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I live in Milliken 
For most of my adult life, I have lived in northern Scarborough in a neighbourhood 
called Milliken. This neighbourhood has undergone profound change, most of it 
completely unexpected (by me). 

In 1978, I thought I was moving from downtown 
Toronto to the suburbs to join a 1950s-era suburban 
lifestyle of cars, elegant corner plazas, a carefree world 
of low traffic, pleasant parks, low crime and friendly, 
familiar neighbours – a lifestyle to balance a busy 
career as a government policy analyst. 

My abiding belief was that old Toronto would become 
more problematic, overcrowded, and dangerous, with 
simmering animosities between various ethnicities, 
youth gangs, and poverty. Old Toronto housing would 
relentlessly decay and grow cheaper while suburban 
property values would grow.

What ensued was almost exactly the opposite.

The inner suburbs became more isolated because of poorly planned public transit. 
Cars clogged the streets and even overnight parking was banned. Although still 
pleasant, the parks shrank, under siege as large companies somehow managed to 
sever parkland for subdivisions.1

The corner plazas that had been thriving boutique businesses in the 1970s 
became strip malls in sharp decline, shabby and threadbare, even seedy. 
Throughout the 80s and 90s, automobile traffic ever increased, clogging the main 
arteries and greatly adding to commute times. It was also at this time that house 
prices began to rise in the City but stagnated in the inner suburbs. Northern 
Scarborough house prices did not increase much beyond inflation until 2007.  By 
2017, a detached home in the City, of similar size to one in northern Scarborough, 
was priced at almost double the cost. 

It was also around 1978 that reported crime began to grow. Guns and gangs 
began to proliferate and the reputation of the suburbs as low crime areas was lost. 
For Scarborough, the Danzig Street shooting in 2012, when 25 people were shot, 
became the largest shooting in Toronto’s history. 

When I moved to Scarborough in 1978, the inner city of Toronto seemed to be the 
centre of immigration for our growing region. Now, I would argue, I live closer to 

My abiding belief was that  
old Toronto would become  

more problematic, 
overcrowded, and dangerous, 
with simmering animosities 
between various ethnicities, 

youth gangs, and poverty. 
Old Toronto housing would 

relentlessly decay and  
grow cheaper while  

suburban property values 
would grow.

1 For example Goldhawk Park in 2010
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the centre. Great numbers of people have moved into northwestern Scarborough 
from South Asia, China, and the Philippines, and into northeastern Scarborough 
from Africa, the Caribbean and the Middle East. 

In our Milliken neighbourhood, more than half of the phone solicitations 
we receive are conducted in Mandarin. Predominating languages vary from 
neighbourhood to neighbourhood, but overall, northern Scarborough has high 

numbers of people speaking neither English nor French  
as a first language.

In Scarborough as a whole, the levels of poverty and the 
numbers of people who are working poor are the highest 
in the Greater Toronto Area. 

Let’s contrast all that to what has happened in the old 
city of Toronto. A massive gentrification of housing 
has taken place, leading to the formation of attractive 
neighbourhoods, generous maintenance of parkland,  
and upscale stores. 

Commute times are far lower. Public transit is plentiful 
and for the most part efficient. The simmering animosities 
among ethnicities have matured into distinct and 

celebratory communities like the Greek Danforth, Little Italy, and Little Portugal. 
Community, business, and neighbourhood associations ensure planned growth  
and protection of community spaces.

In short, the vision that I had for the inner suburbs in 1978 came to fruition in 
the inner city that I left and what I thought would be a gloomy future downtown 
played itself out in the inner suburbs. 

But something else happened. 
As the inner suburbs became less attractive, less expensive, and more 
stigmatized, they also became less able to advocate for themselves. Whether 
the issue is transit, bike lanes, city jobs, infrastructure development, poverty 
reduction, educational institutions, or affordable housing, Old Toronto is much 
better at taking care of itself than Scarborough. 

To me, the lack of public policy advocacy in Northern Scarborough is stunning. 
And being a public policy advocate, I know that when policy advocacy is done 
well, it gets results. Unfortunately, North Scarborough does not take care of 
itself. It is ineffective when it tries to fight back. And Scarborough had the lowest 
voter turnout in the last civic election.2 

To me, the lack of public  
policy advocacy  

in Northern Scarborough is 
stunning. And being a public 
policy advocate, I know that  

when policy advocacy is 
done well, it gets results. 

Unfortunately, North 
Scarborough does  

not take care of itself.

2 See Appendix 1.



         ‘Double or  
            Nothing’

5

When Community Council convenes in Scarborough, I have seen grinning City 
staff note that they “haven’t been here in years.” They don’t mean to be hurtful. 
But absence does hurt. They don’t come here for anything – they don’t spend time 
here – and they don’t visit our malls, our streets, our fairs, or our attractions. 

Left to downtown interests with downtown sensibilities, the framing of the inner 
suburbs and Scarborough in particular reflect a deep-running vein of bias against 
equity and fairness for the community in which I live. 

The mainstream Toronto press works out of downtown offices and reporters tend 
to bias their reporting toward downtown issues with downtown framing. ‘Tourism 
Toronto’ all but ignores Scarborough. Toronto Life’s neighbourhood rankings 
routinely place Scarborough neighbourhoods in the lowest tier of the least 
desirable places to live. It is easy to doubt that anyone involved in the rankings has 
ever set foot in the neighbourhoods they rank the lowest.

Old Toronto is a public policy ecosystem that is good 
at taking care of its own because it sees itself daily. It 
walks its neighborhoods; it travels its thoroughfares and 
shops its stores. It knows itself and frames itself – not 
surprisingly – as the centre of its own universe where 
Scarborough is at best an outpost. 

This paper is about one way to shift the bias
One illustration of this deep bias can be seen in the 
designation of neighbourhoods as Neighbourhood 
Improvement Areas or NIAs. Status as a NIA gets a 
neighbourhood money and other resources, including 
priority for projects. 

In this paper, I attempt to show what has gone terribly 
wrong with the designation of NIAs from a technical perspective. I say ‘terribly 
wrong’ because even though northern Scarborough has seven of the poorest of 
Toronto’s 140 neighbourhoods, not one has an NIA designation: not Malvern, 
which comes in at 9th poorest; neither Agincourt North (29th)  nor Agincourt 
South-Malvern West (32nd); not L’Amoreaux (34th).3  

Milliken is the 12th poorest. I see this daily: its roads, its parks, its stores, its malls. I 
see Milliken change and grow. I see people move in and out. I see the mail service, 
the sanitation, snow removal, the transit, and the infrastructure and I know what 
that looks like and how it feels. 

I like my friends and neighbours in Milliken. This is for them and for Scarborough.

John Stapleton 
September, 2019

Milliken is the 12th poorest.  
I see this daily: its roads,  

its parks, its stores, its malls.  
I see Milliken change and 
grow. I see people move  
in and out. I see the mail 
service, the sanitation,  

snow removal, the transit, 
and the infrastructure  
and I know what that  

looks like and how it feels. 

3 See Appendix: Average after tax, after shelter cost incomes per capita, 2015.
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Urban HEART and NIA designation 
In 2014, an alliance of the United Way of Greater Toronto with York Region and 
the City of Toronto replaced an approach to community poverty called “Priority 
Neighbourhoods” with something called “Neighbourhood Improvement Areas” 
(NIAs). Toronto currently has 31 NIAs. 

MAP 1:4  Locations of Neighbourhood Improvement Areas and  
North Scarborough, City of Toronto   

The tool that the alliance uses to make the designations is called “Urban HEART.”5  
Here is a description: 
“Urban HEART is a framework that organizations from diverse sectors can use 
together to maximize their collective impact on equity, while each stays focused 
on their own unique roles and mandates…

 “Urban HEART combines research evidence, partners’ organizational data and 
community knowledge to assess urban equity in relation to six policy domains:

1. Physical Environment & Infrastructure

2. Social & Human Development

3. Economic Opportunity

4. Governance

5. General Population Health

6. Disease-specific Concerns”6 

4 The East Steeles Nexus includes the lower part of York Region below the 407 but for this analysis, the 
Scarborough portion of the East Steeles nexus is the unit of analysis. 
5 https://www.toronto.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/11/97eb-TSNS-2020-NEI-equity-index-methodology-
research-report-backgroundfile-67350.pdf 

6 http://www.stmichaelshospital.com/crich/wp-content/uploads/urban-heart.pdf

Source: City of Toronto
Open Data Catalogue
toronto.ca/open

www.NeighbourhoodChange.ca

Neighbourhood Improvement Area

East Steeles Nexus, Scarborough

Neighbourhoods
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When first implemented in 2014, The Globe and Mail reported on the designation 
of the NIAs:
  “The new measures, released in a report on Monday, change the way Toronto’s 

140 neighbourhoods are evaluated by city staff when they decide where to 
direct services.

  “The new rankings are likely to set off a lively debate about the city’s role in 
providing social services, and what areas of the city are most deserving of 
extra funding and attention.”7 

The work that the City of Toronto has engaged in with the NIAs and the funding 
it has provided are significant. Look, for example, at the neighbourhood action 
plans for South Scarborough and Kennedy Eglinton, both NIAs.8 The difference in 
resourcing for  low-income neighbourhoods that are not assisted is egregious. 

This paper argues that the application of the Urban HEART tool to selecting 
Toronto’s NIAs has gone very wrong. To be sure, 31 of Toronto’s 48 poorest 
neighbourhoods have an NIA designation. But 17 of its poorest neighbourhoods 
do not. Ten of those 17 neighbourhoods are in Scarborough.

MAP 2:  Locations of the poorest 48 neighbourhoods of the City of  
Toronto including all 31 Neighbourhood Improvement Areas 

7 https://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/toronto/140-toronto-neighbourhoods-ranked-by-new-equity-score/
article17407725/ 
8 https://www.toronto.ca/legdocs/mmis/2017/cd/bgrd/backgroundfile-108051.pdf

July 2019 
Source: City of Toronto 
Open Data Catalogue 
and Statistics Canada 
Census Profile Series, 2016

www.NeighbourhoodChange.ca

Lowest 48 neighbourhoods by average income 
after tax, after shelter cost per capita, 2015
Highest 92 neighbourhoods by income
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In this paper I explore the biggest flaw in the Urban HEART tool: its data collection 
methods to determine low income, which favour neighbourhoods where there are 
high concentrations of public housing. A second major flaw is in data collection 
to determine population health, which focuses on neighbourhoods where data is 
available – once again those with high concentrations of public housing. The tool 
inappropriately defaults to better health status in neighbourhoods where poor 
health goes unreported. 

Map 3 shows how the greatest concentration of subsidized housing in the City of 
Toronto coincides with NIA designations. 
 

MAP 3:  Subsidized tenants, percentage of all housing,  
City of Toronto, 2016

The outcome of the current designations creates a ‘double or nothing’ service 
profile for poor neighbourhoods. Those that already benefit from a high level of 
subsidized housing are more likely to get NIA status. Meanwhile, large areas of the 
city that badly need NIA resources don’t have them, simply because they have very 
little subsidized housing.

September 2018  
Source: Statistics Canada
Census Profile Series, 2016

www.NeighbourhoodChange.ca

Toronto: 79,400 subsidized tenants
7.1% of all City housing
Neighbourhood Improvement Areas
28,200 subsidized tenants
12.9% of all NIA housing
Subsidized housing includes rent geared to income, 
social housing, public housing, government-assisted 
housing, non-profit housing, rent supplements and 
housing allowances. Reported only for private, non-
collective, non-farm, non-reserve dwellings.

 City of Toronto Neighbourhood 
 Improvement Area (2014)

Subsidized Tenants  
as a Percentage of Total  
Housing by Census Tracts
 Less than 2%
 2% to 4.9%
 5% to 9.9%
 10% to 29.9%
 30% to 62%
 Not Available
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Why Urban HEART collects the 
wrong income data 
Urban Heart collects income data as one of the six domains of health equity. The 
relevant data for income is ‘after shelter cost’ income. But instead of collecting this 
data, the tool collects data on ‘before shelter cost’ income. 

Total incomes of low-income people in subsidized housing are much lower than low-
income earners in market rental. However, their after-shelter income is much higher. 

Across Toronto, the Toronto Community Housing Corporation (TCHC) represents 
two thirds of all subsidized housing. 

Tables 1 and 2 show TCHC and total subsidized housing tenant numbers in Toronto. 

TABLE 1:  TCHC tenant profile: 20189  
Total number of households 51,657 100%
Number of seniors 21720 42%
Number of households with ODSP as the 
main source of income 10,700 20.7%

Number of households with OW as the 
main source of income 8,080 15.6%

Number of households with EI as the main 
source of income 645 1.2% 

Number of households with employment 
as the main source of income 10,512 20.3% 

TABLE 2: Extended profile: All subsidized housing tenants in  
Toronto – 2018*
Total number of households 77,350 100%
Number of seniors 32,580 42%
Number of households with ODSP as the 
main source of income

16,050 20.7%

Number of households with OW as the 
main source of income

12,120 15.6% 

Number of households with EI as the main 
source of income

968 1.2%

Number of households with employment 
as the main source of income

15,768 20.3%

*Extended estimate based on data from the 2/3 of subsidized tenants in TCHC 
buildings.

9 Data provided by Toronto Community Housing Corporation
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Most tenants in subsidized housing pay rent geared-to-income. All seniors pay 30% of 
their income on rent in TCHC. The same is true for EI claimants and working tenants.  

But social assistance recipients do not pay RGI rents. They pay far less than 30% of 
their income when residing in subsidized housing.  

The 28,000+ Ontario Works and ODSP recipients have significantly lower before- 
shelter cost incomes because their rents are determined according to a special 
scale in the regulations under the Housing Services Act.10 These low rents are then 
substituted for the social assistance shelter component in subsidized housing. 
This is because social assistance programs (OW and ODSP) pay up to designated 
maximum shelter costs. Where the shelter costs are low, they both pay and receive 
the lower amount.

For a single ODSP recipient, the rent in subsidized housing is $109 a month instead 
of the full shelter component of $497 a month. Accordingly, a single ODSP recipient 
in subsidized housing receives an income of $781 a month or $9,372 a year. 

ODSP recipients renting in the private market, on the other hand, would almost 
always need to receive the maximum $497 in shelter payments toward the cost 
of their market rent. (Their actual rent is of course almost always higher than the 
maximum shelter payment.) When the shelter payment is shown as income, a single 
ODSP recipient in private market housing makes $1,169 a month or $14,028 a year.11

The 16,050 subsidized ODSP tenants in our extended profile show an income of 
$9,372 a year vs. the $14,028 a year that almost all ODSP recipients receive in the 
private market. In other words, private market single ODSP recipients receive an 
income that is $4,656 or 50% higher than their subsidized counterparts. Similar 
discounts apply to other family sizes.

The total value of this discount in the City of Toronto is about $75 million. This 
means those ODSP recipients in TCHC and other subsidized apartments appear to 
be $75 million poorer than their counterparts in the private market, even though 
their after-shelter income is higher. This is a significant figure.  

A similar situation applies to Ontario Works residents in subsidized housing. 

For a single OW recipient, the rent in subsidized housing is $85 a month instead of 
the full shelter component of $390 a month. Accordingly, a single OW recipient in 
subsidized housing receives an income of $428 a month or $5,136 a year. 

OW recipients renting in the private market would need to receive the maximum 
$390 in shelter payments  toward their market rent, which in all likelihood is much 
higher than that. When the shelter payment is shown as income, a single OW 

10 https://www.ontario.ca/laws/regulation/010298 
11 https://www.ontario.ca/laws/regulation/980222#BK35
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recipient in private market housing receives $733 a month or $8,796 a year.12  

The 12,120 subsidized OW tenants in our extended profile show an income of 
$5,136 a year vs the $8,796 a year that almost all OW recipients receive who rent 
in the private market. In other words, private market single OW recipients receive 
an income that is $3,660 or 71% higher than their subsidized counterparts.

The total value of this discount in the City of Toronto is approximately $44 million. 
This means those OW recipients in TCHC and other subsidized apartments appear 
to be $44 million poorer than their counterparts in the private market. Similar 
discounts apply to other family sizes.

The reality is that neighbourhoods with high levels of subsidized housing will 
appear to be poorer because tenants will appear to have much lower incomes than 
tenants in neighbourhoods with low concentrations of subsidized housing. 

However, the ‘after shelter’ income of a social assistance recipient in subsidized 
housing is in fact higher than the after-shelter income of a resident in market 
housing. Table 3 illustrates this problem.

TABLE 3:  Comparison of after shelter incomes of social assistance  
recipients and recipients in the private market

Social 
assistance 
family type 

Total income 
of social 
assistance 
recipients in 
subsidized 
housing

Total income 
of social 
assistance 
recipients 
receiving  
the shelter 
maximum 

Amount by 
which after 
shelter income 
is lower for 
social assis-
tance in private 
housing vs. 
subsidized

Monthly 
rental charge 
equal to 50% 
of maximum 
social  
assistance 
income 

OW single $6,151 $9,811 -$225 $409
1+1 $15,091 $20,503 -$2,607 $854
1+2 $22,841 $28,493 -$5,882 $1,187
1+3 $30,701 $36,545 -$6,200 $1,523
ODSP single $10,287 $14,943 -$1,507 $623
Couple $14,931 $21,915 -$1,587 $913

Column 2 shows incomes of social assistance recipients in subsidized housing. 
Column 3 shows incomes of social assistance recipients in private market housing. 
Column 4 shows the advantage that subsidized housing recipients have due to 
their low rents. Column 5 shows the actual monthly rents charged that would 
result in the disadvantage in Column 4.

12 https://www.ontario.ca/laws/regulation/980134#BK48
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Discounted rents in subsidized housing in Toronto result in a $120 million 
difference between the actual payments made in subsidized buildings and what 
would otherwise be paid in the private market. This $120 million difference is the 
amount by which tenants in subsidized housing appear to have lower incomes. 

In other words, if they were not subsidized, even within current social assistance 
rules, their income would go up by $120 million.13   
 

Where the poor neighbourhoods are
Map 4 highlights the 48 poorest neighbourhoods where income is low after shelter 
costs.14 Those that have NIA status are in purple and those without are in orange.

MAP 4:  Neighbourhood Improvement Area status of Toronto’s  
poorest 48 neighbourhoods and subsidized housing density 

Using after shelter income data, the majority (10) of the 17 poorest non-NIA 
neighbourhoods in Toronto are in Scarborough. Seven are in northern Scarborough 
and three are in southern Scarborough. Four are in North York  and three are in 
North Rexdale.  

13 It is important to note that if this $120M were to be provided to social assistance recipients in subsidized housing, 
their after shelter income would not go up by one cent, under current rules. The total would go to the public housing 
landlord and the tenant would have the exact same income as before.  
14 The least poor (48th) neighbourhood is Victoria Village, which has NIA status.  
For a complete list of the 48 neighbourhoods, see Appendix 4.

July 2019  
Source: City of Toronto
Open Data Catalogue
and Statistics Canada 
Census Profile Series, 2016

www.NeighbourhoodChange.ca

Subsidized Housing Units, 2016
     Each dot represents 200 housing units. 
     Dot locations are random within census tracts.
Lowest 48 neighbourhoods by average income
after tax, after shelter cost per capita, 2015
 Neighbourhood improvement area (NIA)

 Does not have NIA status
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Map 3 also shows how NIA-designated neighbourhoods tend to have higher 
concentrations of public housing.  

Northern Scarborough (the East Steeles Nexus or ESN) has the lowest level of 
subsidized housing units compared to all NIAs, the City as a whole, Scarborough, 
and Scarborough NIAs. Figure 1 illustrates this. I would argue that lack of 
subsidized housing denies NIA status to northern Scarborough.

The seven neighbourhoods in the ESN with no NIA designations are:

 > Malvern (9th poorest among the 48 poorest )

 > Milliken (12th)

 > Agincourt North (29th)

 > Agincourt –South Malvern (32nd)

 > L’Amoreaux (35th)

 > Steeles (41st) ; and 

 > Tam O’Shanter Sullivan (47th) 

FIGURE 1:  East Steeles Nexus subsidized housing - 1/3 or less than 
NIAs and lowest in the City
 

20%

18%

16%

14%

12%

10%

8%

6%

4%

2%

0%

Social Housing Unit per Population

1.65%

ESN (8) All NIA (31) Scarborough  
NIA (8)

Non Scarborough 
NIA (8)

Toronto (140)

4.90% 5.50% 4.75%
3.29%

6.37%

17.09%
18.76%

15.98% 15.39%

SHU per Total Population                 SHU per Low-Income Population
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What ‘after shelter’ income shows us
No one is saying that the NIAs do not reflect low-income neighbourhoods. That is 
obviously the case for 31 of the lowest income neighbourhoods that have an NIA 
designation. But the reality is that 17 of the lowest income neighbourhoods exhibit 
the same or more acute low income characteristics compared to the NIAs. 

For example, northern Scarborough in Map 5 shows the exact same income profile 
as North Rexdale and north of the lake in Scarborough south. But North Rexdale 
and southern Scarborough have NIA status. North Scarborough does not.  

MAP 5:  Average income after tax, after shelter cost per capita, 2015,  
City of Toronto

 

September 2018  
Source: Statistics Canada
Census Profile Series, 2016

www.NeighbourhoodChange.ca

Census tract average income  
per capita compared to the  
Toronto Census Metropolitan  
Area Average of $25,110
  Very High – 140% to 729% 

(102 CTs, 18% of the City)
  High – 120% to 140% 

(37 CTs, 6% of the City)
  Middle Income – 80% to 120% 

(197 CTs, 35% of the City)
  Low – 60% to 80% 

(174 CTs, 31% of the City)
  Very Low – 33% to 60% 

(60 CTs, 11% of the City)
 Not Available

 City of Toronto Neighbourhood 
 Improvement Area (2014)     
Annual total shelter cost for 2016  
is subtracted from total after-tax income  
for 2015 for each census tract. This figure  
is then divided by the total population  
(all ages) to produce average after tax,  
after shelter cost per capita incomes.  
Census tract boundaries are for 2016.
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Why Urban HEART makes faulty 
assumptions about community 
health
Urban Heart is highly data-dependent and the data requirements are 
sophisticated. It is a lot easier to collect health indicators for tenants living in 
subsidized housing than it is to collect them for people who are poor but paying 
market rent. 

Health indicators factor into eligibility for subsidized housing. As noted in Table 
2, over 16,000 ODSP recipients whose health conditions are well documented 
live in subsidized housing in Toronto. Another 12,000+  Ontario Works recipients 
are also required to document their health status in 
order to living in subsidized  housing. In contrast, a 
recipient living in a rooming house is less likely to have a 
full report of their health morbidities. 

In low-income neighbourhoods where people rent in the 
private market, it is not uncommon for tenants to have 
no physician. Accordingly, a condition like diabetes is 
much more likely to be recorded for a subsidized housing 
tenant than a low income tenant in the private market. 

If better data on health morbidities is more available for 
those living in subsidized housing, then the morbidities 
accounted for by Urban Heart will be more prevalent 
in those neighbourhoods. For example, people who do not know they have 
diabetes are recorded as not having it. This defaults to a finding of better health 
in the community.

The defaults for the Urban Health tool are not well founded because they are 
so reliant on easily available data. Where the data does not exist, there is an 
assumption or at least a bias towards the idea that the morbidity does not exist. 

Using such data as a way of determining whether a neighbourhood should have 
an NIA designation once again biases the process toward neighbourhoods with 
higher concentrations of public housing, and away from areas like northern 
Scarborough.

If better data on health 
morbidities is more  

available for those living  
in subsidized housing,  

then the morbidities 
accounted for by  

Urban Heart will be 
more prevalent in those 

neighbourhoods.
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Conclusion: Be careful how you use a 
tool like Urban HEART 
Municipal policy makers and their community partners need to ask themselves 
why the tool they have chosen for NIA designation has caused so many  areas in 
the City of Toronto to accidentally fall behind. 

Urban HEART is a health equity tool. It is not a poverty measurement tool. And 
we need a poverty measurement tool, as well as a health equity tool. 

Urban Heart would be an excellent tool if shelter cost data 
were collected properly. It would also be extremely useful 
if there were no wide discrepancies in the collection and 
quality of health data. 

But income and shelter cost data under Urban HEART are 
not being collected appropriately. And the discrepancies 
in collection and quality of health data among poor 
neighbourhoods are real. 

This paper’s recommendation is to fix this. It is the 
responsibility of governments, policy experts, and civil 
society partners to do so. If you have a tool, you have 
to be vigilant about what that tool measures and what 

conclusions you draw from it.

The future of Scarborough, and especially the East Steeles Nexus, troubles me. 
When you look at the civic elements that would improve its prospects, none are 
in place or planned:

 > No university or colleges

 > No subway

 > No LRT

 > No north/south 400 series highways

 > No NIA designations in neighbourhoods with deep poverty.

The future of  
Scarborough, and  

especially the East Steeles 
Nexus, troubles me.  

When you look at the civic 
elements that would  

improve its prospects,  
none are in place  

or planned.
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In contrast, the north part of North York and southern Vaughan area – with a 
similar working poverty profile in 2016 – has:

 > York University

 > A Seneca College campus

 > 4 subway stops

 > Airport LRT stops

 >  Highway 400 bisecting the area north to 
south

 > Nine NIA designations. 

It is very possible that the East Steeles nexus will 
be the largest emerging area of widespread and 
deep poverty in the Toronto region in coming years 
because of its geography and lack of amenities. 

One small but significant step would be to correct 
the Urban HEART tool by:

 > Collecting ‘after shelter cost’ income data;

 >  Avoiding default biases in low income health 
data; and 

 >  Adopting greater vigilance in advising governments how the Urban 
HEART data should be used.

A larger step that Toronto could take would be to simply designate Toronto’s 
31 poorest neighbourhoods in terms of after-shelter income  as NIAs. This way, 
17 poor neighbourhoods that do not have NIA status would receive NIA status 
and 17 less poor neighbourhoods would lose it. 

An even more comprehensive step would be to designate the 48 poorest 
neighbourhoods in terms of after-shelter income as NIAs. That way, no existing 
NIAs would lose their status and the funding that goes along with it. 

An even more  
comprehensive step  

would be to designate the  
48 poorest neighbourhoods  

in terms of after-shelter 
income as NIAs.  

That way, no existing NIAs 
would lose their status  

and the funding that  
goes along with it. 
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Appendix 1:  
A word on voting patterns
One of Urban HEART’s domains (governance) looks at civic engagement. The City 
of Toronto has a recent example of civic election voting patterns from 2018. 

Voter turnout is consistently low in northern Scarborough (especially east of 
Warden Avenue). This is true of other low income areas of the City as well.
 
Voter turnout rate, Toronto’s 2018 election 

But because Urban HEART is a health equity tool, rather than a poverty 
measurement tool, other factors outweighed Scarborough’s very low voter 
turnout. Scarborough has greenspace and walkability, for example – two measures 
that have little to do with poverty.

Scarborough is walkable indeed, with terrible transit for the working poor. And I 
am fond of talking about poor people in Scarborough who are missing meals but 
are doing so in large parks. 

December 2018  
Source: Toronto
Open Data Catalogue
toronto.ca/open

www.NeighbourhoodChange.ca

Voter Turnout Percentage  
of Eligible Voters  
by Electoral Subdivision
  11% to 29.9%
 29.9% to 33.9%
 34% to 39.9%
 40% to 99%

644,745 people voted 
34% turnout of eligible voters 
1,700 voting locations 
1,181 subdivisions mapped 
excludes advance polls
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Appendix 2:  
Journey to work commuting times
Persons commuting to work an hour or more, City of Toronto, 2016

A barrier to labour market participation is the time it takes to get to work. Almost 
all of northeast Scarborough’s neighbourhoods have the highest concentration of 
commutes that take over one hour. This metric was not taken into account in the 
NIA designation process.

NIA selection ignores broader geographic disadvantage: where the job clusters 
are in the City/region in relation to where one lives. In the Toronto Census 
Metropolitan Area, job centres are highly concentrated in the downtown, the 
airport, and Vaughan, which are all time consuming for commuters from northeast 
Scarborough.

August 2019
Source: Statistics Canada
Census Profile Series, 2016

www.NeighbourhoodChange.ca

  City of Toronto Neighbourhood 
Improvement Area (2014)

Percentage of persons 
commuting to work an hour 
or more by census tracts
  3% to 7.9% of commuters 

(71 CTs, 12% of the City)
  8% to 15.9% of commuters 

(190 CTs, 33% of the City)

  16% to 23.9% of commuters 
(220 CTs, 39% of the City)

  24% to 50% of commuters 
(89 CTs, 16% of the City)

  Not Available

202,830 people in 2016 
16% of Toronto’s workforce 
commute an hour or more
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Appendix 3:  
A note on language patterns
Persons with no knowledge of English or French,  
City of Toronto 2016

A well-known significant barrier to community participation, education, and the 
labour market is lack of knowledge of Toronto’s dominant language, which is 
English. Canada’s other official language is French. Northern Scarborough has by 
far the largest concentration of the 5% of Torontonians who speak neither official 
language. No part of North Scarborough has less than 2.5% of residents who speak 
neither English nor French.

August 2019  
Source: Statistics Canada 
Census Profile Series, 2016

www.NeighbourhoodChange.ca

  City of Toronto Neighbourhood 
Improvement Area (2014)

Percentage of persons  
unable to conduct a 
conversation in English 
or French by census tracts

  0% to 2.49%

 2.5% to 4.9%

 5% to 9.9%
 10% to 46%
 Not Available

132,800 people in 2016 
5% of Toronto’s population unable 
to speak English or French
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No knowledge of English or French, 2016, City of Toronto and  
Census Tract average individual income, 2015

Almost all of northern Scarborough is low income. It also has the highest 
concentration of low-income people with language barriers but no Neighbourhood 
Improvement Area (NIA) designations.

Urban Heart and NIA selection processes ignore language barriers which would 
help boost the ranking of North Scarborough towards NIA status.

August 2019
Source: Statistics Canada
Census Profile Series, 2016

www.NeighbourhoodChange.ca

Percentage Unable to Speak English  
or French by Census Tracts, 2016
  High Percentage: 10% to 46% 

(2.0 or More Above the City Average) 
50 census tracts, 9% of the City

  Above Average: 5% to 9.9% 
(1.0 to 2.0 Above the City Average) 
147 census tracts, 26% of the City

  Below Average Percentage 
(4.9% or less) 
373 census tracts, 65% of the City

  132,800 people unable to speak 
English or French, 5% of the City.

 7% living in high income CTs 
 21% living in middle income CTs 
 73% living in low income CTs.

Census Tract Average Individual 
Income compared to the Toronto 
CMA Average of $50,479 in 2015
  High Income – 120% to 831%  

(126 CTs; 23% of the City)
  Middle Income – 80% to 120% 

(165 CTs; 29% of the City)
  Low Income – 37% to 80% 

(278 CTs; 48% of the City)
 Not Available
Individual income from all sources, before-tax. 
CMA is the Census Metropolitan Area.

No Dot 
Shown
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Appendix 4:  
Average after tax, after shelter cost 
incomes per capita, 2015 
City of Toronto’s 140 neighbourhoods ranked lowest to highest
Source: Statistics Canada, Census Tract Profile Series, 2016.

Rank ID NIA Name Population
After Tax 

Before 
Shelter Cost

After Tax 
After 

Shelter Cost
1 55 yes Thorncliffe Park 20,845 $17,180 $12,117

2 44 yes Flemingdon Park 18,250 $17,572 $12,807

3 24 yes Black Creek 21,555 $17,407 $13,134
4 121 yes Oakridge 13,605 $17,928 $13,136

5 2 yes Mount Olive- 
Silverstone- 
Jamestown

32,820 $17,545 $13,160

6 25 yes Glenfield-Jane 
Heights

30,215 $19,285 $15,013

7 61 yes Crescent Town  
(aka Taylor-Massey)

15,485 $20,567 $15,020

8 22 yes Humbermede 15,535 $20,040 $15,100

9 132 no Malvern 43,765 $20,289 $15,408

10 138 yes Eglinton East 22,250 $20,512 $15,500

11 115 yes Mount Dennis 13,260 $21,266 $15,599

12 130 no Milliken 26,065 $20,370 $15,704

13 139 yes Scarborough 
Village

16,440 $21,209 $15,945

14 137 yes Woburn 53,010 $20,972 $16,025

15 27 yes York University 
Heights

27,560 $21,498 $16,051

16 124 yes Kennedy Park 17,100 $21,686 $16,320

17 125 yes Ionview 13,605 $21,525 $16,382

18 5 yes Elms-Old Rexdale 9,445 $21,537 $16,403

19 126 no Dorset Park 24,380 $21,861 $16,417

20 21 yes Humber Summit 12,410 $21,248 $16,431
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Rank ID NIA Name Population
After Tax 

Before 
Shelter Cost

After Tax 
After 

Shelter Cost
21 30 no Brookhaven- 

Amesbury
17,705 $21,770 $16,474

22 72 yes Regent Park 10,670 $23,506 $16,552
23 74 no North  

St.Jamestown
18,360 $23,786 $16,793

24 113 yes Weston 17,690 $22,722 $16,820
25 28 yes Rustic 9,750 $21,286 $16,857
26 127 no Bendale 29,100 $23,024 $17,170
27 135 yes Morningside 17,155 $22,394 $17,179
28 53 no Henry Farm 15,710 $24,258 $17,180
29 129 no Agincourt North 28,820 $21,991 $17,255
30 35 no Westminster- 

Branson
26,065 $23,634 $17,281

31 1 no West  
Humber-Clairville

32,890 $22,410 $17,356

32 128 no Agincourt 
South-Malvern 
West

23,480 $23,041 $17,377

33 112 yes Beechborough- 
Greenbrook

6,370 $22,725 $17,411

34 117 no L'Amoureaux 43,500 $22,733 $17,456
35 136 yes West Hill 26,955 $22,801 $17,538
36 3 yes Thistletown- 

Beaumond Heights
10,120 $22,715 $17,718

37 36 no Newtonbrook 
West

23,635 $24,664 $17,890

38 110 yes Keelesdale- 
Eglinton West

11,040 $23,508 $17,901

39 91 yes Weston-Pellam 
Park

11,090 $23,699 $18,072

40 111 yes Rockliffe-Smythe 22,240 $23,764 $18,077
41 116 no Steeles 24,275 $23,150 $18,116
42 26 yes Downsview- 

Roding-CFB
35,000 $23,566 $18,126

43 85 yes South Parkdale 20,655 $26,348 $18,514
44 120 no Clairlea- 

Birchmount
26,300 $24,423 $18,605
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Rank ID NIA Name Population
After Tax 

Before 
Shelter Cost

After Tax 
After 

Shelter Cost
45 6 yes Kingsview Village- 

The Westway
21,980 $23,984 $18,617

46 4 no Rexdale-Kipling 10,355 $24,063 $18,651
47 118 no Tam O'Shanter- 

Sullivan
27,030 $24,161 $18,686

48 43 yes Victoria Village 20,845 $24,880 $18,712
49 119 no Wexford/Maryvale 27,555 $24,329 $18,803
50 108 no Briar Hill-Belgravia 14,215 $25,177 $18,920
51 109 no Caledonia -  

Fairbanks
9,905 $24,780 $18,934

52 47 no Don Valley Village 26,835 $25,585 $19,188
53 78 no Kensington- 

Chinatown
17,460 $28,187 $20,185

54 13 no Etobicoke  
West Mall

11,465 $26,649 $20,210

55 46 no Pleasant View 15,805 $25,900 $20,330
56 23 no Pelmo Park- 

Humberlea
10,715 $26,614 $20,522

57 131 no Rouge 46,065 $26,269 $20,524
58 29 no Maple Leaf 9,855 $25,836 $20,723
59 51 no Willowdale East 50,245 $30,394 $20,763
60 31 no Yorkdale-Glen Park 14,030 $26,915 $20,981
61 45 no Parkwoods- 

Donalda
34,720 $27,554 $21,091

62 107 no Oakwood-Vaughan 20,965 $27,582 $21,149
63 93 no Dovercourt- 

Wallace  
Emerson-Junction

36,290 $28,580 $21,482

64 37 no Willowdale West 16,730 $30,700 $21,810
65 54 no O'Connor- 

Parkview
18,505 $28,379 $21,954

66 83 no Dufferin Grove 11,710 $29,834 $21,975
67 48 no Hillcrest Village 16,910 $28,492 $22,395
68 92 no Corsa Italia- 

Davenport
14,080 $29,326 $22,638
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Rank ID NIA Name Population
After Tax 

Before 
Shelter Cost

After Tax 
After 

Shelter Cost
69 123 no Cliffcrest 15,800 $28,763 $22,654
70 50 no Newtonbrook East 15,530 $30,778 $22,835
71 32 no Englemount- 

Lawrence
21,880 $29,237 $23,025

72 7 no Willowridge- 
Martingrove- 
Richview

22,145 $29,483 $23,207

73 18 no New Toronto 11,285 $30,445 $23,274
74 57 no Broadview North 11,325 $31,062 $23,359
75 65 no Greenwood- 

Coxwell
14,375 $30,653 $23,516

76 134 no Highland Creek 12,475 $29,034 $23,576
77 69 no Blake-Jones 7,690 $30,651 $23,836
78 34 no Bathurst Manor 15,585 $30,969 $24,131
79 84 no Little Portugal 15,050 $33,700 $24,471
80 49 no Bayview 

Woods-Steeles
12,660 $31,875 $24,489

81 8 no Humber Heights- 
Westmount

10,115 $31,339 $24,552

82 19 no Long Branch 10,065 $32,828 $25,089
83 60 no Woodbine- 

Lumsden
7,845 $32,660 $25,118

84 86 no Roncesvalles 14,865 $33,489 $25,304
85 52 no Bayview Village 21,130 $34,737 $25,481
86 90 no Junction 14,080 $33,424 $25,643
87 20 no Alderwood 12,030 $32,286 $25,875
88 11 no Eringate- 

Centennial- 
West Deane

18,525 $32,170 $25,878

89 33 no Clanton Park 16,425 $33,255 $26,063
90 76 no Bay Street Corridor 25,605 $38,721 $26,104
91 59 no Danforth Village 

East York
17,075 $33,717 $26,623

92 62 no East End Danforth 21,010 $34,401 $26,761
93 64 no Woodbine Corridor 12,425 $35,049 $27,295
94 81 no Trinity-Bellwoods 16,225 $35,555 $27,381
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Rank ID NIA Name Population
After Tax 

Before 
Shelter Cost

After Tax 
After 

Shelter Cost
95 122 no Birchcliffe-Cliffside 21,685 $34,892 $27,413
96 14 no Islington- 

City Centre West
43,235 $35,546 $27,485

97 70 no South Riverdale 27,035 $35,921 $27,524
98 79 no University 6,675 $36,744 $27,536
99 58 no Old East York 9,215 $34,617 $27,626

100 66 no Danforth Village 
Toronto

9,595 $35,045 $27,882

101 94 no Wychwood 13,200 $36,043 $28,137

102 17 no Mimico 33,320 $38,295 $28,403
103 75 no Church-Yonge 

Corridor
30,320 $40,266 $28,516

104 133 no Centennial  
Scarborough

13,340 $35,193 $29,008

105 88 no High Park North 21,810 $38,421 $29,259
106 104 no Mount Pleasant 

West
28,925 $40,253 $29,394

107 140 no Guildwood 9,650 $36,389 $29,407
108 73 no Moss Park 18,450 $41,309 $31,100
109 16 no Stonegate- 

Queensway
24,885 $39,509 $31,788

110 80 no Palmerston-Little 
Italy

13,765 $41,130 $32,357

111 106 no Humewood- 
Cedarvale

14,225 $40,960 $32,666

112 12 no Markland Woods 10,450 $40,945 $33,767
113 42 no Banbury-Don Mills 27,000 $42,957 $34,085
114 71 no Cabbagetown- 

South  
St.Jamestown

10,990 $44,468 $34,158

115 89 no Runnymede-Bloor 
West Village

10,070 $42,943 $34,840

116 38 no Lansing-Westgate 16,065 $44,363 $35,490
117 114 no Lambton-Baby 

Point
7,980 $42,619 $35,546

118 87 no High Park-Swansea 23,350 $45,101 $35,829
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Rank ID NIA Name Population
After Tax 

Before 
Shelter Cost

After Tax 
After 

Shelter Cost
119 67 no Playter Estates- 

Danforth
7,645 $44,659 $35,837

120 77 no Waterfront  
Communities- 
The Island

65,620 $50,165 $36,608

121 82 no Niagara 30,435 $50,309 $37,006
122 68 no North Riverdale 11,675 $45,503 $37,186
123 99 no Mount Pleasant 

East
16,755 $50,252 $40,785

124 102 no Forest Hill North 12,675 $50,628 $42,161
125 100 no Yonge-Eglinton 11,805 $52,893 $42,617

126 63 no The Beaches 21,435 $53,374 $43,500
127 40 no St.Andrew- 

Windfields
17,675 $57,085 $47,653

128 10 no Princess-Rosethorn 11,045 $56,986 $49,110
129 105 no Lawrence Park 

North
14,560 $58,701 $49,398

130 9 no Edenbridge- 
Humber Valley

15,190 $59,431 $51,143

131 39 no Bedford Park- 
Nortown

23,115 $65,430 $55,847

132 56 no Leaside- 
Bennington

16,650 $65,482 $56,238

133 97 no Yonge-St.Clair 12,380 $70,396 $58,400
134 95 no Annex 28,645 $71,696 $60,147
135 15 no Kingsway South 9,165 $77,738 $67,973
136 103 no Lawrence Park 

South
15,115 $86,477 $76,238

137 96 no Casa Loma 10,785 $99,940 $87,476
138 98 no Rosedale-Moore 

Park
20,615 $113,072 $100,763

139 101 no Forest Hill South 10,615 $121,739 $110,650

140 41 no Bridle Path- 
Sunnybrook- 
York Mills

9,185 $155,056 $143,084



  ‘Double or  
                 Nothing’





Design, Pat Dumas-Hudecki, www.dumas-hudecki.com

Printing, Hume Media Inc.

 Editing, Sally McBeth, Clear Language and Design




