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The signing of the Canada-Ontario Immigration Agreement (COIA) in 2005 was 
a signifi cant step forward in federal-provincial-municipal cooperation to support 
immigrants to Ontario and represents a signifi cant achievement for both govern-
ments. The COIA is up for renewal in 2011 and an assessment of the fi rst agree-
ment provides guidance for a renewed and improved agreement.

The COIA differs from the agreements signed by the federal government with 
British Columbia and Manitoba, who have both been given more autonomy by the 
federal government to run their own integration programs. The Agreement also 
differs from the one negotiated by Quebec, which grants Quebec full control not 
only of settlement services, but of selection as well. 

Ontario has never considered pursuing a Quebec-style agreement, given that 
such an agreement would signifi cantly reduce the role of the federal government 
in nation-building through immigration, with the two largest provinces running 
their own immigration programs. 

However, our research demonstrates that greater control over settlement and in-
tegration services, on par with the agreements that the federal government has 
negotiated with BC and Manitoba, is both feasible and desirable. The upcoming 
negotiations and renewal of the COIA provide an opportunity to pursue devolu-
tion of these programs to Ontario in order to expand and improve services to its 
newcomers and help them integrate and prosper more quickly.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

APPLIED PUBLIC POLICY RESEARCH
           INFORMED BY ONTARIO’S REALITY



In this research report, Leslie Seidle examines the Ontario, Manitoba and BC fed-
eral-provincial agreements and identifi es a number of successes and potential 
improvements that should govern the renegotiation of the next COIA. 

The achievements of the COIA include enhanced funding for settlement and in-
tegration services, expanded programming, co-funding of Ontario Bridge Training 
projects, increased professionalization of the settlement sector, and the success-
ful inclusion of the municipal sector. Some new programs, such as the Local Im-
migration Partnerships Initiative, have been particularly successful.

Yet problems, such as a lack of follow through on federal spending commitments, 
have emerged that must be corrected in a renewed agreement. BC and Manitoba 
have not experienced these challenges. The federal government has delivered on 
its fi nancial commitments. More importantly, from a program design perspective, 
these provinces have developed innovative services that are tailored to the partic-
ular circumstances of newcomers. They are also better coordinated with the suite 
of other provincial programs that support integration, in areas as diverse as sport 
and recreation, early childhood education, family counselling, housing, employ-
ment, community mental health, and all of the various services offered through 
the provincially-run education system that connect with children.

There are also lessons to learn internationally. In a second companion Mowat 
Centre paper (International Perspectives on Immigrant Service Provision, May 2010), 
Myer Siemiatycki and Phil Triadafi lopoulos examine the role of sub-national ju-
risdictions in immigrant settlement and integration in Australia, Germany, the 
United States and Britain. They fi nd that Canada has been much more active, 
sophisticated and forward-looking in its immigrant settlement programs, but that 
some of these countries are catching up in important ways. There is broad recog-
nition that sub-national jurisdictions can more quickly respond and successfully 
adapt settlement programs to meet local immigrant and community needs than 
national governments. As a result, they see a clear trend towards devolving these 
programs.



• Based on the positive results in BC and Manitoba, the federal and Ontario govern-
ments should negotiate a devolution agreement to the Province. This will allow the 
provincial and municipal governments the power to introduce and manage more 
fl exible programs for newcomers that are responsive to local circumstances and 
are coordinated with other provincial and municipal programs crucial to integration, 
such as education. 

• Should a devolution agreement be negotiated, the Ontario government must put the 
funds in a separate envelope that cannot be cut or diverted to other non-settlement 
programming, report to the public the results of that spending, give the federal gov-
ernment appropriate credit for its fi nancial contribution and agree to leave its own 
spending on programs intact. 

• Should a devolution agreement fail to be negotiated, the eligibility criteria used by 
the federal government—both in terms of which programs they are willing to fund 
and which clients they are willing to serve—must be broadened. Too many good 
programs and too many needy newcomers fail to fi t into the rigid boxes imposed 
by the federal government. These criteria signifi cantly diminish Ontario’s ability to 
integrate newcomers and strengthen the Canadian economy. For example, tempo-
rary foreign workers and new citizens should be able to access programs.

• Greater accountability and transparency to the Canadian public is necessary, re-
gardless of whether a devolution agreement can be struck. The federal government 
does not currently report on how it uses its money on immigrant settlement in 
Ontario or other provinces. 

Mowat Centre recommendations emerging from these research papers:

These policy recommendations fulfi ll two complementary objectives: strengthen the Canadian 
economy by ensuring that newcomers integrate and participate as quickly as possible; and 
support newcomers to Canada by providing better, tailored and more coordinated integration 
and settlement programs and services. 
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or decades, Ontario has been a powerful magnet for immigration. In 1960, 

52 per cent of the immigrants admitted to Canada gave Ontario as their 

intended destination.1 Almost 50 years later, in 2008, the province received 

45 per cent of the country’s 247,243 new permanent residents, 78 per cent of 

whom settled in Toronto.2 During this period, the composition of immigration 

changed radically, and it subsequently became clear that many recent arrivals 

were not faring as well as in previous decades. It is thus somewhat surprising 

that Ontario was the last province, in November 2005, to sign an immigration 

agreement with the Government of Canada.  

The Canada-Ontario Immigration Agreement (COIA) had a fi ve-year term; in 

May 2010 an extension to March 31, 2011 was announced. This research study is 

intended as a contribution to the examination of options leading to the renewal 

of COIA.3  As background, this study begins by surveying some of the main 

developments that led to shared federal-provincial action in the fi eld of immi-

gration. The second section provides an overview of the federal government’s 

approach to immigrant settlement and integration programming, and reviews 

the devolution agreements struck with Manitoba and British Columbia in the 

late 1990s and their implementation. This is followed by an assessment of COIA, 

including progress achieved and challenges that have emerged. The analyses 

of the three agreements draw on interviews with present and former offi cials 

from the respective provincial governments and Citizenship and Immigration 

Canada (CIC), and leaders in the Ontario settlement sector. The fourth section 

is an assessment of the potential strengths and drawbacks of three options for 

the renewal of COIA: devolution, co-management and deepening the current 

framework. The study concludes with some observations about the broader 

implications of the forthcoming review of COIA.    
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THE PATH TO SHARED FEDERAL-
PROVINCIAL ACTION
Under the Constitution Act, 1867, the federal and provincial governments have 

concurrent jurisdiction over immigration; the former has paramountcy. In 1867, 

concurrency was provided for only one other matter, agriculture.4   In light 

of the rather centralized form of federalism established at Confederation, it 

may seem surprising that provincial governments were given any authority to 

legislate on immigration. Rob Vineberg has provided the following explanation: 

as immigration had been a preoccupation of the (pre-Confederation) colonial 

governments for more than a century, “it only made sense that all levels of an 

under-populated agrarian country would be actively interested in immigration 

and agriculture.”5

As the country evolved, and particularly as the federal government exercised 

leadership in social policy following the Second World War, executive federalism 

came to play an important role in a number of policy fi elds. With immigration, 

this did not occur until a good deal later. Although federal-provincial conferences 

were held annually between 1868 and 1874, what Vineberg describes as the 

“fi rst modern-era meeting of federal-provincial-territorial ministers responsible 

for immigration” did not take place until October 2002. A practice of annual 

meetings now applies.6

The fi rst intergovernmental immigration agreement, which resulted from the 

1868 conference, allowed provincial governments to appoint immigration agents 

abroad. However, for most of the following century the federal government 

“perceived immigration as a national program and…orchestrated provincial 

involvement only as necessary.”7 In the 1970s, this began to change. In a 1974 

green paper issued as part of its immigration policy review, the government 

stated that it intended to involve provincial governments more closely in im-

migration issues. The new Immigration Act adopted in 1976 provided that the 

minister could “enter into an agreement with any province…for the purpose of 

facilitating the formulation, coordination and implementation of immigration 

policies and programs.”8

Prior to adoption of the 1976 act, policy-makers in Quebec, concerned by 

projections of the province’s slowing population growth, began considering 

how to attract more immigrants. As it had done in other areas during the Quiet 

Revolution, the provincial government began asserting its authority by seeking 

a role in recruitment.9 In 1971, the fi rst of four immigration agreements with the 

federal government was signed. Its terms were modest: the Quebec govern-

In a 1974 green paper 
issued as part of its 
immigration policy 
review, the government 
stated that it intended 
to involve provincial 
governments more 
closely in immigration 
issues.
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ment was authorized to post an “orientation offi cer” 

(counsellor) in fi ve designated cities and possibly in 

other locations.10

In the 1978 agreement, Quebec acquired a role in im-

migrant selection, and in the 1991 McDougall/Gagnon-

Tremblay accord it was given the power to select all 

economic immigrants to the province (the federal gov-

ernment can overrule candidates only for serious secu-

rity or medical reasons).11 The Quebec government also 

acquired the capacity to determine the level of immigra-

tion to the prov-

ince.12 In addition, 

Quebec was given 

the responsibility 

for providing all 

reception and in-

tegration services 

for new arrivals. To that end, the federal government 

provides Quebec with an annual grant.13  Each year’s 

payment is calculated according to an ‘escalation factor’ 

(annex B to the accord). The annual grant is now worth 

several times the initial payment of $75 million made 

in 1991-92 (see Table 1). 

Following implementation of the 1976 act, a number of 

other provinces expressed interest in an immigration 

agreement. The fi rst were signed with Nova Scotia and 

Saskatchewan in 1978, and a number of others followed. 

However, none of these allowed for a provincial role in 

selection. In the early 1990s, the three Prairie provinces 

and some of the Atlantic provinces began to express 

concern about not receiving their share of immigrants. 

Manitoba raised an additional issue: that, as a result 

of the selection criteria for economic immigrants (the 

points system introduced by the 1976 act), the prov-

ince’s need for workers in skilled and semi-skilled trades 

was not being met. The federal government, unwilling to 

copy the Canada-Quebec accord, developed a Provincial 

Nominee Program (PNP) that would allow each province 

or territory “to identify a limited number of economic 

immigrants to meet specifi c regional needs and/or to 

receive priority attention for immigration processing.”14

The new program was intended to be modest, and the 

target for 1996 was set at 1000 nominees.

This innovation led to a series of intergovernmental 

agreements.15  Manitoba was the fi rst province to open 

negotiations and, since its 1998 agreement, has used the 

PNP quite aggressively to attract more immigrants (this 

is discussed further in the next section). All the other 

provinces, except 

Quebec, have since 

signed agreements 

on provincial nomi-

nees, as have Yukon 

and the Northwest 

Territories. It was 

projected that 20,000 economic immigrants would 

arrive in 2009 through PNPs, and CIC projects this 

could rise to 40,000 in 2010.16 Provincial governments 

have considerable fl exibility to set criteria for choos-

ing nominees, and the programs have become highly 

diverse and quite complex.17 Along with other changes 

to the immigration system, notably the introduction of 

the Canadian Experience Class18  in 2008, the result is 

a system in which provincial governments—as well as 

other actors such as employers and universities—share 

signifi cant infl uence with the federal government over 

the composition of immigration to Canada.19

INTEGRATION SERVICES AND 
THE MANITOBA AND BRITISH 
COLUMBIA AGREEMENTS
Settlement services funded by the federal government 

began in 1949 with a program to help refugees and 

the families of Canadian soldiers adjust to Canadian 

life.20 In 1953, all provinces but Quebec signed a lan-

guage training agreement. The federal government’s 

The result is a system in which provincial 
governments—as well as other actors such as 
employers and universities—share signifi cant 
infl uence with the federal government over 
the composition of immigration to Canada.
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settlement and integration programs grew consider-

ably in subsequent decades. Unlike the situation in 

many immigrant-receiving countries, these services 

are not delivered by the public sector but by a host of 

nongovernmental organizations—often referred to as 

service provider organizations (SPOs)—through quasi-

contractual contribution agreements with governments. 

A 2008 study reported that CIC had more than 300 

such agreements.21 Some SPOs are also funded by 

provincial governments, foundations (e.g. Maytree) 

and other non-profi t organizations such as the United 

Way. 

Spending by CIC on integration programs (including 

transfers to provincial governments) has risen sig-

nifi cantly in recent years. The increased funding for 

programming in Ontario under COIA accounts for part 

of the increase; in addition, funding for provinces other 

than Quebec rose as a result of the 2006 federal budget 

(see below). Projected spending for CIC’s integration 

program (including the three provincial transfers) for 

2010-11 is slightly more than $1 billion (see Table 1). 

Other federal departments, notably Human Resources 

and Skills Development Canada, also have programs 

to facilitate the economic and social integration of 

newcomers.

Year Overall spending 

on “Promoting 

the Integration of 

Newcomers”  ($)

Grants for 

Canada-Quebec 

Accord on Im-

migration ($)

Transfers to 

Government of 

Manitoba

($)

Transfers to 

Government 

of British 

Columbia ($)

CIC spending

in Ontario 

($)

2000-2001 327,816,972 104,140,000 4,981,100 46,533,126 *

2001-2002 333,081,891 111,723,000 5,027,800 42,723,958 *

2002-2003 370,638,426 157,380,000 5,521,800 39,725,763 *

2003-2004 365,438,014 149,903,000 6,592,000 36,915,469 *

2004-2005 386,144,411 160,786,000 7,353,200 37,170,407 109,600,000

2005-2006 445,024,442 188,353,000 8,196,200 39,522,901 159,600,000

2006-2007 550,622,407 193,893,200 11,985,600 68,935,594 224,600,000

2007-2008 667,860,463 198,193,523 16,741,500 79,242,365 294,600,000

2008-2009 940,800,000 237,500,000 25,387,000 106,399,529 359,600,000

2009-2010 921,500,000 234,200,000 27,941,126 120,729,982 429,600,000

2010-2011 1,076,600,000 253,700,000 29,429,097 114,079,030 408,000,000

*Not available
Note: Entries in italics are projections or estimates.

Sources:
Overall spending: Public Accounts of Canada (various years) at: http://epe.lac-bac.gc.ca/100/201/301/public_accounts_can/index.
html; CIC, Report on Plans and Priorities (various years) at: http://www.cic.gc.ca/english/resources/publications/index.asp
Grants for Canada-Quebec Accord: Public Accounts of Canada (various years) at:
http://epe.lac-bac.gc.ca/100/201/301/public_accounts_can/index.htm; “Settlement  Funding Allocations” backgrounders (various 
years) at:  http://www.cic.gc.ca/english/department/media/archives.asp
Transfers to Manitoba: Manitoba Labour and Immigration, Annual Reports at:
http://www.gov.mb.ca/labour/annualreports/annualreport.html; “Settlement  Funding Allocations” backgrounders (as above)
Transfers to BC: Welcome BC, Ministry of Advanced Education and Labour Market Development
Federal spending in Ontario: For 2005-10 – CIC 2005a; for 2010-11 – backgrounder “Settlement  Funding Allocations for 2010-11” (as 
above). CIC did not spend the full projected amounts in any of the years since 2005-06 (see text). 

CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION CANADA (CIC) SPENDING/PROJECTED SPENDING ON 
INTEGRATION SERVICES FOR NEWCOMERS TO CANADA

TABLE 1. 
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Until recently, CIC structured most of its funding for 

integration services according to three programs:22

In 2008, CIC introduced a ‘modernized’ approach 

to settlement programming that is intended to allow 

greater fl exibility and lighten the reporting requirements 

for SPOs. Although the policy directions remain similar 

to those of the three programs described above, there 

is a greater emphasis on outcomes. SPOs are now 

required to indicate how their projects will contribute to 

one of fi ve expected results by drawing from activities 

in six ‘streams.’23

Following the 1991 accord, the government of Quebec 

assumed responsibility for all reception and integra-

tion services provided in the province. This did not 

lead to calls from other provincial governments for 

the same treatment. Rather, the federal government 

made the opening move that led to some signifi cant 

changes in this area. As part of its Program Review 

exercise (launched in 1994), which was intended to 

reduce federal government spending and the defi cit, 

the Government of Canada offered to withdraw from 

managing integration services in the other provinces.24

Only the governments of Manitoba and British Columbia 

(BC) accepted the offer. The ensuing agreements and 

their implementation are the subject of the remainder 

of this section.   

CANADA-MANITOBA 
IMMIGRATION AGREEMENTS
Demographic trends were a major factor leading to 

Manitoba’s 1996 agreement. A relatively broad spec-

trum of interests called for increased immigration to 

the province, and this objective was supported by both 

Conservative and New Democratic party governments.25

Although the 1996 agreement only provided for the 

negotiation of an annex on the selection of provin-

cial nominees (PNs), a pilot project to recruit sewing 

machine operators was launched the same year. The 

ensuing negotiations, which one participant described 

as fairly congenial, led to the 1998 annexes on PNs and 

settlement services.26

The PNP began modestly: for each of the fi rst two years, 

the provincial government was allowed to nominate 200 

immigrants and their families. The program grew more 

rapidly than expected and higher limits were agreed for 

subsequent years. When the Canada-Manitoba agree-

ment was renewed in 2003,27 the cap was removed.28

Immigration to Manitoba has increased considerably in 

recent years. In 2000, the province received 4,610 im-

migrants (i.e. principal applicants and dependants).29

By 2008, this had risen to 11,221, 71 per cent of whom 

came as PNs.30 (In 2008, 36 per cent of the permanent 

residents admitted to Canada as provincial/territorial 

nominees were destined for Manitoba.) Manitoba has 

also been quite successful in encouraging immigrants 

to settle in smaller communities: in 2008, 34 per cent 

Immigrant Settlement and Adaptation 

Program (ISAP): Funding for programs to assist 

immigrants’ access services and integration 

into their community, including reception and 

orientation services, translation and interpre-

tation services, employment assistance and 

counselling.

Language Instruction for Newcomers to 

Canada (LINC): Funding to SPOs that offer 

instruction in either offi cial language to adult 

immigrants for up to three years from the time 

they begin training. 

Host Program: matches immigrants with 

established Canadians who assist the former to 

develop language skills, learn about Canadian 

society and develop networks.

•

•

•
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of the PNs to the province went to communities other 

than Winnipeg. In addition, the outcomes of Mani-

toba immigrants are among the most favourable in the 

country. For example, in 2009 the unemployment rate 

for immigrants in Manitoba (4.8 per cent) was lower 

than the corresponding rate in any other province.31

On settlement and integration services, the annual 

transfer from CIC has increased more than six-fold (in 

nominal terms) since 1998 (see Table 1). In 2007-08, 

the Manitoba government contributed an additional 

$2.5 million for programming in this area.32 As with 

most of the CIC programs, Manitoba’s services are 

delivered by SPOs under contri-

bution agreements. In 2009-10, 

Labour and Immigration Mani-

toba provided $10.7 million to 

85 service providers.  An ad-

ditional $16.6 million was pro-

vided to 104 service providers 

for the delivery of Adult English 

as an Additional Language (EAL) programming. In light 

of the increased number of immigrants in the province, 

the demand for such services has risen considerably. 

For example, the number of immigrants in Adult EAL 

classes grew from 3,018 in 2002-03 to more than 

16,000 in 2009-10.33 Details of Manitoba’s program-

ming and information on ‘results achieved’ are provided 

in the ministry’s annual report to CIC. The latter is a 

requirement of the agreement, as is the submission of 

a yearly service plan.

As with the PNP, implementation of the settlement 

services agreement has benefi ted from stakeholder 

support and involvement. For example, a language 

learning program was developed for women who fi nd it 

diffi cult to attend courses during regular training hours; 

another program targets recently arrived seniors. Yet 

another program, which is cost-shared with employ-

ers, provides newcomers with job-specifi c language 

training during the workday. According to one study, 

“[s]uch creative and innovative programs would not 

[have been] possible under the federal program, service 

providers argue.”34

As Manitoba’s programming expanded, steps were 

taken to consolidate or link certain services. For example, 

all new arrivals are strongly encouraged to take part 

in the four-week Entry Program. The program, which 

is delivered by Altered Minds, Inc., provides all new-

comers to Winnipeg with information and counselling 

to help ease their transition to life in Manitoba. The 

sessions are tailored to participants’ language ability. 

For those with a low level of 

fl uency in English, the course is in 

effect an introduction to English 

as a second language (in some 

cases, interpreters are present). 

For those who are more fl uent 

in English, some of the sessions 

are intended to help participants 

improve their job-related language skills. In addition, 

Labour and Immigration Manitoba has been developing 

a centralized registration and referral system for various 

services (e.g. language training, employment advice) 

required by new arrivals. Although not strictly a ‘single 

window’ access point, this innovation ought to assist 

new arrivals in accessing what must at times seem like 

a bewildering range of services.

In addition to trying to keep up with the demand for 

services and the continuing need to be responsive to 

stakeholders, challenges remain. According to one 

study:

In 2009 the unemployment 
rate for immigrants in 

Manitoba (4.8 per cent) 
was lower than the 
corresponding rate 

in any other province.

Integration of immigration with support 

from other policy sectors has not always 

happened—the shortage of affordable 

housing to accommodate new arrivals for 

example. Creating infrastructure in small 
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Despite such diffi culties, it is clear that the Manitoba 

government has shown creativity in adapting and im-

proving its immigrant integration services. Devolution 

also gave it the ‘space’ to develop new programs that are 

linked to the demographic objectives that the province 

has pursued with considerable success.

CANADA-BRITISH COLUMBIA 
IMMIGRATION AGREEMENTS
BC is a major gateway for immigration to Canada. In 

2008, the province received 18 per cent of the perma-

nent residents admitted to Canada—slightly below 

Quebec’s share.36 The federal government and BC 

fi rst struck an immigration agreement in 1998. It was 

renewed in 2004 for fi ve years and then extended for 

a year.37 A renewed agreement was signed in April 

2010.38 As with its predecessors, the 2010 agreement 

includes an annex on provincial nominees.39

Most settlement and integration services were devolved 

to BC through the 1998 agreement. The ensuing period 

has seen a strong emphasis on English language ability 

as a key to meaningful employment. WelcomeBC, a 

branch of the Ministry of Advanced Education and 

Labour Market Development, currently has administra-

tive responsibility for most programs for newcomers 

(the most important of which is the BC Settlement and 

Adaptation Program [BCSAP]) and the Welcoming 

Communities and Inclusive Workplace programs. The 

increase in the annual transfers following the 2006 

federal budget (see Table 1) has led to a number of inno-

vations, including expanded language training (some of 

which has a labour market component), the placement 

of settlement workers in schools,  and programs targeted 

at particular groups, including seniors.40 ,41 In addition, 

a number of pilot programs have been launched. One 

of these, “Immigrant parents as literary supporters,” is 

aimed at helping parents develop the English-language 

abilities of their preschool children.42 According to 

an anonymous senior ministry offi cial, because the 

programs are “administered locally” it was possible to 

make changes such as these relatively quickly. 

As of April 2010, WelcomeBC’s programs were delivered 

through 377 contracts with more than 100 SPOs.43

Programming in this area has a relatively strong focus 

on results, in part because the BC Budget Transparency 

and Accountability Act requires ministries to develop 

three-year service plans (including performance mea-

sures) and service plan reports. Current and former 

BCSAP clients are surveyed annually, and some of the 

fi ndings are included in the annual reports to CIC. For 

example, the 2007-08 report noted that more than 

3,500 current and former BCSAP clients had been 

surveyed in autumn 2007, and that satisfaction rates 

were high and client outcomes were improving.44 The 

2010 agreement obliges BC to report more extensively 

on outputs and outcomes. The latter include indicators 

on English ability, ability to pursue employment goals 

and knowledge of “Canadian systems and culture.”45

Controversy about how BC uses the transfer emerged 

when the government decided that about half the $45.4 

million provided by the federal government for 1999-

2000 would be paid into the Consolidated Revenue Fund 

(CRF); the funds were then accounted for under the 

province’s block funding to postsecondary institutions 

that deliver English second-language (ESL) courses. 

The decision was criticized on the grounds that this 

replaced BC’s previous contribution to ESL teaching, 

and that, counter to the agreement, participants had to 

pay tuition fees. Following the increase in the transfers 

that began in 2006-07,  the BC government froze the 

amount paid into the CRF at $17.1 million.46 This issue 

has remained a point of contention with the settlement 

centres to provide the necessary language 

training, cultural opportunities and em-

ployment support is expensive.35
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sector and CIC, who suggest that BC has violated the spirit of the agreement. 

Pressure from the latter increased in recent years, and the 2010 agreement states 

that BC will demonstrate in its annual report to CIC that “100% of the funds…

will be spent exclusively on the design, administration, delivery, performance 

measurement and evaluation of settlement and integration services.”47

The process in BC for funding projects submitted by SPOs has changed con-

siderably. Following its election in 2001, the Liberal government decided to 

introduce a government-wide tendering process: the ministry issues a request 

for proposals, which is open to service providers in the non-profi t and for-profi t 

sectors; following review of the submissions, contracts are awarded to the winning 

‘bidders’. This change was meant to bring greater fairness and broaden the circle 

of organizations being funded.48 According to one experienced leader in the 

immigrant-serving sector, the impact was “broad and deep”: “Some agencies 

with long and good settlement service histories lost key service contracts; some 

smaller agencies lost so much of their … budgets that they were challenged to 

keep their doors open…”49

Commenting on this transition, a BC offi cial interviewed for this study suggested 

the policy change did lead to opportunities for collaboration among SPOs. 

There are now several umbrella organizations that are interlocutors with the 

government. As BC begins implementing its third immigration agreement, it 

is clear that the immigrant-serving sector in BC remains highly dynamic, and 

that a spirit of adaptation lies behind the BC government’s settlement and 

integration programming.

The signifi cant experience of the Manitoba and BC governments in managing 

settlement and integration programs demonstrates that devolution opened the 

door to innovation in program design and greater responsiveness to stakehold-

ers. The increased federal funding during the past several years has led to an 

expansion of services, notably in the important area of language training. There 

have, nevertheless, been challenges, although in BC some of the issues that 

arose were in response to policy decisions not directed solely at settlement 

programs. As we shall see in the following section, the implementation of COIA 

has also presented certain diffi culties, some of which the two governments will 

be required to face as they negotiate a renewed agreement. 

As BC begins imple-
menting its third 

immigration agree-
ment, it is clear 

that the immigrant-
serving sector in 

BC remains highly 
dynamic, and that a 
spirit of adaptation 
lies behind the BC 

government’s settle-
ment and integration 

programming.

Mowat Centre for Policy Innovation
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CANADA-ONTARIO IMMIGRATION 
AGREEMENTS: ACHIEVEMENTS 
AND CHALLENGES
While signifi cant change was taking place in Manitoba 

and BC, settlement and integration services in Ontario 

continued to be administered by CIC. Although devolu-

tion was offered to Ontario during Program Review in the 

mid-1990s (see above), the Conservative government 

was not interested. In fact, it cut spending on some of the 

settlement services Ontario was providing. The dynamic 

changed following the election of Dalton McGuinty’s 

Liberal government in October 2003.50 Concerned 

that the level of federal spending on these services in 

Ontario had remained unchanged for quite some time, 

McGuinty began to press this as one of a number of 

‘fair share’ arguments, with reference to the size and 

annual growth of Quebec’s grant. Another important 

factor was concern about the declining outcomes of 

newcomers. For example, between 1980 and 2005, the 

median income of immigrant men who arrived in the 

previous 10 years dropped from 85 to 63 cents for each 

dollar of employment income received by Canadian-

born men (a decline of 26 per cent).51  For some policy 

makers, more effective integration programs were a key 

to improved job and other opportunities for newcomers 

and their families. 

OVERVIEW OF COIA
In early discussions with the federal government, Ontario 

offi cials raised the possibility of devolution, but this was 

not presented as a fi rm ‘bottom line’. Paul Martin’s 

government, in part refl ecting opposition to federal 

disengagement among Liberal MPs, was opposed to 

such a move. 

Discussions between the two governments neverthe-

less began, and in May 2004 they signed a letter of 

intent to launch negotiations on an immigration agree-

ment. Anticipating some of the elements of COIA, the 

news release stated that this “pave[d] the way for 

municipalities to have a voice in immigration issues in 

[the forthcoming] negotiations” through a “municipal 

committee” to be chaired by the federal and Ontario 

deputy ministers and a representative of the Association 

of Municipalities of Ontario.52 This move refl ected the 

priority the Martin government attached to enhanced 

federal engagement with cities (articulated in its “New 

Deal for Cities and Communities”). 

As the negotiations proceeded, funding was the major 

sticking point. The federal government initially rejected 

the major increase in settlement spending Ontario 

requested. According to a participant in the negotia-

tions, Ontario indicated it would agree to launch a PNP 

(which the federal government wanted) only if federal 

settlement funding were signifi cantly increased.53 The 

negotiations dragged on until autumn 2005. Then, with 

a federal election in the offi ng, Martin made an offer 

that apparently came close to Ontario’s initial request. 

This clinched the deal, and the agreement was signed 

on 21 November 2005.54

Although the main focus of the rest of this section is on 

COIA’s impact on settlement and integration services 

(Annex D to the agreement), it is important to mention 

some of its other elements.

There is a commitment (Annex C) to launch 

a pilot PNP within a year of the signing of the 

agreement.55

There are specifi c modalities for the involve-

ment of municipalities in planning and discus-

sions on immigration and settlement (Annex F). 

In addition, the two governments committed 

to signing a memorandum of understanding 

(MOU) with the City of Toronto within nine 

months. (The MOU was signed in September 

2006.)

•

•
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When COIA was announced, the federal minister, Joe 

Volpe, described the agreement in the following terms: 

“This is a signifi cant milestone, laying a foundation 

for the governments of Canada and Ontario to work 

together in collaboration with municipalities and of-

fi cial language minorities to improve the social and 

economic integration of immigrants in the province.”56

His provincial counterpart, Mike Colle, referred to the 

“history-making investment in the successful integra-

tion of the 125,000 new immigrants Ontario welcomes 

each year.”57 Perhaps not surprisingly, given its scope, 

implementation of COIA has presented challenges. 

Before addressing these, it is important to review some 

of the signifi cant benefi ts that have fl owed from the 

agreement.

PROGRESS UNDER COIA
Reading the main text of COIA and its annexes, one 

is struck by its breadth. Space does not permit a full 

assessment of the progress that has been made on all 

its elements. Below are some of the main achievements 

in the settlement/integration fi eld.

Enhanced funding for settlement 
and integration services
When asked about COIA’s achievements, virtually all 

the interviewees from Ontario mentioned “the money.” 

In this regard, the agreement provided the following:

By 2009-10, CIC’s projected spending on settlement 

services in Ontario had grown almost four-fold from 

the 2004-05 level (see Table 1). For Ratna Omidvar of 

the Maytree Foundation, this “massive infl ow” meant 

that Ontario would receive a fairer share of the federal 

government’s budget for such services compared to 

other provinces.58

The COIA funding also had an impact beyond Ontario. 

A number of other provinces were not content that their 

allocations (whether through transfers or as a share of 

CIC program spending) would remain the same. The BC 

and Alberta ministers made their case in letters to the 

federal minister, and pressure was exerted through other 

channels.59 Sensitive to these ‘fair share’ arguments, 

the Harper government’s 2006 budget announced 

The governance mechanisms are more 

extensive than in the Manitoba and BC agree-

ments. COIA provides for a Joint Steering 

Committee (JSC) to oversee implementation 

of the agreement; it is to meet at least once a 

year to approve the annual joint priorities and 

review progress during the preceding year. It is 

supported by a Management Committee, which 

may establish working groups to implement 

priorities approved by the JSC. The annex on 

municipal involvement and the MOU with the 

City of Toronto provide for additional gover-

nance bodies and representation on working 

groups.

•

8.1 Beyond the annual settlement funding 

allocated in Ontario, in the order of $109.6 

M [million] in 2004-05, Canada agrees to 

invest additional resources for settlement 

services and language training for prospec-

tive immigrants to, and immigrants residing 

in Ontario. Canada commits to providing 

incremental funding that will grow over a 

fi ve-year period to reach a cumulative total 

of $920 M in new investments by 2009-

10. For planning purposes, this incremen-

tal funding is projected to be disbursed [as 

follows]: 2005-06 – $50 M 

2006-07 – $115 M

2007-08 – $185 M

2008-09 – $250 M

2009-10 – $320 M
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that CIC’s settlement and integration budget would be 

increased by $307 million over two years. 

Expanded programming 
Innovations and program enhancements since COIA 

was signed include the following:

These experiments with fl exibility in programming—if 

not in terms of eligible clients—have been greeted with 

praise. Commenting on these and other developments 

of the past few years, Omidvar said that one of COIA’s 

successes has been the “openness to new ideas and 

new stakeholders.”63

Growth in the settlement sector
One positive impact of the COIA has been the growth 

and professionalization of the settlement sector. This 

was explicitly one of the goals of COIA and it appears 

to have been met. Commenting on COIA’s impact on 

the immigrant-serving community, Debbie Douglas, 

executive director of the Ontario Council of Agencies 

Serving Immigrants (OCASI), stated that the sector “has 

exploded.”64 The number of organizations has increased 

considerably, and many of the established ones have ex-

panded and further developed their capacity. In Omidvar’s 

assessment, they have also acquired “greater clout.”

Involvement of the municipal sector
A number of interviewees commented that the provi-

sions for involvement of municipalities constitute an 

achievement. The City of Toronto clearly saw the MOU 

(see above) as an important step in that it acquired a 

‘seat at the table’ with the federal and provincial gov-

ernments. City of Toronto offi cials have apparently taken 

their role seriously (one CIC offi cial suggested Toronto 

representatives have been aggressive in demanding a 

say in policy development). A concrete example of col-

laboration with municipalities is the Local Immigration 

Partnerships (LIP) Initiative, which was proposed by 

the Ontario Ministry of Citizenship and Immigration 

(MCI) and developed with CIC. LIPs bring together 

representatives of municipal government, SPOs, new-

comer communities and employers to develop and 

implement approaches to foster immigrant integra-

tion.65 By late 2009, CIC funding for LIPs had been 

distributed to some 30 communities. In a March 2010 

report, the House of Commons Standing Committee 

on Citizenship and Immigration highlighted the LIP 

initiative as a best practice in settlement services. The 

committee recommended CIC continue supporting 

the development of LIPs in Ontario and explore the 

potential of pilot projects in other provinces.66

Language training, which accounts for about 

70 per cent of CIC’s spending on settlement 

services in Ontario, has been enhanced consid-

erably: by the end of 2008-09, there were 31 

per cent more language learning providers and 

76 per cent more classes.60  Newcomers may 

now continue language training to LINC level 

7 instead of level 5 (which was previously the 

cut-off point). 

Co-funding of Bridge Training projects, which 

were originally developed by Ontario in 2001.  

These projects allow newcomers to take addi-

tional training (including job-related language 

courses) in order to obtain their licence or 

certifi cate in their profession or trade.61 By the 

end of 2008-09, there were 100 active projects 

under this program, 40 of which had been 

introduced in that fi scal year.62

The program for the placement of settlement 

workers in schools was expanded, and a new 

settlement worker program for libraries was 

introduced. There have been discussions about 

expanding the settlement worker program to 

hospitals, and a pilot project is in place at the 

Hospital for Sick Children.

•

•

•
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CHALLENGES IN IMPLEMENTING COIA
In light of the extensive changes that fl owed from COIA, it is understand-

able that the parties encountered diffi culties. Two related challenges will 

be addressed here: the under-spending of the additional resources from 

COIA; and the problems that CIC’s administrative processes present to 

the settlement sector.       

Spending the additional resources 

By April 1, 2009, $407 million of the $600 million designated for the fi rst 

four years of COIA had been spent.67  This means that almost one-third of 

the COIA funding for the period 2005-09 had not been spent. Comment-

ing on this, the Ontario Minister of Citizenship and Immigration, Dr. Eric 

Hoskins, stated in April 2010 that “[t]he federal government has in our 

view not lived up to its funding commitment.”68 His predecessors had also 

expressed their disappointment with the pace of the COIA spending. 

Based on what CIC offi cials and others told the author, the under-spending 

can be partly explained by the following developments:

Mowat Centre for Policy Innovation

One of COIA’s requirements was the preparation of a Strategic 

Plan for Settlement and Language Training. The process, which 

included extensive consultations with almost 700 stakeholders, 

lasted until December 2006. 

Implementation occurred at a time when the federal government’s 

fi nancial management and related rules were being tightened 

considerably in part as a result of the Accountability Act that took 

effect in late 2006. 

Additional staffi ng in CIC’s Ontario offi ces and at headquarters 

had to be carried out. A former senior Ontario offi cial suggested 

CIC was not well prepared for this stage of the implementation 

process. The lack of continuity (‘churn’), staff turnover and 

departures within CIC complicated matters. 

By their nature, developing multi-partner initiatives such as the 

LIPs is quite time-consuming; the same is true for the expansion 

of programs into communities that did not previously benefi t from 

such services. 

•

•

•

•

COIA was an 
important 

achievement for 
governments and 

newcomers, but 
remains a work in 

progress. 
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A further issue that needs to be highlighted concerns eligibility. CIC-funded 

settlement and integration programs are open only to permanent residents. 

Among the groups that do not qualify are newcomers who have become 

Canadian citizens and temporary foreign workers (TFWs). The fi rst group 

includes spouses who, for various reasons, may not have been able to 

benefi t from settlement services during their initial years in Canada. Their 

integration into Canadian society would be facilitated if they could access 

language training.  The number of TFWs in Ontario has risen considerably 

in recent years (there were 91,276 in the province in December 2008).70

Because some of these workers may become permanent residents through 

the Canadian Experience Class, it has been suggested that TFWs should 

be eligible for settlement programs.71 In addition, labour market programs 

such as internships do not qualify for CIC funding. Settlement services 

offered by the Ontario government are not restricted to permanent resi-

dents.72  Some interviewees pointed out that if the CIC eligibility criteria 

were broader, additional projects would have been proposed and a greater 

share of the COIA funding would have been spent.

CIC’s administrative processes
CIC’s view on how it manages settlement funding is as follows: “We can 

only commit taxpayers money when we are satisfi ed that service-providing 

organizations have the structure and appropriate controls in place to ensure 

due diligence is exercised and that we get value for money.”73 On the face 

of it, few would quarrel with this statement. However, one CIC offi cial 

told the author that the department spends too much time reviewing 

proposals before taking decisions. Another interviewee mentioned that 

it sometimes takes too long for CIC’s Toronto offi ce to get approvals from 

headquarters. As CIC’s ‘modernized’ approach (see above) is implemented 

and relationships with SPOs and other stakeholders in Ontario mature 

further, perhaps some of CIC’s processes will become somewhat less 

laborious. This would certainly be a positive development.

Before turning to options for the renewal of COIA, it should be said that, 

despite these and other diffi culties, COIA was an important achievement. 

Settlement and integration services for Ontario’s large immigrant popula-

The Canada-Ontario Immigration Agreement

Although the increased spending created new opportunities for 

SPOs, many of them did not yet have suffi cient staff and other 

capacities to develop funding proposals. Nevertheless, by early 

2009, the number of funding agreements had increased by 97 

per cent compared to the pre-COIA period.69

•

By April 1, 2009, 
$407 million of 
the $600 million 
designated for 
the fi rst four 
years of COIA 
had been spent.  
This means that 
almost one-third 
of the COIA 
funding for the 
period 2005-09 
had not been 
spent.



tion have been expanded, and some worthwhile new programs have been 

launched. The settlement sector has grown and acquired added infl uence. 

In addition, because it opened the door to participation by a number of 

Ontario’s municipalities, COIA can be seen as an innovative example of 

multilevel governance. The agreement nevertheless remains a work in 

progress. 

FUTURE DIRECTIONS FOR THE CANADA-
ONTARIO IMMIGRATION AGREEMENT
In light of the extension of COIA, the federal and Ontario governments 

have until March 31, 2011 to approve a new or renewed agreement. As 

a potential contribution to this debate, this fi nal section discusses three 

options—devolution, co-management, and the current framework with 

enhanced collaboration. The discussion draws on experience during the past 

decade in Manitoba, British Columbia and Alberta (for the co-management 

option) and observations offered by interviewees. The potential strengths 

and drawbacks of the three options are summarized in Table 2.

DEVOLUTION
As highlighted in the 2010 provincial Budget, Ontario is seeking the devolu-

tion of settlement and integration services now managed by CIC.  In light 

of the scale of activity involved, devolution would be a huge step. 

If CIC withdrew from its present settlement activities in Ontario and 

provided an annual transfer to MCI, the latter would need to expand 

considerably its capacity to administer a range of programs and literally 

hundreds of contribution agreements. The transition would take a certain 

amount of time, but steps would need to be taken to prevent an interruption 

in the provision of settlement services. Devolution nevertheless presents 

a number of potential advantages for the Ontario government, including 

opportunities to focus more explicitly on improving immigrant outcomes 

and to work more closely with other Ontario minitries whose programs 

have an important impact on the life chances of newcomers and their 

families. This would contribute to what one key informant described as the 

‘mainstreaming’ of immigrant integration—that is, integrating settlement 

programs with other, largely provincial, programs including education, family 

counselling, community mental health, and sport and recreation . Policy 

coherence across program areas relevant to integration—most of which are 

currently delivered by the provincial and municipal governments—would 
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Devolution never-
theless presents a 

number of potential 
advantages for the 

Ontario government, 
including opportuni-

ties to focus more ex-
plicitly on improving 
immigrant outcomes 

and to work more 
closely with other 
Ontario ministries 

whose programs have 
an important impact 

on the life chances of 
newcomers and their 

families. 
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likely increase. According to several people interviewed, 

this would improve outcomes and strengthen Canada’s 

ability to help immigrants adapt to their new country.

Accountability to Ontarians could also improve. As with 

the Manitoba and BC agreements, MCI would no doubt 

be required to submit a yearly service plan and annual 

report to CIC; the latter would probably include data 

on outcomes (as with the new BC agreement). This 

would be an improvement compared to the present 

situation—more so if the annual reports were made 

public (as the Manitoba and BC reports should be). 

Appropriate and public credit to the federal government 

for funding would also be necessary.

As negotiations proceed, it is not clear how the federal 

government will respond.  The federal Minister of Citi-

zenship and Immigration, Jason Kenney, has expressed 

strong reservations about devolution.  As Naomi Alboim 

(interview) pointed out to the author, settlement pro-

gramming provides the federal government with links 

to dozens of ethno-cultural communities; this can be 

helpful in particular situations (she cited the example 

of the support the Vietnamese community provided 

for the ‘boat people’ from their former country in the 

1970s).74

Devolution to Ontario would leave CIC with manage-

ment of these services for Alberta, Saskatchewan and 

the four Atlantic provinces. The federal government 

would thus lose some of its capacity to foster policy 

coherence for immigrant settlement and integration 

(although this has already been signifi cantly diminished 

as a result of devolution to Quebec, BC and Manitoba). 

This could be seen as a further move towards an immi-

gration system that, in some analysts’ view, is becoming 

increasingly diffuse.75 (Some of those worried about a 

diminished federal role are particularly concerned about 

the federal government’s declining role in selection.) 

The settlement community 

has a range of views on the 

future of COIA. For example, 

OCASI was on record since 

1995 as being opposed to 

devolution.76 Its current po-

sition is as follows: “OCASI notes the environment has 

changed and is considering all the options at the table. 

It will support the most effective one for immigrant 

settlement and integration in Ontario.”77

Finally, some interviewees expressed a fear that, as oc-

curred in BC, not all the funding from the annual transfer 

would be directed to new or expanded programming. 

As the debate about the renewal of COIA expands, it 

will be important to hear the views of other settlement 

organizations and immigrant-serving groups on the 

renewal of COIA and, in particular, on the advantages 

and disadvantages of devolution.

CO-MANAGEMENT
Another option would be to renegotiate COIA along 

the lines of the current arrangement between CIC and 

the Alberta government. Settlement and integration 

services in that province are managed according to 

what some describe as co-management. In practice, 

this functions along the following lines:

Each year CIC and Alberta Employment and 

Immigration (AEI) send out a joint request for 

proposals. 

Service providers have to submit only one 

proposal in which they identify the overall 

funding being sought.

CIC and AEI offi cials together review each 

proposal and decide if it merits being funded; 

if so, they determine the level and how the 

funding will be shared between CIC and AEI. 

•

•

•

The settlement 
community 

has a range of 
views on the 

future of COIA.



Mowat Centre for Policy Innovation16

to work effectively, what could amount to a ‘double key’ 

process for program development and funding approvals 

would require that the two departments demonstrate 

a high level of goodwill and collaboration (this has not 

always been present over the past two decades). For 

settlement agencies, the dual reporting requirement 

would no doubt be an irritant and would displace some 

of their resources away from services towards admin-

istration. All in all, implementing a co-management 

approach on the scale required for Ontario would be a 

considerable challenge. 

DEEPENING THE COIA FRAMEWORK
If the preceding two options are considered too ambi-

tious or otherwise unacceptable, a fi nal option is to 

keep the main lines of the current framework—which 

has been a success in many respects—but agree to a 

number of enhancements that would be provided for 

in the renewed COIA and address the shortcomings 

that have become evident:

•

•

According to Margaret Overland of AEI, ongoing rela-

tions between the Alberta and federal departments are 

good.79 However, SPOs are somewhat frustrated with 

the amount of detail required in their reports and would 

prefer to submit only one account of their activities. 

Adapted to the Ontario context, the CIC-Alberta ap-

proach has a number of potential advantages. The 

possibility of providing services to groups in addition to 

permanent residents is certainly a strong point. Because 

CIC would continue to be actively involved in planning 

and administering settlement and integration programs, 

the federal government would retain its links with the 

settlement sector in Ontario. Co-management would 

represent less of a challenge to its efforts to encourage 

policy coherence among the provinces. Accountability 

would be altered somewhat if, as in Alberta, SPOs 

were required to submit reports to both departments. 

Accountability to Ontarians could be provided by 

requiring each government to report annually (and 

publicly) on its activities in the province. Community 

responsiveness could improve provided the two gov-

ernments worked together constructively.

The co-management option has a number of potential 

drawbacks. For the Ontario government, increased 

program management resources would be required. 

The required increase would not be as great as under 

devolution, but it would be considerable; and this would 

not be accompanied by the advantages of devolution, 

namely greater autonomy for the province and clearer 

lines of accountability. For a co-management approach 

CIC and AEI then conclude separate agree-

ments with service providers whose proposals 

have been accepted. 

Because Alberta’s rules are not as restrictive, 

services can be provided to clients that are not 

eligible for CIC programs.78

•

•

Develop a single access point for new arriv-

als. The multiplicity of settlement agencies and 

programs in Ontario must be confusing for new 

arrivals. This could be alleviated by developing 

an initiative along the lines of Manitoba’s Entry 

Program. The funding rules could be drafted to 

encourage delivery by alliances of settlement 

agencies.  

More joint programs. The Bridge Training 

program is a successful example of federal-

Ontario collaboration. Joint programming in 

the important but fragmented area of language 

training could lead to improved client service, 

greater responsiveness to stakeholders and 

worthwhile synergies.

Relax the eligibility criteria—for both programs 

and clients—so that funds can be spent in the 

•
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Because this option would focus collaboration on key 

programs, it would be less demanding than the second 

option. Such additional joint action could have a number 

of benefi ts, including creating synergies and encouraging 

innovation in programs and services in response to the 

varied—and changing—needs of newcomers. Keeping 

the main lines of the current framework would allow the 

federal government to retain its links with the extensive 

settlement community in Ontario. From the Ontario 

government’s perspective, this option would not require 

the degree of administrative expansion that devolution 

or (to a lesser degree) co-management would entail. 

However, it would not allow Ontario the room to engage 

in the degree of adaptation and innovation that has 

occurred in Manitoba and British Columbia during the 

past decade. For that to occur without devolution, the 

federal government would need to relax its eligibility 

criteria, both for the kinds of programs it is willing to 

fund and the clients it is willing to support.

CONCLUSION
Most intergovernmental agreements, with their le-

galese and frequent emphasis on process, are a dull 

read. The 2005 Canada-Ontario Immigration Agree-

ment is no exception. However, intergovernmental 

agreements often stand for a good deal more than 

what appears in the text. They are an attempt to cap-

ture an understanding between the parties—a kind of 

compact about policy or program changes that may 

have a signifi cant impact on large segments of the 

population. Again, COIA is not an exception. It was a 

major achievement directed at practical cooperation 

between the two governments in program develop-

ment, with signifi cant involvement on the part of the 

settlement sector and (unique in this policy fi eld) mu-

nicipal governments. Although implementation has 

been slower than many would have liked, there have 

been notable achievements—co-funding of Bridge 

Training projects and the Local Immigration Partner-

ships, for example. Collaborative initiatives such as 

these do not take shape overnight.

As the future shape of COIA is negotiated, broader 

issues need to be taken into account. For some, de-

volution is a logical move that would bring settlement 

services closer to the diverse target communities and 

allow the Ontario government to address immigrant 

integration in a more horizontal, fl exible and account-

able way. The Manitoba and BC experiences provide 

evidence that devolution can provide the space for in-

novation and adaptation to changing circumstances 

and the needs and views of the settlement sector. 

Others have reservations about the withdrawal of the 

federal government from managing such programs in 

the province that continues to receive close to half of 

most effi cient manner possible, with maximum 

policy coherence with existing provincial and 

municipal programs.

Improved public accountability. The current 

level of reporting on CIC’s settlement and inte-

gration services in Ontario is poor. The depart-

ment’s actual program spending in the province 

is not indicated in either its annual report to 

Parliament or the Public Accounts of Canada. 

Although the recently adopted ‘modernized’ 

approach is more results-focused, there is a risk 

that the data that SPOs will provide to CIC may 

have little impact. CIC should take concrete 

steps to improve this unsatisfactory situation. 

One route would be to publish an annual report, 

along the lines of those the Manitoba and BC 

governments submit each year, on settlement 

and integration activities in Ontario, including 

data on client outcomes.  This would rectify a 

situation in which the federal government itself 

does less with regard to reporting requirements 

for Ontario than it asks of Manitoba and BC.  

•
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Canada’s annual intake of immigrants. They see this 

as weakening further the federal government’s long-

standing leadership role in this policy fi eld. As one 

interviewee told the author, “we are losing sight of 

immigration as nation building.” A further issue is the 

potential impact of cutting many of the links between 

Citizenship and Immigration Canada and the settle-

ment sector. The funding of projects in this area is not 

simply contracting out what could otherwise be done 

by public servants. The hundreds of recipients of fed-

eral funding include valued interlocutors and organi-

zations that play an important ‘bridging’ role between 

immigrant communities and the host society. 

The stakes are therefore considerable. The two gov-

ernments are aware of this, as are leaders in the settle-

ment and municipal sectors. As the renewal process 

proceeds, a concerted effort should be made to draw 

in these voices.  This would help the parties keep their 

eye on what is the ultimate objective: improved out-

comes for the hundreds of thousands of newcomers 

who are in the process of making Ontario and Canada 

their home. MC
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Option Potential Strengths  Potential Drawbacks

1. Devolution Major opportunity for Ontario Ministry of Citizenship 
and Immigration (MCI) to innovate and collaborate with 
other Ontario ministries

Broad eligibility for services (not just permanent resi-
dents)

Greater focus on outcomes 

Enhanced accountability through annual report (should 
be public) to Citizenship and Immigration Canada (CIC)

Ontario required to expand consider-
ably its capacity to administer a range 
of programs and hundreds of projects

Federal government loses extensive 
links with settlement communities in 
Ontario and some of its capacity to 
foster policy coherence among the 
provinces

2. Co-Management Greater opportunity to innovate than option 3

Potential for collaboration between MCI and other On-
tario ministries (though less than option 1) 

Broader eligibility for at least the services funded by 
Ontario

Improved accountability if each government reported 
annually

Federal government retains links—though now shared—
with Ontario settlement sector

Ontario required to devote additional 
resources to program management 
and project funding

‘Double key’ process would require 
high level of goodwill and collabora-
tion

Reporting to two governments is a 
potential irritant for service providers

3. Deepened COIA 
     Framework

Less demanding that options 1 or 2

Greater focus on joint programs should create synergies 
and encourage innovation

Broader eligibility for at least some services (if provided 
for in renewed agreement)

Federal government retains links with Ontario settle-
ment sector

Improved accountability if CIC began to report annually 
on its activities in Ontario

Less opportunity for innovation and 
collaboration between MCI and other 
Ontario ministries than options 1 and 
2

Eligibility not broadened as much as 
under option 1 (and possibly option 2)

CIC’s arduous approval and reporting 
processes would still apply

OPTIONS FOR RENEWAL OF THE CANADA-ONTARIO IMMIGRATION AGREEMENTTABLE 2. 

A digital copy of this report is available at the Mowat Centre’s website at www.mowatcentre.ca. To order 
additional printed copies of this publication, please contact us by email at info@mowatcentre.ca. 
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