and assess the state of the city’s social development:

Employment indicators are critical, especially with respect to certain groups such
as visible minorities, Aboriginal people and disabled people.
Stronger indicators on the social cohesion and “civility” of the community and
city are needed. 
Indicators to measure the social development of the city must be clear and direct
enough for broad community understanding and usefulness.

RRegional Social Development Trendss and Issssuess 
Sectoral focus group participants identified three major regional issues or trends with
implications for the social development of Toronto. 

An over-reliance on city services for regional social needs. Toronto’s established
and developed service base attracts people with social needs from the outlying
region into the city, placing tremendous additional stress on the already over-
burdened city’s service resources. 
Attitudinal barriers and biases interfering with the shaping of a shared regional
identity or consciousness. Some participants suggested that there was an ideolog-
ical or attitudinal “divide” between the “416” and “905” areas, clearly inhibiting
the development of a strong sense of regional identification. 
Growing recognition of the need for a planning capacity to pursue social and eco-
nomic integration at the regional level. New governance and planning structures
with some form of effective mandates for co-ordination are necessary to break
down existing rivalries and to promote economic development and social cohe-
sion within the GTA.

Effective action on the above issues will require:
the political will and leadership to break down the divisive biases and barriers
within the region;
public awareness and identification with a shared vision for the region; and
forming true partnerships with other sectors in regional education and planning
initiatives (e.g., school boards, community sector).
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Exxpectationss of GGovernment RRoless and RRessponssibilitiess for Social
Development 
Generally, focus group participants affirmed the main components of the city’s social
development mandate. Several sectoral focus groups offered particular feedback.

The business sector focus group noted that the service delivery role part of the city’s
mandate seemed limited to maintenance rather than developmental activity. 
Aboriginal and ethno-racial focus group participants expressed concern that there
was little specific acknowledgment of the city’s responsibilities to historically
excluded and marginalized communities.
The non-profit community agency sectors emphasized the importance of estab-
lishing more secure and stable working relationships with the city in order to help
fulfill the social development mandate. 
All sectors supported a strong advocacy role for the city, especially with respect to
representing its social needs to senior levels of government.

Local focus group participants:
agreed on the city’s advocacy role on social needs vis-à-vis senior governments;
felt the city has a major role to play in doing community research, social impact
studies, and needs assessments for planning and development; and 
expected the city to provide resources to the community sector for service sup-
ports and community development.

The expectations of participants in both local and sectoral focus groups were similar
with respect to the roles of the provincial and federal governments in meeting the social
needs of the city. 

There was strong agreement that the provincial government must re-commit to
funding support for the city in social housing and social assistance. Sectoral par-
ticipants felt that the provincial government could play a more helpful role in
economic development and, more specifically, in facilitating regional planning
and co-ordination among cities in major urban regions such as the Greater
Toronto Area.
Almost all groups felt that the federal government should re-assert itself into a
national leadership role in many important areas of social responsibility.
Repeatedly, participants identified the expectations for federal leadership to
include: laying out a national vision, setting national standards, and emphasiz-
ing universality in its policies and programs. 
A number of both local area and sectoral focus groups felt that there should be a
national urban strategy. The federal government should have a more direct
working relationship or partnership with cities on social development issues. 

Confidence in Social GGovernance
In terms of relative confidence in the three levels of government on the social needs of
communities, local area focus group participants:

overwhelmingly accorded the city the top ranking in terms of both understanding
and effectiveness with regard to the social needs of the community; and 
ranked the federal government second, while the provincial government was clearly
third on these two indicators of confidence in governance on social issues.



Both local and sectoral focus groups had identified the resource constraints under which
the city was operating in fulfilling its social development mandate. There was clear
recognition of the financial burden resulting from downloading by senior levels of gov-
ernment. When offered a range of resource options to rank order for funding the city’s
new social responsibilities, the stakeholder participants:

ranked direct federal government funding to the city as the highest overall 
preference (28.7% of all three rankings selected) as well as the preferred first 
and second choices (35.2%);
ranked provincial funding (26.1%) just barely ahead of new city revenue sources
(24.1%); 
chose new city revenue sources (e.g., income tax, sales tax, gas taxes) as a first
preference slightly more frequently than provincial funding; and 
chose corporate contributions to city programs (7.3%) and using existing local
revenue sources like the property tax (10.3%) as the least preferred options for
funding the city’s new social responsibilities.

In discussion of these results, both local area and sectoral focus group participants
arrived at the same strongly held conclusions. 

The City of Toronto is clearly affirmed as the level of governance in which stake-
holders have the greatest social confidence. In a sense, the city is viewed as the
first public voice of its residents. This is all the more evident in the profound
loss of confidence by stakeholders in the Government of Ontario to protect the
social well-being of Toronto. 
Given the scale of social vulnerabilities identified across Toronto, and the loss of
civic confidence in the province, participants are calling upon the federal govern-
ment to assume an active responsibility for the social development of the city.
Focus group participants contended that the social well-being of cities is vital to
national continuity, and this requires direct involvement by the federal govern-
ment. The presence of the federal government on urban issues would offer hope
to stakeholders that there was a senior level of government with constitutional
authority that cared about the social future of Toronto.

38 Appendix D: Preserving Our Civic Legacy Ð Summary Report



Part II Ð A Social Development Mandate 
for Toronto

The recognition that the quality of social life in Toronto requires active leadership
from local government and strong fiscal commitments from senior governments
reflects a process of civic evolution. Major milestones in the evolution of public

responsibility for the social development of Toronto include the following initiatives:
The Needs and Resources Study (1963) highlighted the urgency for planning and
coordination across service sectors, recognized the limitations of the voluntary
sector’s service capacity, and called, even in 1963, for senior government financ-
ing of essential social programs to meet the needs of a rapidly growing urban
population. 
The proposed Metropolitan Official Plan in 1976 was the first public acknowl-
edgement within Toronto that local government had a basic responsibility for
social development. 
Metro’s Suburbs in Transition (1979 and 1980) challenged the prevailing political
culture that viewed cities and suburbs as different social formations and stimulated
the creation of a metropolitan focus on social issues.
The Social Development Strategy for Metropolitan Toronto completed in 1991 
recognized that the social well-being of Metro rested upon a civic partnership of
local government services working with strong communities and neighbourhoods
capable of engaging and supporting their members. 
The amalgamation of Toronto in 1998 unified responsibility to promote the
social well-being of all residents within frameworks that support the requirements
of the more vulnerable. 

The latest draft Social Development Strategy for Toronto builds on the above civic
foundations. Overwhelmingly, community and sectoral stakeholders expressed greater
confidence in the city than any other level of government to take the leadership needed
on the social development front. 

The Civic RRessponssibilitiess of Stewwardsship
The new city’s role in social development has grown through necessity and expectation
into one of stewardship, a civic responsibility to actively promote the quality of social
life throughout Toronto for present and future generations. There are three main
dimensions to the civic responsibilities of stewardship:

First, the new city has the direct responsibility to provide a wide range of social
and community services responsive to distinctive local requirements. 
Secondly, strengthening the civic partnership with communities assumes increasing
significance.
Thirdly, the quality of social life in Toronto is highly dependent upon the extent to
which the federal government and the province meet their public responsibilities.
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In order to perform the preceding third civic responsibility of stewardship, it is certain
that the city will have to assume a strong advocacy role in relation to senior govern-
ments. When senior governments disengage from their public responsibilities, and allow
conditions of social despair and urban decline to become entrenched, then the civic
responsibilities of stewardship include intelligent and sustained advocacy by the new
city on behalf of its people and communities and in civic alliance with them. This advo-
cacy includes proposing and negotiating new arrangements with senior governments
that will enable the city to perform its stewardship role capably.

Activating Strategic Directionss through PPartnersshipss and Alliancess
On its own, the city has limited authority and fiscal resources to effect a comprehensive
social development strategy. It does, however, possess several important strengths. 

First, the new city has acquired major public responsibilities for social provision
as a result of amalgamation and downloading. More integrated, or at least better
co-ordinated, planning mechanisms are needed between the city’s social develop-
ment function and the community sector. Developing a community focus to
city services also means reconsidering barriers such as user fees to the community
use of space, facilities and programs. Also, building strong community systems
of social support with local partners is a social development challenge that the
city has the capacity to pursue.
A second strength is the basic social confidence in the role of local government
that prevails in Toronto. This key strength gives the city the capacity to build
strong civic partnerships to promote the strategic directions of a social develop-
ment strategy. In both policy and practice, the city must first recognize that
community-based agencies, whether supporting local neighbourhoods or specific
population groups (e.g., ethnic or racial identification, Aboriginal origins, dis-
ability, age, sexual orientation, etc.), are essential resources for the social development
of the city. Their role goes beyond service delivery to that of promoting civic
engagement, leadership development, and community responsibility. The city
has the fiscal capacity to assure community-based agencies of the stable core fund-
ing that they require in order to serve effectively as social development partners

Finally, a social development strategy must recognize that civic alliances with other
municipalities are necessary to end senior government abandonment of cities. Working
with municipalities in the GTA on joint social development priorities is the strongest
way of communicating with the current provincial government, or its successor.
Similarly, the city has a strong stake in joining with other large cities across Canada 
in strengthening the political fibre of the federal government to once more pursue a
national urban agenda.
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Conclusion

In this consultation, community and sectoral stakeholders affirmed the strategic direc-
tions proposed in the Draft Social Development Strategy as presented to City Council last
year. While validating the proposed strategic directions for wider public comment and
input, participants identified more clearly their expectations of the city in the perform-
ance of its social development mandate. They also conveyed an acute appreciation for
the constraints under which the city is functioning and recognition that the long-term
social sustainability of the city depends on more supportive public policy frameworks
and resources that are now controlled by senior governments. 

Participants, however, strongly affirmed the city as the first public voice on social
development. In that regard, there is room to build community, public and political
support to secure the full mandate and means needed to build further on the founda-
tion that exists.

April 2001
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