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Foreword
This document provides a summary of the findings from a three-year research project on the relationship between
neighbourhood change and a community mental health agency in Parkdale, Toronto. It is designed to provide data
and analysis to support recommendations delivered to the PARC Board of Directors in the spring of 2016.
This document contains some words in bold. These words are defined more thoroughly in the glossary on page 48.
It also contains in-text citations in parenthesis, which look like this — (Epstein, G., 2017, p. 1). These indicate that
we are quoting from a text. The full reference can be found in the bibliography on page 46.
As a group of people committed to PARC’s future, we the authors hope that this document will create thoughtful
conversation and meaningful change. We also believe that this document has uses beyond PARC — and, in fact,
beyond Parkdale. We encourage anyone interested in making community organizations and social service sites
more accessible to a broad range of people to read this report, and get in touch with us if you want to discuss it
more.

Photo of our committee?

The RDSG, May 2017
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1.0 Introduction
1.1 Parkdale and PARC
Toronto’s Parkdale neighborhood is full of stories. Walk down crowded Queen Street with your ears open, and you
might hear a thousand tales of escape and migration; hospitalization and imprisonment; defiance and survival.
What Parkdale’s Business Improvement Association calls the neighborhood’s “distinct personality” (“About the
BIA,” 2015, para. 5) is based not on the similarities between our stories, but the differences. For decades, Parkdale
has been known across Canada for its unique ability to maintain diversity in the face of change.
There are many different explanations for Parkdale’s success. Some people think it is because of architectural
variety — Parkdale has preserved boarding homes and high rises even as dual income homeowners and condo
developers move in (Aguanno & Kemp, 2012; Findlay-Shirras, n.d.; Groen, 2011). Others think it’s because we
have such a wide range of people (Langille, 2014; Whyte, 2005). Parkdale’s approximately 35,628 residents
include white-collar families; poor and working class immigrants; homeless and street-involved people; young
professionals; artists; social workers; and psychiatric consumer/survivors (Statistics Canada 2012 as cited in
Parkdale Peoples’ Economy, 2014, para. 2). Those who have lived or worked here for a long time know that our
sense of community comes from our openness to hearing and sharing our experiences.
Recently, however, people have started telling a new story. Since the mid-2000s, corporate landlords have been
buying up land, and multi-national chains opened stores along our main streets. Police have been working with
Canadian Border Patrol Services to detain or deport people without secure status. These changes — known
collectively as gentrification — threaten our diversity. While local activists work to save spaces for the poor,
Parkdale’s social services — those community health centres, legal clinics, food banks and drop-ins once at the
forefront of struggles against policing and other forms of marginalization — have struggled to make ends meet as
they face pressure to cut their costs.
The Parkdale Activity-Recreation Centre (PARC) is one of Parkdale’s largest social services. PARC began in 1980 as
1

small drop-in for ex-psychiatric patients, but has since grown. Now, PARC is a multi-service agency that provides
daily meals, arts and social recreation programs, case management supports, and 39 units of social housing
across two sites. Throughout its history, PARC has been involved in local organizing. In the 1980s, it supported
rooming house tenants facing discrimination from landlords and psychiatric hospitals; in the 1990s, it rallied the
neighbourhood against the Conservative Provincial government of Mike Harris; and now, it fights to maintain
Parkdale’s diversity through a Community Land Trust and a food security program. PARC has always considered
itself a place for Parkdale’s stories — a refuge for those who resist and survive.
But PARC has been changing, too. Since the mid-2000s, PARC has been forced to cut programs, while adding
more and more resources to management, fundraising and bureaucracy. This has left many service users and staff
feeling neglected, tired, and scared. People have been asking questions: Is PARC gentrifying alongside Parkdale? If
so, why? Did we make a wrong turn somewhere in our history? Fail to commit fully to our activism? Or are all social
services — perhaps all neighborhoods — doomed to displacement and other kinds of negative change?

1.2 This Report
This report emerges from a three-year research process designed to answer these questions. It was undertaken
by former PARC staff Griffin Epstein as a part of doctoral work at the University of Toronto under the supervision
of Dr. Sherene Razack, and with the participation of a team of PARC members and staff called the Research,
Development and Support Group (RDSG). Together, Dr. Epstein and the RDSG discovered that the stories we tell
at PARC and in Parkdale aren’t as straightforward as they seem. We found that the neighbourhood and the agency
have always been shaped by the same forces of power that we are now trying to confront and oppose. We believe
that our ability to fight back against the systems that silence diverse stories will depend on our willingness to look at
our own past — and present — a little differently.
This report was commissioned by PARC’s Board of Directors to give the community insight into the research
process and its findings. It includes elements of Griffin Epstein’s doctoral thesis, as well as other findings from
the research we believe may be useful both within and beyond the confines of our neighbourhood. What has
happened at PARC is not unique — all social services are subject to similar pressures. We hope this document
charts a path for new types of community research, and opens space for new stories to be told.
2

2.0 Background
2.1 Parkdale’s Development
This report focuses on PARC, a community agency in Parkdale, which is a neighbourhood that occupies
approximately one kilometre of land in Toronto’s west end, bounded by Roncesvalles Ave., Dundas St., Dufferin
St., and Lake Ontario. Parkdale is situated on the traditional territory of the Anishinaabe, Haudenosaunee, and
Mississauga Nations, and accountable to the Dish with One Spoon Treaty.
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Parkdale has always been close to psychiatric hospitals.
For decades, it was surrounded by Queen Street Mental
Health Centre (now CAMH) to the east and Lakeshore
Psychiatric to the west. In the 1970s, when patients
were de-institutionalized en masse, local community
services arose to meet their needs. PARC was one of
these, designed to support the area’s most marginalized
residents.
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Parkdale was founded in 1879 as an autonomous village, and annexed ten years later by the City of Toronto. Since
the 1880s, Parkdale has been mixed: between 1889 and the 1920s, it was home to both rich families in Victorian
estates and working-class factory employees in tenement
apartments. In 1922, the neighbourhood began to attract
wealthy homeowners interested in the new Sunnyside
Amusement Park. This continued until 1955, when the
park was demolished to make way for the Gardiner
Expressway and many residents left for the suburbs. Their
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2.2 Timeline: Parkdale vs. PARC
Parkdale
1978: Parkdale’s richer
residents create a Business
Improvement Association
(BIA); the City prohibits new
rooming house construction.
1979: Ontario Ministry
of Health closes
Lakeshore Psychiatric
Hospital, forcing many
people onto the streets
of Parkdale.

1981: Activists push Toronto’s
only chapter of the KKK out
of Parkdale for the second
time in the neighbourhood’s
history.

1982: Anti-poor City
Councillor KorwinKuczynski is elected:
he will be re-elected in
1985, 1998 and 2000.

1977

1977: Concerned about
the release of psychiatrized
people from hospitals,
workers from the Queen
Street Mental Health
Centre (now CAMH) and
Archyway create the
Queen Street Community
Response (QSPR). Soon, it
will become PARC’s Board
of Directors.

PARC
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1986: Parkdale is named
the neighbourhood with
the “highest need” for
social services by the city of
Toronto.

1991: Local homeowners form
anti-sex worker and anti-drug
user groups in hopes of driving
poor and marginalized people
out of Parkdale.

1987: Crack-cocaine
enters the Toronto street
economy and makes its
way into Parkdale for the
first time.

1995: Mike Harris is
elected Ontario Premier;
“Common Sense
Revolution” begins with
cuts to social assistance.

1986
1981: PARC hires its first
survivor staff. After a year
of providing primarily
social recreation, the
agency moves into
advocacy.

1980: QSPR rents the
ground floor of 1499 Queen
Street West and opens PARC
as a drop-in for ex-patients.

1986: PARC implements
50% member
representation on the
Board.
1985 – 86: PARC members
die in boarding houses
after release from Queen
Street Mental Health
Centre; PARC participates
in inquiries into the deaths
of consumer/survivors and
ex-patients; starts a media
campaign.

1995
1990: PARC requests and is
approved funds to purchase 1499
Queen Street West. Renovations
begin.

1988: 1499
Queen Street
floods; upstairs
tenants vacate
and PARC obtains
the second floor.

1995: PARC
dissolves the staff
collective and hires
managers in hopes
of making building
ownership and
renovation easier;
more poor and
homeless people
come to PARC for
services.

In order to understand the ways PARC and Parkdale influence each other, it’s
important to track how both the neighbourhood and the agency came to be.

Parkdale
1996 – 1998: City tries to rezone Parkdale for the middleclass. Residents fight back,
forcing a mediation process
to license and save rooming
houses.
1998: Toronto
amalgamates to
become a “megacity,” changing how all
services get funded.

1996 – 2000: Multiple sex
workers are murdered; their
killers are not found.

1997 – 2000:
Tibetan and Somali
refugees arrive,
followed by Hungarian
Roma people.

1996

2000 – 2005: Police target sex
workers, johns, drug users and dealers
in with a program called TAVIS;
businesses catering to the poor begin
closing down.
2003 – present: Psychiatric Survivor Pride Day, a small local event,
transforms into Mad Pride and
grows immensely; in 2008, Mayor
David Miller declares July 14 –
20th “Mad Pride Week.”

2015 and beyond: Toronto’s
real-estate market is booming;
Parkdale attracts more
corporate landlords like Akelius
and Metcap, as well as chain
stores and condo developers.
Poor residents are displaced
at a rapid rate. Research
shows that new immigrant
communities, sex workers and
drug users are the hardest hit.

2006
1997: PARC member
Edmond Yu is killed by
police, leading to an
inquest.

1996: PARC creates
homelessness response
programs and an outreach /
case management team.

PARC

2003: PARC briefly
loses funding
for weekend
programming and
outreach.

2000: PARC begins
renovations on 1499 Queen
Street; members and staff
form the “Edmond Yu
Safehouse Project”.

2016
2007: PARC applies to develop
194 Dowling as the Edmond Yu
Safehouse; funding is denied
until PARC partners with Habitat
and is granted the right to
create 29 units of housing in the
building.

2000 – 2005: PARC
receives funding to build
10 units of social housing
at 1499 Queen; decides
to focus on creating more
supportive housing in the
neighbourhood.

2008 – 2010:
PARC begins
and ends sex
worker and
Indigenous
programming.

2012: PARC reimagines
itself as a “community
hub,” partnering with
multiple local initiatives
and renting out a lot of
its space at 1499 Queen
Street.

2010: In partnership
with Habitat, PARC
opens Edmond Place, a
supportive housing site
at 194 Dowling.
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3.0 Research Design
3.1 Methodology
The research this document describes was designed to understand PARC in the context of Parkdale’s past and
present. It began with research on the neighbourhood, but soon moved on to work within the agency. This occured
with the full knowledge and support of PARC’s Board of Directors, and the approval of the University of Toronto
Research Ethics Board, a formal body comprised of a group of established researchers responsible for carefully
reviewing all the potential ethical considerations involved in any academic study.
The research was shaped and directed by the Research, Development and Support Group (RDSG), a committee
comprising four PARC members, three PARC staff and one manager. Committee members were chosen for their
unique perspectives, analytic ability, and willingness to commit to the process. A great deal of attention was
paid to diversity: The committee included a mix of men, women and gender non-conforming people; there were
immigrants, racialized people, and white people; members with experience as tenants, member employees
and program participants, and staff from Edmond Place, case management, and the drop-in. The RDSG’s main
function was to ensure that the research was broad enough in scope, and that it reflected the needs and desires
of the PARC community. Towards that end, the RDSG met seven times over the course of the investigation to
collaboratively develop the research direction, engage in concentrated outreach activities, and analyze the
findings.

3.2 Primary Documents
The analysis in this report emerges from the data that Dr. Epstein collected over three years. One major source of
data was PARC’s own documents: architectural plans, legal documents, Annual Reports, job postings, policies and
procedures, meeting minutes, and issues of newsletters like “Foolproof” and “PARC Beat.” Another source was
PARC’s internal evaluations — reviews of agency programs and reports from consultants. The final text source was
6

media — articles from Toronto Star, NOW Magazine, The Parkdale Villager, Inside Toronto, The Globe and Mail and
The National Post, blog entries from “blogTO,” and “Park Bench,” and online content from the websites of local
politicians and real estate agents, restaurants and bars, and PARC affiliates.

3.3 Interviews
More important, however, was the data gained by talking to people. Over the course of two years, Dr. Epstein
conducted 80 one-on-one conversations with individuals, as well as three focus groups with different communities.
Dr. Epstein and the RDSG worked together to ensure that the interviews and focus groups provided a thorough
representation of PARC’s stakeholders by creating a comprehensive outreach plan.
The first set of interviews was conducted with external partners from West Neighborhood House, Parkdale Village
BIA, Parkdale Residents Association, Parkdale Tenants Association, CAMH, the Toronto Drop-In Network, Making
Room Community Arts, Working for Change and the West End Food Co-Op. The second set of interviews were
with PARC staff. Dr. Epstein interviewed 35 current and former PARC employees, and five current or former
members of PARC’s Board of Directors were also interviewed.
The final round of interviews was conducted with PARC members. A diverse set of 35 current and former members
were interviewed. Some had been coming to PARC for a long time; others had only recently arrived recently.
Amongst these interviewees, 14 identified as member employees on the PARC Ambassador team or in the areas
of maintenance or reception, and five were or had been PARC tenants. Four of the interviews were conducted with
interpretation. Each interview was compensated at the rate of $25.
The final piece of interview data was gathered via focus groups. With the assistance of interpreters from the
Barbara Schlifer Clinic, we held three accessible community focus groups: one for Tibetan-speaking seniors, and
one in Hungarian with Roma immigrants and refugees. Community volunteers Stephanie Moynagh and Michelle
Quintal generously donated their time to provide childcare, and food and TTC tokens were made available to all
participants.
The rest of this report summarizes the data we discovered from the interviews. These interviews show a picture
PARC has not seen before, and fill some gaps in research that PARC has conducted itself. In 2012, PARC undertook
7

a membership census to determine the gender, age, living situation, sources of income, education, and “lived
experience” identities of PARC members, as well as what kinds of support services people access and what
changes they’d like to see made at PARC. Information from 161 people showed that a PARC member tends to be
a 40 to 60-year-old (72.5%), “Canadian”-identified (81.9%) man (65.6%) living on ODSP (70.4%) or OW (18.9%),
whose preferred language is English (96.9%). Per the 2012 Census, the average PARC member identifies strongly
with experiences of homelessness (76.1%), poverty (73.6%), “mental health” (71.7%) and addictions (63.5%), has
been coming to PARC for over 10 years (45.8%), and regularly attends the drop-in (91.1%) (PARC, 2012, pps. 1 –
16).
Though our interviewees were similar in many ways to those who answered the 2012 survey, there were some
important differences. For example, PARC’s 2012 Census was written in English, and administered by staff who
exclusively spoke English or, in rare cases, Polish, French or Portuguese. The RDSG decided to conduct interviews
with interpretation, focusing on three languages — Tibetan, Mandarin and Hungarian — which we
determined would be relevant at PARC and better reflect the demographics in the neighbourhood. PARC’s 2012
census also failed to collect appropriate race-based statistics, categorizing racial identity as “culture.” By rereading the census data for racial identity, we discovered that 77.7% of those interviewed were white. Racialized
and Indigenous populations were relatively small — 12.5% of those interviewed identified as “Aboriginal,” 4.9% as
Jamaican, 2.1% as East Indian, 1.4% as Sri Lankan, 1.4% as Vietnamese (PARC, 2012, pp. 2 – 3).
The RDSG determined that race and colonization should be essential sites of study, so we were sure to design
additional outreach strategies to connect with racialized and Indigenous members, as well as to ensure that
questions about race and racism were incorporated into the interviews with racialized and white participants. The
final interview demographics were 57% white, 43% racialized. Of that 43%, 1/3rd were Black (Canadian-born or
Caribbean or African immigrants), 1/3rd were East Asian and the remaining 1/3rd were Indigenous, Roma or South
Asian. We were also sure to interview many women, both cisgender and transgender or transsexual. A final
important gap this research filled was connecting information about members to that about staff, managers and
the wider community.
“I would like to see PARC more active, involved, doing more research for themselves. Watching the people,
speaking to them. They eat and they’re gone. And they come back every single day, and you do not know
exactly what’s going on in that person’s mind. I think more research would help” –PARC member
8

3.4 Member Interviewees
Trans
women

East
Asian

Indigenous,
Roma or
South Asian

Total: 35
Cisgender
women

White

Black / AfroCarribbean

by Race/Ethnicity

5-10
years

10+
years

Cisgender
men

by Gender

1-5
years

by Time at PARC
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3.5 Staff Interviewees
Racialized

Total: 35
Cisgender
women

Cisgender
men

White

by Race/Ethnicity

Managers
& ED
Drop-in staff
Peer workers

Other (Admin,
EP, Kitchen)
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Case
managers

by Role at PARC

by Gender

4.0 Five Questions
Though member interviews were designed in part to fill gaps in the 2012 Census, the underlying goals of
the research were very different. Where the Census focused on numbers and statistics, we prioritized words,
ideas and interpretations.
The lead researcher allowed participants to guide interviews and focus groups according to their interests,
without strong prompting. This meant that individual conversations varied widely in content and flow.
Every interviewee and focus group member, however, was asked the same five questions: What is PARC?
What makes someone a PARC member? What makes someone a PARC staff? How has PARC changed? What
does PARC’s future hold?
These starting points helped us find common threads throughout, which are detailed in the pages that follow.
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4.1 What is PARC?
PARC is a multi-service social agency focusing on mental health, addictions and social recreation. It is also a
social housing provider and a leader in community development work. PARC describes itself as “an animated
hub...where people come together and ideas are born” (PARC, 2013, p. 20). But what does this mean to the
community?

How you describe PARC depends on who you are.
For people who do not access services at PARC, the agency is mostly described as a “leader” in “social innovation
and development.” Many of PARC’s partners talked about its “pioneering projects” and “innovative sustainable
society work.” One interviewee called the agency a “buffer” against “rich property owners,” while another called
it “a singularity in terms of the number of innovations and connections that it has.” Similar descriptions emerged
in interviews with managers, who called PARC “totally unique,” “a sanctuary,” where members find “connection
they can’t get elsewhere.” Many members, however, described PARC differently, as “a place to come for meals,” or
“another drop-in,” “very much like” other places in Toronto. This doesn’t mean members don’t love the agency —
many find what they call “family connection” or “a home away from home” at PARC.

PARC says it’s “the heart of Parkdale,” but doesn’t reflect the neighbourhood.
A 2014 article describes PARC as the “Parkdale community’s living room” (Daugherty, 2014, para. 9). Many
of PARC’s long-time staff, managers and administrators agreed. Some described the agency as “the heart of
Parkdale,” while others called it “a community gathering space” for “anyone and everyone.” But PARC does not
reflect the needs of many of Parkdale’s most marginalized.
As of its 2012 Census, PARC’s members were 96.9% English-speaking and 81.9% “Canadian,” statistics that
12

contrast with Parkdale’s demographics. According to the 2011 Neighborhood Census / NHS Profile, 46% of
Parkdale’s population speaks a non-official language as their mother tongue, and 33% speak a non-official
language in their homes (p. 3). Further, as of 2011, Parkdale’s population was 52% immigrants and 48% visible
minorities, with significant representation from Black, East Asian, Southeast Asian and South Asian communities
(NHS, 2011, p. 4).
The difference between PARC and Parkdale is reflected in the experiences of newcomers, many of whom do
not feel welcome. One said, “we have such a language barrier here. It’s hard for us to see a doctor, to go to the
hospital, to pay our bills,” while another explained, “we keep to ourselves, because no one understands us.”

People find PARC’s mission statement confusing.
PARC’s first mission statement was written in 1994. It read: “Parkdale Activity-Recreation Centre is to be a stable
and meaningful self-directed resource for the community of psychiatric consumer/survivors and socially isolated
people, a focus for inspiration and a source of pride for every individual Member. We aspire to contribute to the
health and well-being, comfort of person, richness of spirit, and the expression of individual truth of all PARC
Members” (PARC, 1994, p. 1). In 2007, PARC changed its mission to “a community where people rebuild their
lives.” Most people on staff and almost everyone in the membership, however, expressed discomfort with the
mission. A member shared, “I don’t know what it means. I’ve been trying to figure it out for years, I still haven’t
figured it out.” Another offered, “We need to ask ourselves, are members really number one in terms of services
and support? Are we doing right by people? Are we ‘rebuilding lives’?”
A long-time member employee was the most blunt: “I know that I cannot rebuild peoples’ lives. To rebuild their life
would be taking something away from them. We want to do something to people, but as long as we’re not working
with the membership to help them find the incentive in themselves, we do not rebuild anything.”
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4.2 Who is a PARC Member?
PARC calls all service-users “members,” a term the agency borrowed from the Clubhouse Model of
Psychosocial Rehabilitation. As the agency’s current website explains, PARC’s main job is to work “with
members on issues of poverty and mental health” (About, 2016, para. 1). But what does it mean to be a
member?

A member is not “anyone who walks in the door.”
From the 1980s through the 1990s, PARC’s mission statement clearly identified members as “psychiatric Consumer/
Survivors and socially isolated people” (PARC, 1994 – 1995, p. 1). During these early years, members had to
register with the agency. For $1, they would be issued a membership card and guaranteed participation in PARC
programs and events for life. Now, however, PARC’s website offers that “the simple act of walking through our
doors is what makes a person a PARC member” (About, 2016, para. 1). Service users, however, don’t always agree.
While many interviewees felt proud of their membership, some people who use the drop-in, meal program or
social recreation activities had never heard the term “member,” or didn’t identify with it. As one member put it, “I
don’t remember what makes somebody a member, what it takes to be a member, but I know I don’t feel one.”

Newcomers rarely consider themselves members.
Though PARC has a relatively large population of non-English-speaking new immigrants, none of the Tibetan,
Mandarin, Cantonese and Hungarian-speaking members interviewed had heard, could define or identified with the
word “member.” Most participants noted that they would be more involved in PARC if programming and services
were offered in relevant languages, but that they generally felt “very left out” of agency life.
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Staff don’t consider newcomers members, either.
PARC employees also drew lines between newcomer communities and what one staff referred to as “what you
would call PARC members.” Thought many newcomers eat meals at or attend programs in the drop-in, staff told
me that PARC “members” are “people with mental health and addictions issues,” and therefore “different” from
people who need “settlement services.” “Immigrants,” explained another staff, come to PARC “to land,” rather
than “stay” because they “tend to get on their feet quickly.” One staff recalled “a time when the Tibetan folks were
becoming...overwhelming. The balance was way out of whack. There were so many more Tibetans than there were
PARC members.” This dynamic has caused a staff at a partner agency to share that her immigrant clients “don’t like
walking through PARC,” because it “only serves people who speak English.”

Consumer/survivors are “capital M” members.
Amongst those service users who speak English and identify as members, there is still division. Some people
interviewees explained member identity as a site of empowerment and community, while others felt the term
“member” was meaningless or condescending. Interestingly, these feelings tended to fall along very clear identity
lines. Service users who identified as psychiatric consumers or survivors expressed more connection to the
membership identity than those who identified primarily with addictions or street life.
The same dynamic was apparent with staff, who often identified psychiatric survivors and boarding home residents
as “capital M,” “old school,” or “classic” “members.” This was especially true for drop-in staff and administrators
with a connection to the drop-in. As one staff put it, “we have a mandate to work with the psychiatric survivors. This
is a place for them. Addiction, there’s lots of places. But for survivors, there’s only this one community centre in this
neighborhood.”
Case managers, on the other hand, seemed to more often de-prioritize “survivors,” whom they called “low needs”
or “social recreation people,” in favor of those with addictions issues or, as one as staff put it, “people with real
problems.” This dynamic is experienced by so-called “low needs” PARC members as a “lack of support.” As one
member said, “if you’re not demanding attention, you’re left alone.”
15

4.3 What Makes a PARC Staff?
As of the 2014 Annual Report, PARC’s list of employees included 99 individuals, including drop-in workers,
managers, and member employees. Yet most of PARC’s community does not see the agency as having 99
“staff.” Why not? What does this term mean? To whom does it apply?

“Staff” identity is limited to certain people.
Dr. Epstein interviewed 14 member-employees. None of these interviewees — who hold positions in the kitchen,
on maintenance or at reception — identified as “staff.” As one put it, “no, I’m not a staff; that’s really clear.”
Another said, “they would never hire us, not as real staff.” Notably, however, while member employees felt certain
that they were not “real staff,” they were often confused and frustrated as to why this distinction exists. Most
member employees felt that they were doing “staff work” without receiving “staff recognition” or, importantly,
“staff pay.” As of 2014, “member-employees” were making $11.60 per hour — approximately half of what PARC’s
lowest-paid “staff” (casual / “relief” drop-in workers) make.

Staff are mostly white and English-speaking.
Employees who identify as “staff” are demographically homogenous. As of the 2014 Annual Report, PARC’s
management layer, administrative team, and full-time, part-time and relief drop-in teams were all over 80% white,
and its Edmond Place team 100% white. Except for the administrative team, which is 80% men, the agency is
evenly split in terms of gender — 50% cisgendered men and 50% cisgendered women, with no employees who
openly identify as transsexual or transgendered (PARC, 2014, p. 2). The roughly equal number of men and women
makes PARC uncharacteristically masculine for a social service agency. According to the Statistics Canada 2011
National Household Survey (NHS), 84.5% of Social Workers and 75.3% of Social Service and Community Workers in
Canada are women (Service Canada, 2014). Only 10% of PARC’s full-time employees are racialized women.
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Racialized employees feel tokenized, and women feel unsafe.
While very few of PARC’s white men on staff mentioned racism or sexism at the agency, almost all racialized staff
recounted experiences of discrimination and oppression, while every woman on staff recounted an incident of
gender-based harassment or neglect. As one staff said, “the way people are treated — black people, women —
it’s murderous. And it’s my business. I feel so much anger. But what am I gonna do about it?” Many racialized and
immigrant employees expressed feeling very unseen. One interviewee asked, “why are we run by white people? I
felt that sometimes they pick [non-white staff, immigrant staff, Indigenous staff] to decorate their wall, to be able to
say ‘we are not racist.’”
A long-time employee explained that discrimination — particularly sexism — “goes into promotions, it goes into
what positions are valued, it goes into how much work people have.” “Male co-workers’ voices are always heard
more,” another staff said, while another reported being told “not to wear makeup” as a safety measure. Another
worker recalled “sexual harassment and assault” being “hidden” from workers. “I mean, you get threatened, you
get followed home, you get sexually harassed so much.” As one worker remembered, “in my entire time at PARC,
I’ve never once heard a conversation or any kind of memo about sexism. I think is assumed that PARC has this
down or something. Like, we’re anti-oppressive: we are not sexist, we are not racist, we are not transphobic but all
these things do play out.”

Staff teams are divided.
Many staff reported feeling “unsupported” in their workplace as a result of being “siloed off” or “separate” from
other teams. Almost every drop-in and case management worker and most current and former managers also
reported significant divisions between managers and front-line staff. For some, this dynamic began in the early
2000s, when management “came and they took two weeks’ vacation from staff.” For others, the change began
in 2012 when PARC stripped some workers of “coordinator” positions and promoted others to management in a
process that was experienced as highly “secretive” and “unfair.” Most front-line workers report feeling “left out”
of management decisions or outright “mistreated” by their managers, while people on the management team
experience front-line workers as “really attached to pointing out the negative.”
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Hiring and promotion are based on personal connections.
According to staff interviewees, there are only two real paths to employment: a student placement or a connection
to an affiliated activist initiative like OCAP or the now-defunct TDRC. Of these pathways, the most common
is activism: Almost 30% of the staff interviewed came to PARC through political organizing and a subsequent
personal connection with a manager or the Executive Director. Similarly, over the past ten years, most of PARC’s
hires for managerial roles have come from within the agency. People “qualify” for these roles by “being proactive”
— “taking on more and more tasks,” sometimes outside of work hours.
This trend began in the mid-1990s, during the reign of Premier Mike Harris, when PARC staff were expected to
work unpaid overtime and/or volunteer hours and donate tax returns and, later, a small portion of their income to
the agency. It continues today in the idea that staff who want to move into management must “take up space”
without “hesitation” or “worry.” As one manager explained, “When I first came to PARC, I didn’t have a job
description, I didn’t get an orientation, but I was always available. Pretty soon, I became a kind of go-to, so I
started to take up more space, because I was here all the time. I was just kind of like “I’m doing this” instead of
“can I do this?” You really have to take up your role. On your own. That’s how you get things done.” Managers also
qualify for their positions by displaying a “positivity” that many racialized and immigrant staff, as well as relief and
part-time workers, noted is “difficult to muster” when you are “being mistreated” or “feel unsafe.”

Members feel the tension between staff.
Many long-time PARC members reported feeling “concerned” that managers no longer care about them. Some
explained this as a difference between “upstairs” (where the administrative offices are) and “downstairs” (where
the front-line staff are). As one said, “the people in the offices up there, from upstairs, they’re just involved with
doing their work. There’s one level of people on the first floor and the people on the second floor in the offices and
all that, and the two don’t come together.” Others expressed concern over the well-being of the frontline staff. As
one put it, “the staff have not taken care of themselves the way they should have. A lot of them have burned out.”
Another noted, “some of the staff are under stress, big time. You know, I’ve gotten yelled at for no reason at all,
from staff, from the manager. That’s not very nice.”
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4.4 How has PARC Changed?
We began our research trying to track how PARC has changed. What we discovered, however, was that many
things at PARC haven’t changed at all. For example, though Parkdale’s population is different than it was in
the 1980s, PARC’s membership has stayed consistent. Further, despite our fears, PARC is still connected to
activism. So, what’s different at PARC?

PARC’s structure has changed.
When PARC opened in 1980, it was governed by a professional Board of Directors and its front-line workers
were overseen by a coordinator. In 1983, the agency became a collective — all staff came together to run it
collaboratively, without managers or bosses. In 1995, PARC became a hierarchy again. Some people on PARC staff
said that this was because of an “ultimatum” by the Ministry of Health: “We were told we had to have an Executive
Director or risk losing important funding.” Others, however, recalled the change as the result of one staff person,
who “felt he was worth a lot more, and he should be the Executive Director and he pushed for it.”
Either way, PARC’s rearrangement was significant. Not only did the agency reintroduce a leader in 1995; it also
created three new management positions, all with greater responsibility and higher pay. As one staff remembered,
“some of the changes that we’ve seen to this day are just an expansion of the different way of functioning we
adopted in 1995, in which you have an Executive Director and a management layer which is more and more and
more separate from PARC, which used to include everybody. It used to be that everyone had no distance from
PARC.”
In 2012, PARC restructured again, adding even more highly paid manager positions. This change was experienced
by many front-line staff and members as “unfair” or “secretive.” As one staff put it, “there’s a new management
team, and decisions get made within the management team with less staff input.” Another shared, “I don’t feel like
the management is transparent,” while another noted a new sense of “union versus management tension in the
last five years.”
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Members have less influence at PARC.
Members also shared that their roles have been reduced over the years. In PARC’s early days, interviewees said,
“decisions were made by members and staff sitting around the table, talking about what needs to happen, what
should happen,” but “over time that has totally vanished. There is no longer experience-based co-design going
on, which there used to be.” Some of that change has been formal. Many of PARC’s early programs were memberrun initiatives. In 1997, for example, PARC had a member-administered food bank. By 2010, that had been taken
over by staff. In 2004, PARC created a member committee called “Program Advisory,” designed to vet new
recreation and support programs, but this group was dissolved in 2014. That same year, member employment
opportunities in maintenance were reduced from over 100 rotating positions to three full-time ones.
As a member noted, “we used to have a voice. Now we don’t have any voice at all.” Another said, “members don’t
make any real decisions.” When asked “do members have power at PARC?” a long-time member responded: “No.
Not anymore. They try to make people feel they have power, but when the case comes to get something changed,
we really don’t have a say…only higher up people do.”

PARC’s service provision focus is different.
PARC’s initial programs were designed to create opportunites for social recreation, creative expression
and community bulding for psychiatric consumer/survivors. Now, PARC has a much broader mandate. The
biggest change in focus happened in the mid-1990s, during Mike Harris’ government. At this time, PARC
saw a simultaneous increase Parkdale’s homeless and street-involved population, and a decrease in provincial
funding. PARC began to focus on obtaining funds from the municipal government, as well as private funders, for
homelessness prevention through outreach and case management, as well as survival services like meal programs.
Members who have access to programs like case management and outreach feel well-served by them. Many of
PARC’s psychiatric consumer/survivor members, however, experience feeling “pushed out” and “forgotten” among
the rush for “services, showers, and meals.” As one long-time member put it, “You used to be able to be crazy in
the drop-in. Now, you can’t be.” A staff concurred: “PARC is less tolerant of people who occupy different realities.”
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PARC has become a social housing provider.
Over the past fifteen years, PARC has become an important housing provider. In 1991, the Ministry of Health
purchased 1499 Queen Street West for PARC. For the next nine years, the agency devoted much of its energy to
turning the building into a safe and collaborative space, providing opportunities for member-initiated upgrades
and envisioning future space for peer-programs like a clothing store. When PARC began renovations in 1999, it
intended to finance many of its programs through market-rent units on the third floor.
Partway through the renovation process, however, PARC was surprised to learn that it had been awarded $345,845
to “upgrade the 3rd floor apartments” from “market rate studios” to ten supportive housing units, two of which
contained accessible bathrooms/showers, for “PARC members who are psychiatric survivors with a history of
homelessness” (PARC, 2000, pp. 30, 32). The addition of social housing units to PARC’s renovation increased
construction work by “at least 30%,” and extended the timeframe of the renovations (PARC, 2000, p. 7). This
shifted the agency’s funding needs, causing PARC to have to look for new sources of income from both the public
and private sectors.
Five years later, PARC decided to create even more social housing, partnering with Habitat Services to create the
29-unit Edmond Place social housing site at 194 Dowling. This housing is truly necessary in a neighbourhood where
spaces for the poor are rapidly disappearing.

PARC has adopted a “business model.”
In hopes of smoothing the agency’s transition from social recreation agency to social housing provider, PARC
began a project called the PARC Ambassadors, designed to sell PARC housing as an asset to Parkdale. As a longterm staff noted, “The whole coming to fruition of Edmond Place was synchronous with increased levels of activity
in terms of neighbourhood relations and neighbourhood profile, activities that may have been anchored inside
here, but their locus is outside.” The focus on external partners increased when 194 Dowling was designated
as a “heritage site,” which added an additional $1.5 million to the budget. This — and the high cost of running
Edmond Place once it opened — meant that PARC needed to adopt what one manager called a “business model.”
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PARC has lost important programs
One of the changes that interviewees mentioned the most was a shift in PARC’s programs. All-night solstice events,
women’s programs, men’s groups, social justice initiatives, Indigenous programs, sex-worker support groups, and
an important harm reduction program have all disappeared.
Between 1985 and the mid-1990s, PARC had a number of women’s conversation circles and craft groups, as well
as a limited number of services for families. In the beginning of 1995, the agency’s fourth attempt at a women’s
group began meeting monthly to discuss “health, sexual abuse, housing, etc.” and a six-week Wen-do selfdefence course was designed and delivered. By the fall, however, this group had been put on hold; the Annual
Report promises “our women’s gatherings will resume in the near future” (PARC, 1995, p. 13). By 1996, women’s
programming had disappeared.
The only women-specific programming that returned to PARC was KAPOW, a short-lived drop-in food program and
“healing space” for sex workers in Parkdale. The program was started by two PARC staff who had noticed “that
sex workers, women, were really underserviced. In fact, they were really mistreated, even by some staff.” Over
the course of two years, it secured stable housing for 10 of its participants. One participant called KAPOW “a life
saver,” but, as staff explained, “no one ever actually applied for funding for the group. We were running on $30 a
session. The truth was, it was a lot of extra work. A lot of extra work...and no infrastructural support.”
The same issue occurred with PARC’s Indigenous programming. In 2009, the agency applied to the Federal
Government’s Urban Aboriginal Strategies Program and was given a one-time grant. It used these funds to create
Four Directions, a twice-weekly drop-in cultural revitalization and cooking program facilitated by representatives of
various First Nations. It was designed to serve the relatively substantial Indigenous membership. As a staff involved
explained: “It was great. A lot of people came, and people always asked about it.”
All of the Indigenous members interviewed noted the importance of this program. When asked what PARC could
do to improve, three members answered “get a new native group going.”
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1499 Queen is different.
PARC’s main building has undergone many renovations. The most significant was in 2000, when the agency first
began providing housing for members. In 2012, the building changed again with an initiative called “Open Up
Parkdale,” a “multi-year renovation project at 1499 Queen Street West,” which involved “installing keyless doors,
automated door openers, and intercoms” (PARC, 2012, p. 19). While this renovation could have ideally made the
space more accessible, members and staff experience it as less so.
Prior to 2012, all of PARC’s doors were opened by a single master key. These keys could be borrowed, lost or
stolen — and, as my interviewees tell me, they often were. Further, until 2013, PARC’s second floor space — which
houses the POP workers and most of the agency’s managers and community partners — consisted of two program
rooms and a large open space in the middle, accessible by the elevator and two stairwells — one leading up from
the tenants lobby entrance on the western side of the building and another leading from the drop-in. A single door
separated this secondary reception area from the drop-in. It was often open during drop-in hours.
As a part of the 2012 “upgrades,” the program room at the top of the stairs was demolished and a large
administrative area separated from both the small foyer and the offices by a wall, large sliding locked door and
windows that can be shuttered was installed. Over the course of a year, all of the building’s 90 doors were outfitted
with new digital locks which can only be opened by “fobs.” These changes created new paths through the
building. Members are no longer able to access the second-floor open area, meaning that unplanned encounters
between staff and members are extremely rare. Members experience this as a form of policing: “This used to
be wide open, people used to be able to sit down, talk to the clients, this and that — now you come up here,
and it’s like a medical centre. You’ve got that glass up here, you have to ask for staff, you have to wait or go back
downstairs and be buzzed in. They put up a boundary.”
This sense of being policed is coupled with a discomfort with “the look” of the agency. One staff said that PARC
is “starting to look like the Ikea cafeteria” — that is, “corporate and closed off.” Members and staff question the
second floor reception, which many describe as looking like a “nursing station.” As a staff explained, PARC has
actually become less accessible in some ways: “Members have to ask for access to the barrier free washrooms,
they have to ask for towels — it’s dehumanizing.”
23

Changing Spaces at PARC
1499 Queen St. 2nd Floor

Defunct Programs
Women’s Group (1989 – 1990, 1995 – 1996)
KAPOW Sex Worker Group (2008 – 2010)
Four Directions Indigenous Groups
(2009 – 2010)
Imperial Breakfast Club Harm Reduction
Group (2007 – 2013)

24

Accessible to all PARC
members

Partner agency offices
and program spaces

Limited-access offices,
program & meeting
rooms

Access-restricted
spaces since 2012
renovation

“I don’t know how to explain it, but there’s
one level of people on the first floor and
another on the second floor in the offices
and all that, and the two don’t come together. It’s separate. I don’t like it.”
– PARC member
“Upstairs, there’s more government, the
doors are locked, more security”
– PARC member

4.5 What is PARC’s Future?
As a community centre, service site, neighbourhood hub and housing provider, PARC is a lifeline for
thousands in Parkdale and beyond. Many people feel their personal futures are tied that of PARC. But what
do people believe PARC’s future holds?

Some people feel PARC will keep getting better.
Many interviewees — particularly managers and external partners — felt optimistic about the agency’s future. As
one put it, “if I had to like come back in 10 years and visit PARC, I think a lot of stuff would be happening in a more
sustainable way. I think the principles that PARC has laid out will be manifested in a way that actually other people
will be able to learn from it better.”
Another agreed: “I think the future of PARC will continue to have mental health and poverty at its core, but will also
address pieces around race and gender as more pressing issues.” “We’re plumbing a path,” said another, “with
the partnership[s] and the donor campaign to promote social inclusion, to promote more understanding with the
local community that PARC members are neighbors, that they deserve a right to continue in the community.” “I
think the best case,” explained a manager, “is there’s enough time that we transition and we get rid of some of the
tokenism, so that our stats and our work are consistent...so that we start to be more innovative.”

Some people think PARC will stay the same.
Some PARC members, and a significant number of staff, predicted PARC “will always be the same.” For some,
this was articulated as a simple fact: “I think PARC will be here for awhile. I can’t give an exact time, but it’ll be
around — it’s not going away. And it will stay as it is.” For others, it was a hope: “Hopefully, PARC will always stay
the same, the way it is. I hope it always stays the same.” One staff shared, “if the organization’s future could be as
good as the kindness and caring and curiosity of its past, then that would be great.”
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Some people are concerned that PARC will get worse.
Many of PARC’s former staff, as well as current part-time and relief workers, expressed a sense of uncertainty:
“It’s hard to say. How the future is gonna look will depend a lot upon what both the staff and members can just
create and represent, make the higher-ups believe and hold for us.” As one long-time member-employee put it, “I
think it’s gonna get rougher. You guys are having to do harder things to get funding, they do keep cutting things,
budgets. The funding will be cut more again, and the original members are passing, so there’s new faces and new
problems arising.”
Staff concurred: “I’m scared for PARC’s future. We could just be non-existent, we could be shut-down, we could
become more like Archway, the drop-in could become artsy and the people who come into the condos could come
to create art and we could rent it out to other organizations for AGMs and have condo-style living for consumer/
survivors and we could give people tours and show them this great thing that’s going on, we could just totally lose
everything.” Another said: “community mental health, it’s becoming more of a business. If I knew more about the
LHINs and the expectations, then maybe I’d have a better perspective of why this is happening, but some the
choices that we’re making, making it a like a clinical institution, I don’t know what kind of direction we’re going.
What’s our strategic plan?”

Many people fear PARC will disappear.
The most common response to questions about PARC’s future was fear. Many PARC members expressed significant
concerns: “I hope PARC will be around in the future. It seems to me like PARC is going downhill. Someone told me
they’re gonna close it down. I heard people talking about it.” Another explained, “Someday...the government is
gonna say it’s a waste of money. I know they have people who come here and watch what’s happening — I think it’s
gonna be shut down, about 10 years from now. Money. Can’t pay anybody no more. A lot of people will lose their
jobs. It would be a shame — a lot of people love this place. If it wasn’t for PARC, what would they do, walk around
the streets all day, get hit by a car? To close, it would be heartbreaking.” “If we’re really lucky,” staff agreed, “we’ll
survive. Best case scenario is we survive. Medium case scenario is we’re taken over by another agency. But at least
we’re physically still here. Worst case scenario, I don’t even think that drop-in space will stay.”
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5.0 Myths and Facts
Every organization has a kind of mythology, a set of beliefs that are widely held and repeated, but not totally
true. Over the course of the interviews, some of PARC’s myths came up over and over.

Myth: PARC was founded by survivors and activists.
Over 60% of people interviewed believed that PARC was founded by boarding home residents, de-institutionalized
people and/or local activists. This belief isn’t surprising — for over two decades, PARC has supported psychiatric
survivor and Mad Pride organizing, and maintains strong ties with its survivor-identified former employees.

Fact: PARC was founded by social workers.
In 1977, a group of Parkdale residents came together with psychiatric nurses and social workers from the Queen
Street Mental Health Centre (now CAMH) and its satellite clinic Archway, along with one psychiatric survivor
to discuss de-institutionalization. They incorporated into a Board of Directors and received funding to open a
clubhouse drop-in they called the Parkdale Activity and Recreation Centre (now PARC). They opened the agency
in 1980 with four professional staff and a coordinator. People employed at the time remember PARC as “mostly
institutional.” PARC hired its first psychiatric survivor staff in 1981, and became a collective in 1983.

Myth: PARC once planned to be member-run.
Some members and staff believe that PARC intended to be member run. As one recalled, “the original concept of
PARC was for PARC to be run by the membership.” Another recalled, “originally, the mandate was that those who
got involved with the volunteering were ultimately going to be groomed and trained to run the center.” This belief
makes sense — in 1986, the Board of Directors instituted a 50%-member rule, requiring that half the seats go to
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current or former service users. In 1991, when PARC purchased 1499 Queen Street, agency reports began to use
language that made it seem like the membership would have control over the space. In 1994 the agency created a
program to train current members for positions in the drop-in, and as recently as 2015, PARC’s Executive Director
expressed PARC’s “long term goal” to have “a member in my [ED] seat someday” (Hatfield, 2015, para. 21).

Fact: PARC never planned to be member run.
Despite the language in PARC’s Annual Reports, the agency has never made any official plans to transition to a
peer-run model. In 1991, The Ministry of Health purchased 1499 Queen Street West for PARC as a professional
agency. The membership was not represented on any of the legal documents. In fact, the building purchase
began a process of re-instituting a hierarchy at PARC — by 1995, the staff collective had been replaced by a more
formal managerial structure. The 1994 Apprenticeship Program was terminated in 1995 and never revived. Even
the Board of Directors — which retains its 50%-member rule — does not have a lot of say in PARC’s day-to-day
operations. It is a “policy Board,” concerned primarily with rules and regulations rather than how the centre is run.

Myth: PARC’s hiring practices have changed.
Approximately half of the long-term PARC members and most of PARC’s member-employees and relief staff
reported that agency hiring practice had changed recently. As a staff explained, in the 1980s “anybody who maybe
had a social work degree was put to the side,” but “in the last ten years...they’re looking for social workers.” Since
the early 2000s, however, “they’re looking for social workers.” Members agreed, saying that staff at PARC are now
“people with BSWs” or at least “the right level of education” or “go to school to be a social worker.” This belief
emerges from real changes in PARC’s job postings, which recently added educational requirements.

Fact: PARC’s hiring practices haven’t changed.
Despite the addition of educational credentials to PARC’s job postings, very few staff have social work degrees.
Interestingly, as of 2014, PARC’s peer work team had the highest percentage social work, social service work, and/
or Master’s-level degrees, while it’s managerial and executive level had the lowest.
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6.0 Findings
The RDSG was interested in what the interview data and primary documents had to say about where PARC has
been successful over the years, and where we might need to improve.
The following pages summarize what we think are the most relevant findings for PARC.
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6.1 What’s Working
Advocacy
PARC has participated in action for change throughout the City of Toronto. Members, staff and external
partners alike mentioned the importance of the Toronto Drop-In Network, the social housing units at 1499
Queen and Edmond Place, the PARC Ambassadors, West End Food Co-Op / Co-Op Cred Program, the
Parkdale Peoples’ Economy Food Flow Project and the Neighborhood Land Trust.

Personal Connections
Members spoke highly of the support they give to one another in the drop-in and housing programs, as well as
their connection with staff. Staff, in turn, mentioned powerful relationships with members, as well as with other
workers on their teams.

Kitchen Programs
Member-employees involved in PARC’s kitchen program were enthusiastic about the training and mentorship
they received as maintenance workers, dishwashers, and cooks; of all PARC members, those involved in the
kitchen employment programs spoke most often of their success in obtaining jobs outside PARC.
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Arts and Recreation Groups
All PARC members involved in Monday Drum Group, Tuesday Art Nights, Wednesday Music Jams, Friday
Writing Group and/or Poetry Night and Making Room’s Sand and Water program felt that these groups
enriched their lives. These sentiments were shared by participants in the Special Events and Outings
Committee and the Soccer and Hockey programs.

Case Management
Members who had received case management services felt that their needs were being met. Similarly, staff
working in the case management program reported a higher degree of satisfaction with their work than those
employed elsewhere at the agency.

Research Partnerships
External partners from the Toronto Drop-In Network, Parkdale Peoples’ Economy, and the University of Toronto
expressed satisfaction with the research and community development work coming out of PARC, particularly
with regards to the creation of reports and toolkits.

Access to Basic Services
Members who used the meal program, showers, TTC and coffee bar repeatedly noted how important these
services are to their survival. Many homeless and precariously housed people also mentioned the essential role
of a warm, indoor place to sit, socialize and sleep.
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6.2 What’s Not
Transparency and Communication
Almost every staff and manager interviewed noted problems with “transparency” (knowledge and information
sharing between teams) and supportive communication. Many staff reported feeling undervalued and/or distrusted by either their direct supervisor or those at the executive level, while most members expressed hurt
feelings and a sense of being neglected by management.

Member Empowerment
None of the members interviewed reported feeling involved or included in largerscale decision-making at the
agency. Most members — and, notably, all members on the now-defunct Program Advisory Committee — also
said they felt left out of smaller-scale decisions like the naming of new rooms and the development of new
programs.

Physical Accessibility
Many members cited physical accessibility as a significant program, particular in PARC’s main building at 1499
Queen. Some shared stories about a three-week period when the elevator was out of service, while others
noted automatic door openers are often broken. Tenants in third floor housing discussed bed bug and other
maintenance issues, while residents at Edmond Place consistently shared heating and cooling complaints.
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Language Accessibility
The focus groups and interpreted interviews revealed a significant gap in PARC’s signage, support worker
demographic profile and program accessibility. Not only are no relevant interpreters available, but all
culturally-specific programs have disappeared over the years.

Respect for Racialized, Immigrant, and Indigenous Communities
Racialized and Indigenous community members consistently expressed feeling tokenized, over-scrutinized or
ignored at the agency. Racialized and Indigenous members and staff also shared experiences of both overt and
covert racism at the interpersonal level as well as at the organizational level.

Safety for Women and Trans People
Both transgender and cisgender women, as well as gender non-conforming people expressed multiple
incidents of outright sexism or gender-based violence within the agency, as well as structural issues in
programming priorities, hiring and promotional practice and general support.

Mental Health and Substance Use Recovery
PARC’s psychiatric consumer/survivor community expressed over and over the need for peer and staff-run
programs with a mental health and wellness focus. Similarly, many interviewees from Parkdale’s substance-using
community expressed a desire to have harm reduction programming available, while others noted the need for
recovery and/or abstinence-based peer support programs.
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7.0 Analysis
The research for this report was initially used to complete a doctoral dissertation entitled “Making Good: Racial
Neoliberalism and Activist Subjects in Toronto’s Parkdale Neighbourhood.”
This dissertation was written to fulfill the requirements of a doctorate of philosophy at the University of Toronto,
in a department called “Social Justice Education.” In it, Dr. Griffin Epstein used the data we have analyzed here
to make some arguments about how power operates in Parkdale and at PARC.
These arguments are explained briefly on the following pages.
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Parkdale has been gentrifying since the 1980s.
In the first chapter of the dissertation, Dr. Epstein argues that Parkdale is seen by local and national media
as a place where multiculturalism (a mix of racial and ethnic identities) and social mix (the integration of
different economic classes) have been achieved. Using interview data and extensive research, Dr. Epstein
shows that this idea is a myth. In reality, many poor communities — particularly, sex workers, drug users, and
Roma people — have already been pushed out of the neighbourhood. Those that remain are subject to major
restrictions and strict control.

PUSHED OUT: Sex workers and drug dealers
When asked how Parkdale has changed, almost every local tenant and/or PARC member mentioned that sex
workers and drug dealers had disappeared from the streets. This process began in the late 1980s, when middleclass homeowners in Parkdale founded two organizations — Residents Against Street Prostitution (RASP) and
Parkdale Affirmative Action Committee (PAAC). In the early 1990s, these groups joined with the vigilante Guardian
Angels to humiliate and harrass sex workers and drug dealers; by the mid-2000s, the Toronto Police Department’s
Anti-Violence Strategy (TAVIS) was raiding Parkdale on a regular basis (Epstein, 2017).

PUSHED OUT: Drug users and homeless people
Increased policing isn’t the only issue in Parkdale. In 2005, the Parkdale Village BIA removed a bank of benches
on Queen Street claiming that they were “being slept on all the time” and “a magnet” for drug dealers and
users (Zankowicz, 2006 in Epstein, 2017, p. 11). The disappearance of these accessible spaces to sit, sleep and,
potentially, use, made it more difficult for people to live on Parkdale’s streets.

PUSHED OUT: Roma refugees
In the early 2010s, Parkdale was home to a huge number of Hungarian Roma refugees. Local police departments,
in collusion with the Canadian Border Services Agency, have been targeted the Roma community for deportation
since their arrival. In 2014, nearly 500 teenage students at a local Parkdale high school were deported.
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RESTRICTED: Tibetan immigrants
Parkdale is home to many Tibetan immigrants. In fact, the neighbourhood is often referred to as “Little Tibet.”
When interviewees from the BIA, Residents Association, and other middle-class or business-affiliated organizations
discussed multiculturalism, they were quick to point out the contributions that the Tibetan community has made to
the neighbourhood. Tibetan restauranteurs and shop-keepers are highly celebrated; yet unemployed, poor, and/
or traumatized Tibetan refugees and residents are often ignored. This was crystallized in a focus group Dr. Epstein
held with 16 Tibetan seniors, all of whom shared upsetting stories of being forced out of Parkdale by rising rents
and a lack of relevant services.

RESTRICTED: Psychiatric survivors
Parkdale is famous as a place where psychiatric consumer/survivors can be themselves. It is known throughout the
country — and, in fact, througout the world — as the birthplace of Mad Pride.Yet many interviewees noted that
Parkdale’s acceptance of madness is conditional; there is room for people to be crazy only when they participate
in arts and cultural events. When people behave in unexpected ways on Parkdale’s streets, they are likely to face
ridicule, arrest or forced hospitalization.

RESTRICTED: Low income tenants
Parkdale has always managed to retain a mix of housing. It is one of the few neighbourhoods in downtown Toronto
that still has a high number of boarding homes. That number, however, is decreasing. Further, Parkdale’s high rises,
which are home to many poor tenants, have been taken over by corporate landlords like Akelius and MetCap, who
have raised rents above accepted guidelines and refused to make much-needed repairs.

PARC has been changing along with Parkdale.
In the second and third chapters of the dissertation, Dr. Epstein argues that PARC has been extremely influential
in the neighbourhood. This, Dr. Epstein notes, is surprising because, by many accounts, the agency should not
have survived the cuts of Mike Harris’ “Common Sense Revolution.” Looking at the history of organizational
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development, Dr. Epstein suggests that PARC has not only survived, but thrived, because it became more
neoliberal in the Harris era. It did so by changing its programming to meet funding desires and developing an
agency brand that would appeal to rich people in the neighbourhood and beyond. These changes helped PARC
remain the vital resource that it is. They also, however, allowed many things to go unnoticed within the agency.
The agency has always lacked a critical consciousness around race/racism, Indigeneity/colonization and gender/
sexism. As a result, the programs that it prioritized and sought funding for met the needs of certain segments of
the community while neglecting others — specifically women, racialized and Indigenous people, and newcomers.
PARC has not only changed its programs over the years. It has also changed how it organizes its physical space. Dr.
Epstein argues that PARC’s decision to become a landowner in Parkdale gave the agency some amount of safety
and/or power in the neighbourhood. However, there is dissonance between what PARC wanted to do with its
buildings and what it actually did. While the purchase of 1499 Queen and 194 Dowling were articulated as a way
to ensure PARC’s independence from the Ministry and other public funding bodies and guarantee a collaborative,
collective ownership of agency space, they functionally drew PARC closer to both the government and the private
market.
Over the course of 20 years or so, a series of unexpected, incremental changes relating to or resulting from land
ownership have resulted in two built environments that seem to appeal to the powerful in the neighbourhood while
increasingly neglecting or alienating tenants, members and other segments of the community.
The fourth and fifth chapters of the dissertation examine whiteness and masculinity as the backdrop against
which PARC has formed. In the fourth chapter, Dr. Epstein examines PARC’s drop-in, an amazing and important
low-barrier community space that is celebrated by the agency and the wider community. Examining how the
space is set up and how programs operate, Dr. Epstein discovers that the drop-in appeals to the broader Parkdale
community not only because of who it includes, but also because of who it excludes. The drop-in is most accessible
to white men, and/or to people who identify as psychiatric consumer/survivors. Increasingly, the drop-in priroritizes
celebrations and parties, art-events where local home and business owners can participate in the kind of social mix
that appeals to them. Just like Parkdale, PARC is much less open and welcoming to non-English speakers, women
and non-gender-conforming people, and people whose feelings or behaviors make people uncomfortable.
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In the fifth chapter, Dr. Epstein looks at the image of PARC staff, which can be found in the media, in Annual
Reports, and in the words of staff themselves. Dr. Epstein notes that a PARC staff is almost always a white man
who identifies as neither a professional social worker nor a person with “lived experience” of poverty, psychiatry
or homelessness, but instead as an activist or advocate. In this way, PARC staff experience themselves as the best
people to speak for the membership. Yet their whiteness, masculinity, and lack of shared experience with most
PARC members means they are not always the best spokespeople for the community.

Activists in Parkdale — and staff at PARC — have often ignored race and gender.
Ultimately, Dr. Epstein’s dissertation thesis argues that oppression has always been present at PARC and in
Parkdale. Many who wield power at the agency and in the neighbourhood, however, struggle to see that
oppression when it affects those whose identities they do not share. PARC staff have considered themselves
advocates for the poor and marginalized in Parkdale, but have failed to notice when immigrants, refugees, sex
workers and drug users get pushed out. In the same way, we have imagined ourselves voices for the voiceless, yet
allowed our organization to remain predominantly white, remarkably masculine, and mostly middle class.
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8.0 Conclusion
This research was an act of love. Over the course of three years, Dr. Epstein and the RDSG sought out the voices,
stories and opinions of over 80 members of PARC’s community in hopes of determining where we thrive, so we
can bolster that work.
We also looked for where we struggle, with the faith that we, as an agency, are strong, thoughtful and resilient
enough to change.
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8.1 Creating Change
The process of creating this report has not always been easy. While there have been great supporters within the
agency — particularly amongst members, front-line staff, the Executive Director and the Board — we have also
faced significant push-back. This came most particularly from the management and administrative layer, as well as
from PARC’s Strategic Planning Committee. Change is always painful — we reconize that there will be setbacks,
pain, and anger. Further, we acknowledge that our vision is not complete; we are all always biased by our life
experience, orientation, and goals. From the outset, we hoped to provide a space for dialogue, a map for better
communication. This document represents the first sketch of that map. Using it, we can see clearly where we have
been, and begin to chart a course for where we are going. It is a means, rather than an ends.
The final section of this report contains a list of recommendations that we hope will help guide PARC in putting this
research towards productive ends. It is not exhaustive — there are many more things PARC might be able to do.
It is also not compulsory — everyone in the RDSG has a wish, dream, or hope for PARC. It may not be practical or
appropriate for all these visions to come true. However, we believe that our recommendations contain the seeds
for something new to grow. We hope they support innovation.
While our work has always been focused on PARC, we believe that our recommendations might be useful for other
agencies undergoing transition. We invite readers to adapt them to their own contexts. Most importantly, we
hope that our research process might inspire others to implement similar initiatives in their own communities. We
suggest that anyone interested in doing a community-based study on their own agency or neighbourhood consider
the following questions:
What do I hope to gain from this research?
What are the potential benefits? What harm might it do?
How will I build the voices, stories and opinions of the most marginalized into the process?
What can I do to ensure that this research has a tangible impact on the communities it concerns?
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8.2 RDSG Recommendations
In June, 2016, the RDSG delivered recommendations to PARC’s Board of Directors. Below is an excerpt of
these recommendations.

Recommendations regarding research
1) Make research findings publically available, in multiple languages, for PARC staff, and membership via an
accessible summary document and online resource.
2) Share research findings and summary document with the PARC community via multiple accessible processes
(email blasts, meetings, etc.).
3) Integrate research findings into PARC’s current strategic planning process.

Recommendations for the Board of Directors
1) Train all Board of Directors members in issues of equity — particularly, “mental health,” race and gender — at
the time that they apply for Board membership, and at regular intervals during their tenure as Board members.
2) Recruit all Board of Directors members using an established and transparent process, which includes peer review.
3) Ensure that all existing and new Board of Directors members accurately reflect the identities and interests of the
community and neighbourhood.
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4) Ensure that all Board of Directors members, most particularly Caucus members, receive training in all relevant
areas of governance (finances, program development and review, HR, etc.) as well as in the necessary skills of
group process (assertiveness, conflict resolution, etc.).
5) Permanently add at least one PARC front-line staff to all Board of Directors meetings, and create opportunities
for staff from all front-line staff from all PARC program areas to be present at Board of Directors meetings on a
rotating basis.
6) Create a process for ensuring that Directors are more connected to the membership via participation in various
program areas.
7) Make the PARC Board of Directors, which is representative of PARC’s community and responsive to PARC’s
principles, a fully engaged player in agency HR. Consider creating an HR sub-committee.

Recommendations for management
1) Do an audit of the recent managerial appointment process regarding its equity and transparency, as well as how
well current management represent the community served. On the basis of said audit, consider options to ensure
that current and future managers are representative of the community, and equitably appointed.
2) Implement an affirmative action structure in the hiring of all new managers with particular emphasis on hiring
Indigenous staff, Black staff and other racialized staff, staff who speak languages relevant to Parkdale’s immigrant
communities and staff who have “lived experience” of addictions, homelessness, or psychiatrization and have an
analysis of how such issues affect the internal politics of organizations.
3) Establish an organizational culture wherein managers are understood to serve and support the membership and
front-line workers, to create strong teams, and to transparently communicate potential changes to the organization,
issues with funders, etc. Invest in all relevant resources to ensure that this organizational culture is experienced
throughout the agency.
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4) Investigate new training methodologies, and train all managers in issues of race, gender and poverty, with a
particular emphasis on identifying microaggressions, at regular intervals. Establish a protocol to ensure that new
skills emerging from training are being utilized.
5) Require that all managers spend a particular amount of time weekly hearing feedback directly from the
membership in the program area that they support.
6) Create a relevant and transparent system for lodging complaints against managers.

Recommendations for staff
1) Implement affirmative action structure in hiring of new staff, with particular emphasis on hiring Indigenous staff,
Black and other racialized staff, staff who speak languages relevant to Parkdale’s immigrant communities and staff
who have “lived experience” of addictions, homelessness, or psychiatrization and have an analysis of how such
issues affect the internal politics of organizations.
2) Ensure all new staff are prepared to develop new programs and/or take on existing programs and encourage
existing staff to take on more active program roles.
3) Investigate new training methodologies, and train all staff on issues of race, gender and poverty, with a particular
emphasis on ally-ship and creating safety within the organization for marginalized people on staff or in the
membership. Establish a protocol to ensure that new skills emerging from training are being utilized.
4) Prioritize staff well-being on the job through re-investing in team-building activities at a small-scale (within
individual teams) and a large scale (organization-wide) through concentrated and relevant retreats, “day-away”s,
audits, etc.
5) Involve program leads, including part-time staff, in all staff meetings and decision-making processes.
6) Create and enforce a protocol for communication between staff with regards to member issues, complaints, and
barrings from the drop-in.
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7) Create a relevant and transparent system for lodging complaints against staff.

Recommendations for the membership
1) Update the membership on current issues facing PARC, and clarify where there has been dissonance between
rhetoric and action (community ownership of the building, member takeover of the drop-in, member advancement
to staff roles, etc.).
2) Reconsider member payment rates for participation in meeting and/or employment, including considering pay
raises and different wages for different jobs.
3) Provide anti-sexism, anti-racism and anti-homophobia/transphobia training regularly to members.
4) Develop a code of conduct within the membership that allows access to resources for people in various states
of crisis and behavioral non-normativity, but denies access to the space for people who are exhibiting racist, sexist,
homophobic or transphobic behavior and/or violence.
5) Reconsider the term “member” for its relevance to peoples’ lived experience.
6) Create and distribute a Members’ Handbook that clearly identifies member opportunities within the
organization, rights and responsibilities, etc.

Additional recommendations
1) Generate a set of guiding principles for PARC. Refer to them in all agency decision making processes.
2) Re-institute or develop new programs designed to serve Indigenous communities, sex workers, and current
substance users led by individuals in these communities. Investigate new methods for running and sustaining these
programs.
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3) Prioritize physical accessibility by implementing a regular accessibility audit and devoting resources to ensuring
that automatic door opener, elevator, etc. are always functioning, and linguistic accessibility by hiring staff who
speak multiple relevant languages and developing programming in these languages.
4) Establish a set of guiding principles for work in the drop-in, and refer to them when developing new programs.
Invest in a drop-in culture that is oriented towards the membership. Consider shifts in how staff engage with
members in the drop-in, where they sit or stand, what programs they run, how accessible those programs are, etc.
5) Hold membership meetings to explain and explore the recent renovations, including the implementation of the
fobs and the changes to the second floor. Make space and time to hear out all complaints and issues and provide
a framework and timetable for resolutions. Hold additional meetings to determine the best uses of current public
space, and the best ways to re-purpose and re-utilize existing public space, including offices.

The RDSG, May 2017
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Glossary
Boarding home: A building or house that has been broken up into individual rental units. Unlike standard
apartments, boarding home units are not self contained; each tenant shares a bathroom, kitchen and/or living room
with other tenants. In addition to a place to sleep, boarding homes provide supports like meals, cleaning services,
social recreation programs, and/or attendant care. PARC’s Edmond Place is a boarding home. Unfortunately, these
facilities are disappearing in Parkdale.
Board of Directors: A group of individuals who are elected to govern an organization. Nearly all non-profit
agencies in Canada are led by a volunteer Board of Directors, who offer their time and energy to provide
leadership and guidance to an organization. Boards work at the highest level of the organization, making major
decisions, overseeing the performance of an agency, and approving policies. They usually do not engage in the
day-to-day operations of an agency. Eleven people currently sit on PARC’s Board of Directors; seven of these
people identify as PARC members.
Bureaucracy: In its use in this document, “bureaucracy” refers to a highly rigid and controlled system of
administration, with many rules and regulations, and a great deal of paperwork and red tape. In some other
circumstances, “bureaucracy” also refers to a form of government where decisions are made by state officials
rather than elected representatives.
Business Improvement Association: An organization that represents the interests of businesses within the
boundaries of a designated neighbourhood. In order to create a BIA, business and property owners must first
request that their area be designated a “Business Improvement Area” by a municipal government.
Cisgender: A term for people who identify with the sex and gender they were assigned at birth. For example,
if when you were born, doctors said “it’s a boy!” and as you grew up, you used male pronouns (he/him) and felt
comfortable identifying first as a boy, and then a man, you would be “cisgender.”
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Collective: A group of people who work together as equals, sharing political and social power, and making
decisions on the basis of group agreement (consensus). PARC’s staff team was a “collective” from 1983 – 1995.
During this time, everyone who worked at the agency had the same title and pay rate. Some interviewees feel
that every staff wielded the same amount of decision making power during this period, while others felt that the
collective was “a bit of a joke,” and that some people were more powerful than others.
Colonization: The process by which a group of people from elsewhere establish political, economic, social, and
spiritual control over the Indigenous peoples of a given space. What we now call Canada is actually the traditional
territory of hundreds of Indigenous nations and communities, who were forced through multiple violent means
under the domination of the British crown. Colonization is not just the initial process of land theft and genocide —
it continues to this day in all aspects of Canadian life.
Common Sense Revolution: The name given by Mike Harris to his platform and policies as premier of Ontario
from 1995 – 2002. The “Common Sense Revolution” included massive cuts to social assistance rates, healthcare
and urban development, the dismantling of rent control and other tenant protections, and the introduction of
extremely restrictive new laws designed to harrass and/or jail poor and homeless people.
Community Land Trust: A nonprofit corporation that obtains, develops and takes care of land for the good of a
whole community. The goal of a CLT is to take land out of the private market, and put it back into public hands.
They often create community gardens, affordable housing options, and/or spaces for businesses serving lowincome residents. Parkdale is home to Toronto’s first CLT, the Parkdale Neighbourhood Land Trust (PNLT).
De-Institutionalization: The name given to the policy of withdrawing government funding from major psychiatric
institutions and moving people housed in these institutions back into their communities. Functionally, this policy
has resulted in huge numbers of ex-patients and psychiatric survivors living on the streets or in terrible housing
conditions. Parkdale has been majorly affected by Canada’s de-institutionalization.

49

Dish with One Spoon Treaty: The treaty governing the land that is now called Toronto. The Dish with One Spoon
agreement was a peace treaty made between the League of Five Nations (now the Haudenosaunee or Six Nations)
and a confederacy of Anishnabek and allied nations in the 18th century. It required that all nations who use the
territory share it, and work together to protect the land. Subsequent Indigenous nations and peoples, Europeans
and, eventually, the Canadian state have been invited into this treaty in the spirit of peace, friendship and respect.
Edmond Yu Safehouse Project: A committee of 20+ psychiatric consumer/survivors who worked together to
develop a peer-supported housing initiative. The Edmond Yu Safehouse Project was founded in 2000 in response
to the inquiry into the murder of PARC member Edmond Yu by the Toronto Police Special Investigations Unit. The
Edmond Yu Safehouse Project drew up the original plans for PARC’s Edmond Place housing, but was disbanded in
2005, after PARC partnered with Habitat.
Gentrification: The process by which an area goes from predominantly poor to predominantly rich. Gentrification
is generally thought to occur in waves — first, a place that has usually been home to people with very little power
becomes attractive to culture-creators (artists, musicians, etc.), who bring public attention to it. Then, middle-class
people become interested and begin buying up and renovating property and/or starting businesses. Eventually,
chain store, corporate investors and the very rich move in. Parkdale has been gentrifying since the 1980s.
Guardian Angels: A “crime prevention” organization comprised of volunteers who patrol neighbourhoods
harrassing sex workers, drug dealers, and drug users, and attempting to make citizen’s arrests. The Toronto
Guardian Angels formed in 1982 and had active patrols from 1982 – 1984, 1992 – 1993 and in 2006.
Indigenous: A person who is native to the land where they live. In the context of this report, “Indigenous people”
are those who come from Turtle Island, or the land that is now called Canada.
Ku Klux Klan: A racist, anti-immigrant terrorist organization and hate group comprised entirely of white
supremacists/white nationalists. The KKK originated in the United States after the Civil War, where it was
responsible for the murder of many Black people. Canadian chapters of the KKK formed in the 1920s, beginning
with a Parkdale-based chapter. The KKK was re-formed in Toronto in the 1970s, and came back to Parkdale in the
early 1980s, where it operated for approximately one year out of a home on Springhurst Ave.
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Mad Pride: A term that refers both to the mass movement of mental health service users working together to
reclaim their dignity and joy, and the week-long celebration of Mad culture and identity held in Toronto every year.
Mad Pride began in Parkdale in 1993, though it was then called Psychiatric Survivor Pride Day. In 2002, it changed
its name to Mad Pride, and started to gain a following in the country and around the world.
Marginalization: The treatment of a person or group of people as if they are unimportant, insignificant or
peripheral — that is, the pushing of people out into the “margins” of society. People oppressed by racism, sexism,
classism, ableism, homophobia, transphobia, etc. are marginalized.
Masculinity: A term that refers to the traits or qualities that are generally associated with men in our society.
“Masculinity” refers to “male-ness,” but in a way that acknowledges that our ideas about what makes a man
(strength, rationality, power, etc.) are socially constructed rather than natural.
Multiculturalism: Generally, “multiculturalism” refers to the presence of, or support for the presence of, many
distinct culture, ethnic or racial groups in a given society and/or the view that all cultures deserve respect and
support. In Canada, “multiculturalism” refers to a government policy of accepting and integrating newcomer and
immigrant communities in theory, while in practice subjecting people to various different forms of oppression.
Toronto is seen as Canada’s most multicultural city, with Parkdale as one of its most multicultural neighbourhoods.
Our research shows, however, that newcomers do not always feel welcome here.
Neoliberalism: An economic and political policy that favours the private sector, cutting taxes, removing
government-funded programs, and encouraging all organizations, including nonprofits and social services,
to compete for limited funding from corporations and other private entities. Mike Harris’ “Common Sense
Revolution” is a good example of neoliberalism. Neoliberalism has forced PARC to focus more on finding funding
and increasing its profile than on providing services.
OCAP: An acronym for the Ontario Coalition Against Poverty, an anti-poverty group promoting the interests of the
poor and homeless in the province. OCAP was founded in 1989 by activists from the Toronto Union of Unemployed
Workers. Since then, it has used direct-action tactics like protests, sit-ins and squats to oppose gentrification, social
assistance cuts and other attacks on marginalized communities.
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Psychiatric Consumer/Survivor: A person who has had contact with the psychiatric system and/or has a “mental
illness” diagnosis. We use this phrase because it encompasses both those people who identify as “consumers” or
clients of the psychiatric system, and those who identify as “survivors” of psychiatry.
Race: A socially constructed way to categorize poeple based on a changing set of variables. what defines a race
changes from culture to culture, but the current definition of race — which emerges from 18th century Western
European colonizers — looks at a set of physical characteristics like skin color, facial features and hair texture, as
well as certain national or cultural heritages. Race is not biological — there is more genetic diversity within racial
categories than between them. That said, it is immensely impactful in peoples’ lives, and therefore very real.
Racialization: The process by which people are identified, given characteristics, and coerced into particular
living conditions. Specifically, “racialization” refers to the process of making people not white, and therefore not
powerful. Many new immigrants come to Canada and are racialized upon arrival. They may not have identified as
Black or brown where they are from, here, they are racialized and therefore oppressed.
Roma: The name for a traditionally nomadic ethnic group that originates from the northern regions of the Indian
subcontinent. Roma people — also called “Romani” — have been living in Europe for centuries and in the
Americas for over 100 years. The Roma have been persecuted through slavery and forced assimilation since the
13th century, and were targeted by the Nazis in World War II. Parkdale’s large population of Roma refugees mostly
migrated from Hungary, where they are severely oppressed.
Rooming House: Like boarding homes, rooming houses are buildings or houses that have been broken up into
individual rental units. Unlike boarding homes, however, rooming houses do not have additional support services
available for tenants.
Social Mix: A strategy for ensuring that communities retain a mix of low and high income people by dispersing
lower-income households into wealthier neighbourhoods and vice versa. Social mix is an idealistic policy —
however, in places like Parkdale it is also used to justify moving out poor people in hopes of finding a better
“balance.”
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TAVIS: The Toronto Anti-Violence Strategy, or TAVIS, is a provincially-funded, Toronto-wide inititaive designed to
“reduce crime and increase safety.” TAVIS began in 2006 as a way to combat gun-violence. Functionally, however,
the increased police presence and high level of enforcement associated with TAVIS mostly targets racialized and
poor communities, drug users and homeless people, rather than people involved in gun violence.
TDRC: The Toronto Disaster relief Committee or TRDC was an anti-poverty group formed in 1998 to address the
crisis of homelessness. In its 14 years as an organization, the TDRC ran multiple campaigns focused on securing
funding and programs for homeless people in the city.
Transgender: A term for people who have a gender identity or gender expression that differs from the sex they
were assigned at birth. Transgender is a broad term that can encompass many different ways of identifying, and
includes people who have the desire to medically transition and those who do not.
Transsexual: A term for people who have a gender identity or gender expression that differs from the sex they
were assigned at birth, and choose to transition to the gender they identify with using medical technology,
including hormone replacement therapy and gender confirming surgeries.
West End Food Co-Op / Co-Op Cred: A program that provides PARC members with the opportunity to work at
Parkdale’s local food co-op in order to earn credits to be used on purchases at the co-op store.
Whiteness: Whiteness is a socially constructed way to categorize certain people construct that as not racialized
or Indigenous and therefore more socially valued. Although whiteness is rarely acknowledged, it is not a neutral
category. In fact, its invisibility (to white people) is key the systems it upholds.
White Supremacy: A term that refers to the historical and current idea that white people are superior to racialized
people. White supremacy is a social, economic and political system that privileges Western European culture,
history, language and physicality over the identities and experiences of Indigenous peoples, Black people and
other people of colour. Under white supremacy, white people are seen as “normal,” “natural” and “civilized.”
Other cultures and identities are viewed as less valuable and/or incapable of self-determination. White supremacy
was central to the colonial settlement of nation-states such as Canada. It continues to strongly influence the way
that the Canadian state governs and the way Canadian social life operates.
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