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FEDERAL-PROVINCIAL IMMIGRATION AGREEMENTS:
AN ANALYSIS OF QUEBEC, ONTARIO AND MANITOBA

© Andrea Zammit, 2007
Master of Arts
Immigration and Settlement Studies
Ryerson University

ABSTRACT

The goal of this paper is to uncover the underlying factors that have lead to the different
federal-provincial immigration agreements. This is the crux of my research question: What
accounts for the differences between the federal-provincial agreements on immigration? From
my research it has become very clear that historical institutionalism or institutional relations,
as well as institutional capacity, politics and political relations and to an extent the economic
differences between the provinces are all factors that account for the variations in the bi-
lateral agreements between the government of Canada and the different provinces. These
factors help to explain why Québec has been able to negotiate the most complete policy and
why the other provinces, with particular emphasis on Manitoba and Ontario, have not been
able to negotiate similar bi-lateral agreements.

Key words:
bi-lateral immigration agreements, federal-provincial relations, politics, institutional capacity
and historical institutionalism
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INTRODUCTION

Under Section Section 95 of the Constitution Act, 1867 Agriculture and Immigration are
shared jurisdictions between the federal and provincial governments, according to this section:

“In each Province the Legislature may make Laws in relation to Agriculture in the

Province, and to Immigration into the Province; and it is hereby declared that the

Parliament of Canada may from Time to Time make Laws in relation to

Agriculture in all or any of the Provinces, and to Immigration into all or any of

the Provinces; and any Law of the Legislature of a Province relative to

Agriculture or to Immigration shall have effect in and for the Province as long and

as far only as it is not repugnant to any Act of the Parliament of Canada”.
Shared jurisdictions allow for both levels of government to legislate and implement policies and
negotiate federal-provincial bi-lateral immigration agreements between the different levels of
government. For a long period of time throughout Canadian history the federal gb_vemment was
in control of all legislation and implementation of immigration closely related to citizenship.
Québec was the only province that had a particular interest in immigration which started during
the early 1960’s and it was not until the 1990’s that some of the other provinces wanted to
exercise their right to gain control over immigration. Thus, provinces became mobilized and
negotiated bi-lateral agreements with the federal government. To an extent the reason for this
increased interest in immigration can be attributed to the fact that the economy changed
significantly, from a labour-based economy to a knowledge-based economy. Provinces wanted to
ensure that newcomers who settled there had the right set of skills that met their economic
demands. Other possible explanations include the province-building mandate that has since
become a political priority for many of the provinces. The increased interest in this mandate can
be due to the expansion of provincial economies which has given provinces the opportunity and

leverage to further expand their control. Due to the fact that immigration is a shared jurisdiction it

is one of the areas where some provinces have put much of their efforts. Furthermore, the



increase in numbers of immigrants might have also played a factor, as provincial governments
may have felt that the federal government was not responding to their particular needs and thus
more control over immigration would ensure that their needs are met. In addition, during the last
twenty years decentralization has become very common in intergovernmental relations and
provinces have been expanding their area of responsibility in most areas. To date all of the
provinces and the Yukon Territory have signed some sort of agreement with the federal
government regarding immigration, which have granted them different levels of control (CIC -
F.T.P.A).

The immigration agreements that will be addressed in this paper vary on many different
levels across the different provinces, some have a long history and others are much more recent,
some grant a lot of power to the provinces and others much less. The bi-lateral agreements made
between the federal and provincial governments of Québec, Manitoba and Ontario are of
particular interest and are the focal point in this research paper. These three provinces have
successfully established agreements with the federal government; however have been granted
different degrees of control over the selection of immigrants and the immigration process. In
order to provide an in-depth comparative analysis on such complex negotiations each of the
agreements will be contextualized in an historical framework.

The goal of this paper is to uncover the underlying factors that have led to the different
federal-provincial immigration agreements. This is the crux of my research question: What
accounts for the differences between the federal-provincial agreements on immigration? From my
research it has become very clear that several factors account for such differences these include:
historical institutionalism or institutional relations, as well as institutional capacity, political

interests and politics and to an extent the economic differences amongst the provinces. These



factors help to explain why Québec has been able to negotiate the most complete policy and why
the other provinces, with particular emphasis on Manitoba and Ontario, have not been able to
negotiate similar bi-lateral agreements. |

Québec is the province with the longest standing bi-lateral agreement; and is of particulaf
interest as it was the first province to take interest in irﬁmigration. Since the late 1960’s Québec
realized the importance of immigration and how it can be utilized to maintain the distinct cultural
and linguistic aspects of the province. The first bi-lateral imnﬁgration agreerhentfrfnade: between
the federal government and the provincial government of Québec was the Lang-Coultier
Agreemept which was signed in 1971. This was followed by another bi-laterai agfeement calléd o
the Andras-Bienvenue Agreement which was signed in 1975. HoweVef, this paper will only focus
on the Cullen-Couture Agreement which was enacted in 1979 and thé current agréement the
Canada-Québec Agreement enacted iﬁ 1991. The reason for this is that thé current agreement is
closely based on the Cullen-Couture Agréement and it was through this agreement that Québec
gained a lot of control ovér immigration. The first three agreements are named aﬁer the ministers
of Immigration who held that position at the time, the federal Minister’s and the provincial
Minister’s names respectively. Although this will be discussed m furthef detail later on in the
paper, it is important to note that the Cullen-Couture Agreement was signed before the enactment
of the Constitution Act, 1982. This explains the firm position that Québe¢ maintained throughout
the negotiations of the patriation of the Constitution. Amongst the broader political and
économical reasons Québec was also not willing tq sign the partriation of the Constitution unless
it was guaranteed that doing so will not jeopardize the agreements that it had already made with
ﬁe federal government. To date Québec remains tﬁe province with the mbst control over_.

immigration and the only province which has not signed the Constitution A¢t in Canada.



Ontario on the other hand has only recently signed a bi-lateral immigration agreement
with the federal government. In the past, Ontario deferred to federal policy and implementation
and dealt with settlement issues on an individual basis by collaborating with the federal
settlement authorities based at the Canada Employment and Immigration Commission. Although -
Ontario was not granted as much power and control as was granted to Québec, Ontario does have
some influence on the policies implemented by the federal government (Dirks G.1995).

On the other hand Manitoba is a bit different from both Québec and Ontario as it is not
considered one of the major immigrant-receiving provinces. However, Manitoba has been
making significant efforts to attract and refain immigrants. Since the first bi-lateral 'agreement
signed in 1996, Manitoba has signed several other more aggressive agreements with the federal
government which have yielded very positive results (CIC, 1996).

T have chosen these provinces as all three have negotiated unique bi-lateral agreements
with the federal government and yet while all of them want to maintain a steady flow of
immigrants to their province each have their own different reasons. The literature that I have
found on the topic does not delve into the reasons behind such stark differences, nor does it
entertain, to any large extent, the implications that would come about had other provinces
followed in Québec’s footsteps. Furthermore the literature seems one-dimensional and although
there is a fair amount of information about the specific provinces vis-a-vis the federal
government there is very little information about how the different provinces view the bi-lateral
agreements made between other provinces and the federal government. My main goal is to reveal
the underlying factors of intergovernmental relations and explain the reasons for the variations
within the different intergovernmental agreements. Québec and Ontario are both economically

sound provinces, and in some cases it is evident that the policies that are implemented and their



success in influencing the federal government are very much dependent on this factor. Although
this is more evident in areas other than immigration in the case of Ontario, it is important to keep
in mind, particularly when looking ahead, that the same reasons why these provinées have been
able to gain such leverage over the federal government may soon be counterbalanced by the
prevalent trends of economic boosts from Western provinces. Such changes may affect the
dynamics of previous negotiations particularly vis-a-vis the declining economic trend from the
hub of Montreal (Brooks S.; 2004). It would be interesting to see how the government will react
to the increasing demands from the western provinces when previous economical, political or
personal reasons for favoritism of both Québec and Ontario may no longer be applicable. Finally
I will provide possible negotiation recommendations for other provinces; articulate whether or
not this is a viable path for other provinces to take and make some observations regarding gradual

decentralization of federal-provincial relations in this policy area.

METHODOLOGY

This project is a combination of both primary research gathered through interviews' with
key informants and se_condary research data. Interviews were chosen as the research method for
this project, as no other research method would yield the same detailed responses that were
necessary to compensate for the lack of available data in government documents and scholarly
work on intergovernmental agreements. The interviews were conducted on a one on one basis to
prevent external factors, such as peers, that could influence the informants’ responses. Some of
the key informants included government officials who work in the immigration ministry of their
respective province, and are heavily involved in bi-lateral immigration agreement process. In the -

case where government officials were unwilling to be interviewed, substitute informants included

iSee Appendix A for a sample of interview questions



individuals from non-profit organizations, who consult with government officials and bureaucr#ts
on immigration issues and negotiations. I made several attempts, while conducting my research,
to interview government officials from Citizenship and Immigration Canada as well as
government officials from the Ministry of Immigration and Cultural Communities in Québec;
however both departments declined the extended invitation for an interview. In addition the
government official from the Ontario Ministry of Citizenship and Immigration held back a lot of
information in fear of jeopardizing future bi-lateral agreements with the federal government and
most of the informant’s responses lacked details. Furthermore, a former government official from
this department refused to proceed with the interview after having received the consent form,
approved by the Ethics Review Board at Ryerson University. The reason put forward was that
research of this magnitude required clearance from upper management, something the potential
informant was not willing to acquire. Consequently, a total of 3 participants have taken part in
this research study.

The respondents were contacted directly through email and their contact information was
retrieved from telephone directory of the different government websites, other informants were
contacted through the snowball sampling method. The questions used in the interviews were
open-ended, and thus informants were able to provide as much information as they deemed
relevant and important. The same questions were used for all interviews; and some modifications
were made for the interview conducted with the informant from the non-profit sector. Due to time
limitations for this project as well as financial restrictions only the informants from Ontario were
interviewed face to face. The other interviews were conducted over the telephone. An informed

consent form was obtained for all interviews.



The study is qualitati{/e and exﬁ]anatory in nature, and is significant because it can help
scholars and policy makers gain a better understanding of intergovernmental relations in this
policy area and in turn realize the potential and limitations within which such agreements are
negotiated. This project will also provide insights on the reasons why certain agreements have
been made and policy makers will be able to decipher whether or not they can make similar
claims. In addition scholars will also be able to gain insights, provide Aclariﬁcation and raise more
awareness in the academic world about the factors provinces must deal with whilst negotiating
bi-lateral immigration agreements. Furthermore, such comparative analysis on,this'topic‘ is .
underdeveloped in the academic literature and this scholarly piece of work can serve as a basis
for further comparative analysis, either between other provinces or a comparison between the two
shared jurisdictions agriculture and immigration. This research focuses on past, ‘cin'rent and
future intergovernmental agreements as well as the process that takes place during the
negotiations. This aspect compiled within a historical framework will provide the context for an
in-depth explanatory analysis.

- My goal for this research project is to provide a different ‘approach through which
intergovernmental agreements are analyzed. Although some comparative research has been
conducted it usually focuses on a specific province in detail and with minimal references to other
provinces. My research project will be an in-depth analysis that sheds light on thé reasons behind
the bi-lateral agreements and thus explains the differences between them. I hope to compile a
more comprehensive piece of literature that compliments the abundance of one-dimensional

literature that already exists.



THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

In order to have a clear understanding of my research it is also important to understand
the theoretical framework of this paper. One of the variables that will be addressed in this paper
is the role that politics plays in the negotiation process and affects the extensiveness of the
agreements. Although this is very clear in the case of Québec it is an important factor in all
intergovernmental relations research, and it will also become evident for the other provinces.
Another variable is the economic status of the provinces in question. It is clear that both Québec
and Ontario are two economically powerful provinces, and whether it is a matter of these
provinces using their position to negotiate agreements or whether to a certain degree the federal
government tries to keep both provinces satisfied; it is clear that there is a prevalent trend of
decentralization in this area, where provinces are gaining more control and the federal
government is gradually losing control. As the details of the bi-lateral agreements and the history
of the relationship between the two levels of government are fully explained, it will become clear
that the federal government is aware of the consequences that may follow if there are
irreconcilable disagreements with these provinces. However, at the same time Ontario has not
been able to negotiate bi-lateral agreements that are on the same plane as Québec and thus this
has led my research to delve into other explanations that help provide a more encompassing
explanation.

Historical institutionalism is another factor that will be incorporated in the analysis. This
concept suggests that the policy choices made when institutions are formed have a significant
influence on the policy choices that institutions make in the future. This is not to say that
institutions do not change; in fact historical institutionalism does account for changes that occur

within institutions, theorists refer to this as ‘punctuated equilibria’. This concept assumes that a



particular institution has been in equilibrium from the begihning or at least to a point prior to the
.. punctuation and thﬁs small changes may still retain the equilibrium but at a different point. The
same way that economists argue that there are multiple equilibria in markets, political theorists
argﬁe that there are multiple equilibria in political institutions (Peters G.; 1999).

Some scholars who have used historical institutionalism for their research have also
emphasized the importance of ideas that contribute to such changes. Ideas play a significant
factor in my research as a change in the political party in power, Whether federai or provincial,
although not always the cése may also result in a change in ideas, this could lead to a new
approach to similar issues (Peters G.; 1999). It is important to note that such changes may in turn
have an inﬁpact on institution’s capacity in agreement negotiations. Although from this research’
- there has been no evidence of a major shift in ideas as a result of a change in government, it is an
important factor‘tliat needs to be considered as it can change the nature of the bi-lateral
hegotiations and the capacity of an institution to reach its new objectives. Depending on the type
of felationship between the two parties, in this case the relations between the federal and
provincial governments will also play a signiﬁc_:ant role in the negotiation process. The longer
institutions have been established the more time they would have had to increase their
institutional capacity, get organized, become more efficient and effective, and focus on building a
strong relationship between the two parties. Such factors may change with a change in ideology
and agenda.

In essence, I will attempt to make a convincing argument to the reader that the
differences between the bi-lateral agreements are due to historical institutionalism; political

relations and political factors; to certain extent due to the economic differences between the



provinces and the ways in which provinces exercise their institutional capacity to get the federal

government to meet their demands and help them achieve their goals.

IMMIGRATION POLICY IMPLEMENTATION

In order to understand intergovernmental relations and intergovernmental
agreements it is important to understand institutionalism at the broader level. Canada’s political
system is based on the Westminster-style Parliamentary democracy, which is also known as a
political system run through executive federalism. Typical in such political systems, Canada has
a strong executive branch and a week legiélative branch. The implementation of immigration
policy often requires legislation and thus needs to pass through»parliament; and since policy
initiatives come from the Execuﬁve level, party discipline, typically allows for these initiatives to
pass through parliament with very few objections (Handcastle L., Parkin A, Simmons A. and
Suyama N.; 1994). The Standing Committee on Citizenship and Immigration is one of the ways
the Federal government maintains its relationship with the provinces. Although standing
committees are open to the public, most often those who attend are people, from across Canada,
who play a vital role in immigration in their respective province; including members of the
provincial parliament and other government officials. Although the Minister of Citizenship and
Immigration does not attend all of the meetings, the Committee’s main responsibility is to
oversee the activities of Citizenship and Immigration Canada and the Immigration and Refugee
Board. During these meetings much debate takes place about the pressing issues in immigration.
It also offers both levels of government the opportunity to discuss federal legislation and make
recommendations for future amendments or policy implementation. (CIMM — Mandate). In the

case of a minority government the standing committee can present a challenge to the minister and
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influence decisions that may affect all of the provinces. It is important to nate the standing
f:ommittea does not play arole in the federal-provincial agreements, as these negotiations take
place at the executive level and it ultimately depends on the capacity of the particular province to
negatiate a better agreealent.

All immigration agreements whether federal-provincial bi-lateral agreements or
iﬁtemational agreements that pertain to immigration have to be in congruence with The -
Immigration and Refugee Protection Act. According to this act the federal government has the
sole responsibility to determine the national standards and objectives of immigration; it
prescribes the class for each newcomer and the number of immigrants-that are to be admitted to
Canada each year. The federal government is also solely responsible for processing all criminal,
health and security checks and all matters around citizenship. Thus, even in the case when a
province nominates a particular person to settle their province, this person must be evaluated by
the federal government’s standards who in turn makes the final decision as to whether or not that
individual is eligible to enter the country (CIC — F.T.P.A. and Department of Justice Canada).
According to the Constitution, the Parliament qf Canada is able to make laws that are to come in
effect in all provinces. Sinée the federal government is ultimately responsible for the safety of all
Canadians only by having the sole responsibility over such criteria can it ensure standardized
processing and protocol is followed for all immigrants destined to Canada.

In addition to the bi-lateral agreements between the federal and provincial governments,
the Ministers of Immigration meet at a minimum of once a year to discuss Canada’s immigration
objectives. Although there are no multi-lateral agreements that exist between the provinces and
the federal government, every province and Yukon has negotiated a bi-lateral agreement with the

federal government to date. These agreements are signed by the federal and provincial Ministers
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of immigration; in some cases the respective deputy ministers sign the agreements as well (CIC-
F.T.P.A. — Québec /Ontario/Manitoba).

The federal government also provides the funds for several settlement programs which
provide services to newcomers in all of the provinces with the exception of Québec. These
programs are a result of collaborative efforts between Canada Employment and Immigration
Commission (CEIC) as well as the Department of the Secretary of State and the immigrant-
serving agencies in the provinces. The Immigration Program within CEIC funds and operates
immigration settlement services through three major programs: Immigrant Settlement Adaptation
Program (ISAP); Language Instruction for Newcomers to Canada (LINC); and the Host Program.
The LINC Program, established in 1992, is a key element of the federal immigrant integration
strategy. These programs are mainly run through non-governmental organizations across the
provinces and amongst others their objective is to help newcomers integrate into Canadian
society with as few hurdles as possible. Through these programs the government is able to
ensure a degree of consistency and ensure that all services provided meet certain standards.
According to the bi-lateral agreements negotiated by Québec and Manitoba, both provinces
administer their own services and the federal government transfers money to these provinces to
ensure that they have the appropriate resources to deliver equivalent services offered in other
provinces (CIC — Audits and Evaluations).

I was able to gain some insight on the bi-lateral negotiation process from an interview
conducted with a government official from the Manitoba Labour and Immigration Department.
The contact indicated that, in the case of Manitoba, these agreements were negotiated in a ’round
table discussion, the Assistant Deputy Minister of Manitoba Labour and Immigration was at the

discussion as well as the contact and a few other assistant deputy ministers who also had vested
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ihterests in this area. And several government officials from Citizenship and Immigration anada
were also present. The contact stated that after having consulted w1th the respective stakehoiders,
those who attended the negotiation procéss took briefing notes to ensure that the most important
points were included in the agreement. The céntact described the negotiation process as
successful and the debates that took place resulted in a better immigration agreement for all
parties. Although this is not the case for each province, it is close to an ideal situation. The
negotiation process is very complex and the smaller the number and the closér the people are to
the issue at hand the better it is for both parties.

After the negotiations have been signed the federal and provincial Ministers of
Immigration, their respective governments set up various working groups and committees that
not only help maintain their relationship but also ensure that the objectives of the agreement are
being met. The names for such bi-lateral groups vary; however, their objectives are very similar;
in some provinces one of these groups is called a Joint Coordinating Committee while in others it
is known as a Joint Steering Commiittee. The objective of these committees is to resolve any -
disputes that may arise regarding the agreement as well as identify new immigration issues that
have not been addressed in the latest agreement. The Joint Working Group is another group that
is established, the working groups meet as often as required or at a minimum they meet bi-
annually, they are responsible for facilitating implementation initiatives under the direction of the
co-chairs of the Joint Coordinating Committee (CIC - F.T.P.A — Manitoba/Ontario). Despite the
intended reasons behind these committees and working groups, it seems that they do not play an
important role in the negotiation process, not even in subsequent negotiations. In addition from
the research conducted on this topic thus far it appears that much of the negotiation process‘ takes

place at an executive level and thus such committees are not taken into consideration. In fact as it
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will be further elaborated below, despite the fact that these committees include representatives
from both the federal government and the provincial government, in the case of Québec it is very
selective on the type of information it shares with the federal government. Consequently, such

committees are even further paralyzed and at times are unable to even fulfill their general duties.

QUEBEC IMMIGRATION POLICY AND
INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 1960-1979

By the mid-1960’s, the era of the Quiet Revolution, Québec was on the fast track to
modernization and the fertility rate was starting to slow down. The depletion of the population
size has been a serious issue for many provinces; however, it was even more serious for a
province that has distinct cultural characteristics that it wants to maintain. Despite the fact that
many immigrants, with similar cultural characteristi(;s, settled in Québec they did not speak
French nor did they learn the lé.hguage; and many opted to learn English instead. The government
of Québec felt that it was important to recognize and maintain Canada’s binational culture and
bilingualism across Canada and even more so in Québec; however, it felt that the federal
government was not giving this enough consideration. Inmigration was deemed an importan.t
tool that would help maintain the French-speaking population, thus in 1968 the Québec
government established The Québec Department of Immigration. And even before that in 1961,
Québec had established a Ministry of Intergovernmental Affairs; it was the first province to do
so, Manitoba and Ontario did not do so until the 1970’s. Not only does this show the political
priority that Québec put on federal-provincial relations but it also granted Québec the institutional
capacity to pursue its agenda even further. Québec negotiated two other agreemeﬁts prior to the
Cullen-Couture Agreement with the government of Canadé; however neither of them were as

aggressive as the Cullen-Couture Agreement. The Cullen-Couture Agreement was signed by the
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federal government and the government of Québec on Mafch 30, 1979 (Library of Parliamgnt; V
12000).

According to the Cullen-Couturé Agreement the federal government remained responsible
for the admission of all immigrants and the admission and control of visitors. The federal
government was also responsible for processing all criminal, health and security checks,
regardless of where the immigrant was destined. Howeyer, Québec was granted the authority to
establish its ov.vnv point system that determined whethef or not imrﬁigrants from the indépendent
class were eligible to settle in the province. The point system in Québec, which is still in place
today, puts an emphasis on language and those who are able to speak French are the ones who are
most likelsl to gain entry (Library of Parliament; 2000). In 1979, the same year the Cullen |
Couture Agreemept came into effect Bill 101 was also passed, according to this bill immigrant

 children were reQuired to go to French school. This had a significant impact on the language
édopted by immigrants (Grenier G, 2003). In fact this Agreement was very important and it was

one of the reasons why Queébec refused to sign the Canada Constitution Act in 1982.

CONSTITUTION REFORM, MEECH LAKE AND IMMIGRATION
POLICY IN QUEBEC 1980-1991

As the paper unfolds, the importance of the patriation from the British North America

Act, 1867 (BNA) and the enactment of the Canada Constitution Act, .1982 will become very
evident. This section is a brief outline of the events that happened from the patriation of the BNA
up to the Meech Lake Accord and the Charlottetown Accord. |

Despite the fact that Canada has been a country for 140 years, it was only in the late
twentieth century that it has gained the power to amend its own constitution; This means that

until the enactment of the Constitution Act, 1982 and including this Act all amendments to the
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constitution had to be passed by the British Parliament. On 6 October 1980, the Government of
Canada put forward a "Proposed Resolution for Joint Address to Her Majesty the Queen
Respgcting the Constitution of Canada” to the House of Commons.” (Government of Canada;
BP-406E) This proposal for unilateral patriation included a charter of rights and freedoms, a
commitment to the principles of equalization, an interim amending formula, which anticipated a
referendum, and a final amending formula. With the exception of Ontario and New Brunswick,
the other six provinces were not on board with the federal government and the patriation process.
Despite Prime Minister Trudeau’s efforts to reach a quick consensus, things escalated quickly
and there was lobbying on various fronts. Finally on April 16 1981, the provinces that were
against the patriation proposal, one of which was Québec, issued a press release and put forward

an alternative proposal to the federal government.

After a series of meetings and discussions between the federal government and the
provinces, Ottawa and the other nine provinces finally came to a resolution and signed the
Canada Constitution Act on November 5, 1981. Québec was the only province not consulted
about these negotiations nor was it one of the pfovinces that signed the constitution. It is not
surprising that the Québec National assembly condemned the amendments to the constitution.
One of the reasons Québec did not sign the constitution was related to immigration. There was a
consensus amongst the other provinces that the consustition was to ensure that all provinces were
treated equally and thus by signing the constitution Québec would void the privileges it gained
through the Cullen-Couture agreement. For this reason Québec wanted to have these privileges
included in the Constitution Act. However, this was not the case, the new Constiiution Act
actually denied Québec their veto power, something that had always been recognized in practice.

Furthermore the Charter of Rights limited the 'power of the provincial legislators as well of the
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pbwer of the Québec National assembly to be able to implement French-language policy. It is*not
surprisng that Québec refused to agree with the partriation and has not yet signed the enactment
of the Constitution Act, 1982 (Hogg P.; 1992). In essence, the heart of the constitution debate for
Québec revolved around the following five conditions:

e a'distinct society” clause, apparently as an interpretive provision for the Constitution as

- awhole; .
e a unique degree of control over the selection and settling of immigrants;
e either a veto over constitutional amendments, or full compensation for opting out of any
amendments that affect provincial powers;
e limitations on the federal spending power; and
o the entrenchment of the convention whereby three Supreme Court Justtces are Jfrom

Québec, which should have a say in their selection

(Government of Canada; BP-406E)

Despite the fact that the amendments to the Constitution Act, 1982 passed and Qu_ébec
was legally bound to them, it was clear that it did not hold much political legitmacy in the
province. Québec refused to take part in any further amendments to the constitutibn and “opted
out”of the Charter of Rights by using the not-withstanding clause in Section 33, for each statute
and for every newly-enacted statute that came into effect thereafter (Hogg P.; 1992). In order to
accommodate Québec’s requests and have them sign on to the Constitution Act of 1982, various
discussions took place. One of the more prominent deliberations that took place was in 1987 in

Meech Lake near Ottawa, which resulted in the Meech Lake Accord.

The key factors of the Meech Lake Accord, related to immigration policy included:

e incorporate the principles of the Cullen-Couture agreement on the selection abroad and
in Canada of independent immigrants, visitors for medical treatment, students and
temporary workers and on the selection of refugees abroad and economic criteria for
Sfamily reunification and assisted relatives;
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o guarantee that Québec would receive a number of immigrants, including refugees, within
the annual total established by the federal government for all of Canada proportionate to

its share of the population of Canada, with the right to exceed that figure by five per cent
for demographic reasons; and

e provide an undertaking by Canada to withdraw services (except citizenship services) for
the reception and integration (including linguistic and cultural) of all foreign nationals
wishing to settle in Québec where services were to be provided by Québec, with such
withdrawal to be accompanied by reasonable compensation; the Government of Canada
and the Government of Québec were to take the necessary steps to give the agreement the
force of law under the proposed amendment in relation to such agreements

(Government of Canada; BP-406E)
This was an important attempt to include Québec into the constitution family; however, in order
to become law the Accord had to be ratified by resolutions of the Senate and the House of
Commons and of the legislative assembly of every province. The Accord was ratified by both the
Senate and the House of commons, but only by eight of the ten provinces ratified the Accord by

the deadline which was on June 23, 1990. Thus the Accord was defeated which brought the death

of the Meech Lake Accord.

Despite faiiure to incorporate Québec into the Meech Lake Accord on February 5, 1991
yet another important agreement was made bet§veen the federal government and the government
of Québec called the Canada-Québec Accord. This agreement was heavily based on the Cullen-
Couturé Agreement, and it is also important to note that Canada committed itself to much of the
Stipulations that lead to the rejection of the Meech Lake Accord (Library of Parliament; 2000).
“Thus this agreement provides clear evidence that constitutional change is not necessarily the
result of formal amendments to the written constitution but can occur through agreements made
between the federal government and the provinces. In the end Québec has gained more autonomy
over the province, as were its intentions during the. Meech Lake negotiations based on the claim

of being a ‘distinct society’ (Brooks S.; 2004). There are some important points to note about the
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éanada-Québec; first and foremost as indicated in Appendix B, Québec has successfully
iqstitutionalized the formula for funding. As a result Québec has been able to guarantee that-it :
will receive a base amount of $90million dollars per year and Québec ié guaranteed an additional
amount per.irﬂmigrant that exceeds the agreed ‘upon quota. As will be indicated later on in this
paper, unlike othef prévinces Québec is able to make long-term plans‘ for immigration project_s as
it will always havé a fairly accurate estimate of the amount of money it will receive from the
federal government. Another point worth noting is that the Accord contains é mechanism to make
amendments but not to terminate the accord, something that is common in bi-lateral agreements.
Section 33 of the Accord, merely states: “This Accord may be re-opened at the request of either
party with prior notice of six months. Failing agreement on amendment, the Accord continues in
force.” (Library of Parliament; 2000). Due to the fact that there is no means to terminate this
agreement it may be presumed that when thé accord was being drafted it was with the intention
for it to be inserted in the constitution and thus it would not héve been terminated easily anyways.
However, with the death of the Meech Lake Accord it remains to be seen what will happen if one

party is dissatisfied with the Accord and they fail to come to a consensus.

THE CHARLOTTETOWN ACCORD

During the years between the Meech Lake Accord and the Charlottetown Accord there
had been several negotiétions between Premier Bourassa, the premier of Québec and the federal
government. The Canada-Québec Accord negotiated in 1991 was short of constitutional change,
and the debates that came up during the Meech Lake remained unsettled. The First Ministers
.were engaged in several informal discussions regarding the constitution and reached an A |
agreement on July 7 1992. The Premier of Québec realized that the "essence" of the Meech Lake

Accord was covered, and decided to join the other First Ministers on August 4. After further
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negotiations in both Ottawa and Charlottetown, a unanimous agreement was reached on the text
of the Consensus Report of the Constitution on August 28 1992. Due to the fact that the general
public was aware of what happened during the Meech Lake negotiations, it was imperative that
the-y would be consulted about the Charlottetown Accord. Thus the First Ministers agreed to hold
two referendums on October 26 1992: one in Québec, under Québec legislation, to comply with
the provisioﬁs of Bill 150; and the other in the rest of Canada under the provisions of the new
federal Referendum Act. All governments agreed that the question should be: "Do you agree that
the Constitution of Canada should be renewed on the basis of the agreement reached on August
28, 1992?" On October 26 1992, the Charlottetown Accord was rejected by a majdrity of
Canadians in a majority of provinces, including a majority of Québeckers and a majority of
Indians living on reserves. The most intensive and extensive consultations ever undertaken had
resulted in an Accord that was overwhelmingly rejected by the Canadian people (Govemfnent of
Canada; BP406E). This is of particular interest because much of the Canada-Québec Accord is
exactly what the Canadian population at large rejected when they rejected the Charlottetown
Accord. Canadians wanted all of the provinces to be treated equally and that no province would
be given speical treatment; however since all bi-lateral immigration agreements are non-binding
and are not legally binding or enshrined in the constitution, the federal government has negotiated
bi-lateral agréements that go against what the general population wants and is able to do so
without any repercussions. The significance of the political context related to Québec’s

agreement becomes all the more evident.
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CURRENT IMMIGRATION POLICY AND FEDERAL-PROVINCIAL

RELATIONS SINCE 1992

Since 1991 the Canada-Québec Accord remained in place and as the details of this accord
unfold the success of the government of Québec and its ability to negotiate such a complete
immigration agreement will become even more evident. Despite the fact that Canada controls the
criteria selection to admit immigrants into the country; the federal government hés agreed not to
admit anyone into Québec unless they meet Québec’s selection criteria. Furthermore, Canada has
to admit any immigrant destined to Québec Who meets Québec’s criteria, as long as they are also
admissible under the law of Canada. ’fhe only exception where Canada takes precedence is for
adjudicating refugee claims from within the country (Government of Québec; 2000). Canada also
has the sole responsibility in determining the total number of annual immigrants for the country
as a whole; however, it does take into account the amount of immigrants Québec wishes to
l;eceive.’ Although the Immigration and Refugee Protection Act requires the Minister of
Citizenship and Immigration of Canada to table an annual report to the House of Commons by
November 1 of each year with the details of immigration levels for the following year, that are
broken down into various immigration classes, there are separate negotiations that take place with
Québec at a much earlier date. Canada is required to inform Québec by April 30 of each year
about its anticipated immigration levels, according to each iMigatibn class. In turn Québec is
required to inform Canada before June 30 about the number of immigrants, according to each
immigration class, it wishes to receive in the following year or years (Library of Parliament;
2000). Although these numbers do vary over the yearé a'document released by the Ministry of
Inimigration and Cultural Communities in Québec estimated that in 2007 it will receive

approximately 45,000 to 48,000 immigrants (Québec's Imxﬁigratidn Plan for 2007 — 2006). While
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Citizenship and Immigration Canada estimates a total of 220,000 to 245,000 immigrants arrive in
Canada every year. Thus Québec receives approximately 20% of the immigrants. In addition has
the right to exceed this figure by five percent of the total number of immigrants entering Canada,

for demographic purposes (Library of Parliament; 2000).

On the other hand, family class immigrants are not chosen iﬁ the same way as economic
immigrants, all federal-provincial agreements grant Canada the sole responsibility to determine
admissibility of immigrants from the family class and the assisted relative class. Canada also has
the sole responsibility to determine which class immigrants belong in. Although Québec may
establish its own criteria for selection of immigrants in the assisted relative class, those who fall
under this category are admissible to Québec when they meet either the selection criteria
established by Québec or Canada (Library of Parliament; March 2000). During an interview, the
interviewee a prominent individual from the non-profit sector stated that in reality due to such
stipulations Québec only selects half of the immigrants that settle there; however, the informant
stated that the right to select immigrants to maintain the distinct culture in Québec is
symbolically very important for the province. Furthermore according to the Accord, Québec must
receive 24% of the total number of refugees that come to Canada, 24% is the percentage of the
populafion in Québec compared to the population in Canada. Canada has the sole responsibility
to process all refugee claims for those who are already in Canada, som‘e of which must also be
accepted by Québec. However, Québec does have the right to select, from those Canada has
deemed as legitimate refugees in foreign countries, those of whom it feels are more likely to
settle easily in Québec. The informant stated that Québec accepts approximately 1800 refugees
annually based on humanitarian and compassionate grounds. Needless to say, due to this qubta

requirement the number of refugees who have settled in Québec since 1991 has increased
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sfgniﬁcantly (Library of Pariiament; 2600). However, the informant from Québec indicated that -
Québec vigorously keeps track of the number of refugees it receives. In fact, despite its |
responsibilities during the summer of 2066, a bill of approximately $5 million dollars was sent to |
the federal government to cover the costs incurred by Québec to shelter to those who fled |
Lebanon due to the turmoil in their country. The reason that Québec provided for its actions was
because this was not part of the Canada-Québec Accord.

Québec has almost totai control over the selection of immigrants whé settié in Québec
and total control over settlement and integration services, via its own bureaucracy rathgr than
through Citizenship and Immfgration Canada. However, immigration is a shafed jurisdiction and
therefore the federal government gives Québec financial compensatio’ﬁ in order to provide
integration services to newcomefs that are comparable to those servic‘es offered in the rest of |
Canada. The Canada-Québec Accord Has been négotiated in such a way whereby the funds are
calculated based on the statistics from theb previous year, thus.the amount of immigrants Québec
received as well as the axﬁount of money that was transferred the previous year. ’fhe formulas
provided in Appendix B and Appendix C are eXamples of the formula that Québec has
institutionalized in the Accord. (Canada-Québec Accord: Annex B)_' One aspect of the formula
that is worth noting is the fact that regardleés of the flow of immigrants fo Québe’c,whéther there
is an increase or a decrease, the funds will never decrease, but will either_nre.main the safne as the
previous year or even more likely will increase (Canada-Québec Accord: Annex B). In essence,
Québec receives equal or more funding even in thev case when it has received fewer immigranfs
than the previous year. In part this may be the case to compensaté for language tréining, the most
éxpensive aspect of integration (Library of Parlianieni; 2000). On thé othér ha1_1d in the casé when

the number of immigrants granted landing in Québec is equal or greater thah its proportion of the
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population of Canada there is an increase in the amount of money that is transferred to Québec.
Thus even in the case where Québec receives very few immigrants one year and there is a
si'gniﬁcant increase the following year, Québec will receive the same amount as the previous year
and will be compensated a certain amount per immigrant that make up the difference. Québec
will receive the basic amount from the previous year plus the escalation factor." The final aspect
of compensation that was negotiated in the Accord is in the case of a sudden increase in
immigrants to Canada, which may result in new budgets to offset the costs of integration

services; even if the number of immigrants destined to Québec does not increase, Québec is to get
a portion of these funds just the same'" (Canada-Québec Accord: Annex B).

It will become even more evident later on in this paper, when the agreements for the two
other provinces are discussed in further detail, that not only is this agreement unique but the
amount of money that is transferred to Québec is much greater than any other province. Thus one
would assume that the integration services in Québec not only meet national standards but also
surpass them. However, this is not the case, in fact despite the increase in the amount of funds
transferred to Québec, the amount of money that was allocated to the Ministry of Immigration
and Cultural Communities in the last budget decreased. According to budget forecast for 2007-
2008 for Québec, which can be found in Appendix D, only $111 million dollars were allocated to
the ministry while Québec has received a total of $224 million dollars from the federal
government” (TRCI; 2007). As suggested in one of the interviews, the minimum of $90 million
dollars that is transferred to the province of Québec for integration services, is being used to
cover other costs in the department than just integration services as it was intended. This is a

problem for the non-profit sector and community based organizations as they lack the necessary

i See Appendix B for equation calculations
" See Appendix C for calculations
¥ See Appendix D for budget details (please note they are in French)
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funding to provide the proper services to help newcomers integrate into society. A press release
published in October 2006 by Table de concertation des organisms au service des personnes
- réfugiées et immigrantes, a non-profit organization located in Montreal, indicated that despite the
incre‘as.e in number of immigrants that arrived in Québec, and the revenues of $202.7 million
posted by the Ministry of Immigration and Cultural Communities in the 2005-2006 financial
réport, there was only a total of $116.5 million in expenditures. This generated a total net profit
of $86.2 million dollars for the government of Québec, which waé allocated to ofher government
departments not related to immigration. Thlis, despite the excess in revenue within the ministry,
the increase in the number of immigrahts settling in Québec and the lack of financial resources
available tb the immigrant-serving community agencies, there has been no increase in funds
allocated for integration services and programs (TCRI press release; 2006). The contact indicated
that he has tried on several occasions to bring this to the attention of the media; however, it has
hever been a story that they were willing to pick up. The money that is transferred to Québec is
benéﬁting Québec-and thus the media do not find it an important issue. It is also possible that
they do not want to raise public attention at the risk that this might jeopardize the agreement and
Québec will no longer recéive the same amount of money from the federal government. In
essence, the informant indicated that the province as a whole is benefiting and it is the
newcomers who are bearing the consequences they are experiencing difficulties accessing these
services and as a result are also experiencing difficulty finding jobs and have higher
unemployment rates.

It is a clear that there is an issue with trénsparency and accountability in this area in
| Québec. From the interview conducted with a prominent persbn from the non-profit sector,.it

became very clear that the Ministry of Immigration and Cultural Communities does not want to -
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disclose any information about the allocation of money to any organization, be it non-profit or the
federal government. The contact noted that although he has made several attempts to further
expose this issue by accessing information through the Treasury Board of Québec, these attempts
have been in vain. The contact noted that there are huge inconsistencies in the money allocated to
different areas of immigration settlement services and many questions are left unanswered. On a
more positive note, other provinces have learned from the Québec experience and have put
mechénisms, within the bi-lateral agreements, that give the non-profit sector the right to put
pressure on the provincial governments to hold them more accountable. An example of such
clauses can be found in the bi-lateral agreements for British Columbia and Manitoba, both of
which dictate transparency and hold the provincial governments accountable for their spending
and their actions. From the interyiews it was revealed that federal representativeé have
approached the contact in efforts to gain more information about money allocation, as the
Ministry in Québec is not willing to share this information. Despite the fact that according to the
Cana_da-Québec Accord there is a Joint Committee in place to discuss the success of the accord,
Québec is v;ary careful on the information it provides to the federal government. The committee
is run by the Deputy Minister of Quebec and the Deputy Minster for Citizenship and Immigration
of Canada.

The dynamics of this type of relationship seem to be unfavorable to the federal
government and one would assume that they would take a stand against such actions. In fact the
info&nmt indicated that under the Liberal government, when Paul Martin was the Prime
Mirﬁs}:r, the tensions between the federal government and the province of Québec came to a
poinf where “a few high level bureaucrats” were weighing different options on how to amend the

Accord. Québec was getting more than its fair share of federal money and it seemed to be that in
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every scenario Québec “had &e upper hand”. The task force that was set up contacted the
informant for some input on how to address the issue in;é diplomatic way. However, once there
was a change of government and Prime Minis_ter Stephen Harper was elected everything came to
a haﬁ. The contact 'noteci ‘that since the Prime Minister currently in power is a minority
government it is not in a position to make any‘ waves with Québec, particularly with regélrds to
something as important as immigration in Québec. In Québec immigration is synonymous to its
distinctiveness as a society and its‘cultural identity. In order to increase the chanées for the
current Prime Minister to win the next election, he needs the support of Québec and can only
ensure this by allqwing the Accord to run smoothly. With that .being said it then becomes obvious -
that in order to maintain thé Accord the federal government and the provincial governments need
to be on good terms, furthermore it would follow that in order to have negotiated this type of
agreement the P’reinier of Québec at the time must have been on good terms with the'Minister of
Citizenship and Immigration Canada. Québec must have also had the institutional capacity to
mdbilize itself and negotiate the agreements and have the institutional framework in place to
support such arrangements. From the interviews conducted for this project, and particularly the
interview regarding Québéc it has become very obvious that these bi-lateral agreements are very
political and personal relations of Ministers and officials may play a rolé in the negotiation
process and the maintenance of these bi-lateral agreemehts. (Johns et al.; 2007) Tliis is not to

diminish the impact the threat of sovereignty had on these negotiations in the 1990’s.

THE PROVINCE OF ONTARIO

Ontario as a province receives 60% of immigrants who come to Canada and

approximately 40% of the number of immigrants who come to Canada come to Toronto
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(Government of Ontario). Ontario takes a different approach to immigration than both Québec
and Manitoba, and one of the reasons for the different approach may be due to the sheer number
of immigrants the province receives. One of the main differences is an institutional difference,
Ontario wants to maintain a certain relationship with the immigrant-serving community in the
province, not only does it want to be well liked by these agencies but they also want to be seen as
part of this community; an organization that also delivers services. Whereas, from the interviews
conducted with the other prbvinces it seems that Manitoba has worked collaboratively with them,
and gives these agencies the opportunity to provide input for the negotiations. On the other hand
in Québec there seems to be a more strenuous relationship between the province and the
immigrant serving agencies. In this particular case there is neither a flow of information nor a
flow of resources between the two parties.

Ontario also differs from Québec, another one of the main-immigrant receiving provinces
in Canada, as it does not have a distinct culture or language that it needs to strive to preserve.
_Thus immigrant-selection has not necessarily been a political priority for Ontario. And unlike
Manitoba, a province which has only recently become more interested in immigration Ontario
does not have a depleting population. However, the large influx of immigrants, and to a certain
extent the very little control over immigration, can create other tensions and strains on the
province and on Toronto that need to be taken into consideration.

Until the recent bi-lateral agreement negotiated between the federal and provincial
government, Ontario like all of the other provinces who took interest in immigration, with the
exception of Québec, seemed to focus more on the integration aspect of immigration. Provinces
focused on helping newcomers integrate into society and settle in the province rather than the

immigration process and immigrant selection. Due to the fact that there was no bi-lateral
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égreement the federal govermhent played an important role in the immigration and settlement
process for Ontario. However, as indicated from an interview conducted with a government
official in the Ontario Ministry of Citizeﬁship andv Immigration, the provincial government has
struggled to get the federal government to addfess its real needs. The federal government is a
large bureaucratic institution and when such an institution has control over something so large, it
tends to deal with issues in a general manner. Thus, in this case the amount of money that is
allocated for immigration and settlement services as well as the extent to which the federal
government decides to collaborate with the provinces and satisfy their needs, amongst other
factors depends on the type of political agenda they have decided to put forward. The contact
indicated that considering the fact that more than half the immigrants that come to Canada settle
in Ontario, the provincial government thought that they should have a bigger voice in Federal-
Provincial-Territorial negotiations regarding immigration, which was not always the case. As a
result, Ontario decided that it needed to have more control over immigration and negotiated an
agreemeﬁt with the-federal government that was signed in the summer 0f.2005. Some factors that
have played a role in the negotiation process include: the institutional capacity that Ontario has in
this area, and whether or not they were able to utilize their capacity to push forward their
interests. It is also important to note that before the summer of 2005 Ontario had never negotiated
a bi-lateral immigration agreement with the federal government and thus it may not have been as
obvious to the federal government that the government of Ontario was serious or even interested
in immigration. The contact also stated that these types of negotiations are very complex and
politics plays an integral part of this process. Although the contact was aware of that both Québec
‘and Manitoba had negotiated agreements with the federal government I did not get the |

impression that Ontario had looked at the bi-lateral agreements in any depth before starting the
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negotiations with the federal government; this could have helped negotiate a more favorable
agreement.

Before delving into the Canada-Ontario Agreement that was signed in 2005, it is worth
pondering on an important point. It may come as a surprise that Ontario, one of the main
immigrant-receiving provinces in Canada has only recently negotiated a bi-lateral immigration
agreement with the federal government. As indicated earlier, the process is a political negotiation,
and it is worth looking at the history of the federal-provincial relations between Canada and
Ontario throughout the years. According to Courchene and Telmer (1998) for many years Ontario
was the heartland of Canada, which as they claim that this was politically translated as the
interests of Ontario are the interests of Canada. Throughout Canadian history Ontario has been an
economically sound province and yields a substantial portion of Canada’s Gross Domestic
‘Product. However, during the late 1980’s to the mid-1990’s, Canada went through a recession
and in order to deal with the strains of the recession the government of Ontario under Premier
Peterson followed by Premier Rae, decided to promote a very strong social agenda. The social
agenda that was put forward differed drastically from the agenda that Ottawa was trying to
pursue. Both governments were determined to put forward their agenda and inevitably the
dynamics of the relationship changed. It became clear that the federal government did not agree
. with Ontario’s social agenda and made several policies that were not only unfavorable for
Ontario put seemed to purposely target Ontario. In 1995, a new government was elected, the
Conservative government lead by Premier Harris. The agenda put forward by Premier Harris
were very different from the previous government; however, the intergovernmental relations
between Ontario and the federal government were still not good, it seemed to be the case that

Ontario was no longer one of the federal government’s main priorities and such times were never
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to come‘again (Courchene, ’I‘.‘; and Telmer, C.; 1998). It is important to note that the socigl
| agenda put forward during this period was not about immigration however, as mentioned earlier
the relationship bétween the ministers defermines how well the negotiation process goes and
whether or not negotiations take place. Thus even if Ontario wanted to negotiate a bi-lateral
agreement, the relationship between the federal and provincial governments was not conducivé.
Furthermore, unlike Québec, Ontario was unable make the same claim and demand to be
recognized as é “distinct society”, nor was Ontario a threat to sovéreignty and thirdly the
institutional capacity that would have been necessary to make such a favorable agreement was
not in place in Ontario at the time.

As a result Ontario was one of the last three provinces, the other two are Alberta and
Nova Scotia, that did not have a written agreement with the federal government by the end of the
1990’s,. Instead Ontario deferred all immigration matters to the federal government. Aﬁracting
immigrants was not an issue for Ontario and it seems that the province did not see immigration as
a priority instead it would communicate with the federal settlement authorities based at Canada
Employment and Immigration Commission (CEIC) to deal with one specific issue at a time
(Dirks, G.; 1995). Although Ontario has always participated in intergovernmental affairs and
attended the annual Ministerial meetings regarding immigration, the current government saw it
necessary to take this relationship to the next level. As the province that receives the majority of
immigrants, Ontario felt the government should be more responsive to its needs; however that
was not the case. Aé a result it took initiative to negotiate an immigration agregmenf with the
federal government that was signed and finalized on November 21, 2005 by the Ministers of
Citizenship and Immigration Canada and Ontario Citizenship and Immigration. As indicated

from the interview conducted with the government official from the Ontario Ministry of
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Citizenship and Immigration from the provincial side the agreement was a collaborative inter-

ministerial effort. The agreement was finalized by a team of four public service officials from the

following provincial ministries: Ministry of Economy, Development and Trade, one from the

Ministry of Training Colleges and Universities, an official from the Ministry of

Intergovernmental Affairs and a representative from Community and Social Services. The

informant indicated that this negotiation was part of a bigger agreement called the Canada-

Ontario Agreement which encompassed several sub-sections one of which was on immigration.

The fact that there were several ministries involved in this agreement may have restricted the

ability for each department to push forward their specific agenda. In such situations there may

have been several predicaments where each of the departments may have had to sacrifice their

objectives not to hinder the negotiation process.

The sub-agreement of the Canada-Ontario Agreement that will be discussed in this paper

is called the Canada-Ontario Immigration Agreement and as was indicated from the interviews

conducted with government officials from Ontario, the five main components of this agreement

include:

Attraction initiatives and pre-arrival services

Labour market recruitment and job growth

Labour market integration

Social integration (Coordinating settlement services and language training)

Municipal and employer engagement

Like every other federal-provincial agreement on immigration, the Canadian government

determines the national standards and objectives of immigration, prescribes the classes of persons

and the criteria by which they are admitted. However, Ontario will be consulted and have the
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obportunity to make recommendations that pertain to its specific néeds and the federal
government will be ab1¢ to assess these recommendations in the context of Canada as a whdle.
(CIC, 2005). |

The details available on this agreement seem to be very general and very little power
seems to have been passed down to the government of Ontario. Furthermore much of the
agreement focuses on shared and collaborative efforts from both parties as opposed to granting
the province sole responsibility over some sections. However, one of the biggest differences.
between the bi-lateral agreements made between the federal government, Qpébec, and Manitoba
in contrast to Ontario is that the other provinces negotiated unconditional transfers, thus the
federal government transfers the money to them and they in turn decidé how and where the
money should be spent. In the case for Ontario, the federal government has promi.sed Ontario
$920 million dollars (CIC — F.T.P.A — Ontario) over a span of five years however, these are not
federal transfers but rather the federal government decide§ how and where the money should be
spent. This is approximately $184 million dollars per year when Ontario receives approximately
60% of all immigrants destined to Canada which is approximately 150,989 immigrants (CIC-
Facts and Figures - 2006). Although this may seem like a lot of money when compared to the
figures released from the Ministry of Immigration and Cultural Communities in Québec it is clear
that Ontario falls short. In 2007 Québec is expected to receive approximately 45,000 to 48,000
immigrants and for which it will be compensated $224 million dollars from the federal
government (Québec’s Immigration Plan 2007 and T.R.C.12007). This translates to Québec
receiving approximately $4600 per immigrant, while the federal government spends
approximately $1220 per immigrant in Ontario. In addition during the infervicw the contact

stated that the federal government has already under-spent $100 million dollars and it has only
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been two years into the agreement. Thus the federal government spends even less than $1220 on
settlement services for every immigrant in Ontario. Part of this may be due to lack of precise
planning or it may also be due to the fact that since intergovernmental agreements are non-
binding they are subject to change either when there is a change in government or when
government priorities change. Due to the fact that Ontario was not able to negotiate specific
federal transfers based on formula in the agreement this does not go against the agreement per se
and is something that should be expected to continue to happen. However, it provides clear
evidence that Québec has negotiated a more favorable agreement than Ontario.

Despite the fact that there is a Working Group and Management Committee in place,
whose job is to oversee the planning and evaluate the settlement service delivery in Ontario, there
seems to be very little room for th'e province to make any substantial changes to improve the
settlement services (CIC - F.T.P.A - Ontario). Ontario is not the only province that has such
stipulations in their agreement with the federal government; however, it seems rather odd that in
an era where the federal government seems to be downloading much of its responsibilities to the
provinces, the federal government has decided to keep control over the allocation of funds for the
province that receives the largest amount of immigrants. The interviews have shed some light on
this, and it seems like institutionalism best explains the reasons behind this agreement. As
revealqd from all of the interviews it was clear that no other province will ever be able to
negotiate an agreement that is as extensive as the Canada-Québec‘Immigration Agreement.
However, it is also important to keep in mind that since the 1960’s Québec was organized and
established different institutions to gain as much control on immigration as possible. Throughout
 the years Québec has developed full parallel institutions to the federal ministry and has

incrementally decentralized the immigration process in the province. Thus Québec has the most
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cépacity dealing with immigration seleétion’ and immigration services, which also gives them
more experience and “know how” to negotia;te the best possible agreements with the f.ederal'
government. In addition, Québec’s negotiations wére very political and were negotiated at a time |
where there was a lot of uncertainty about Québec becoming a sovereign nation. The
comprehensive agreements between Québec and Canada have been contingent on such factors.
Another factor, that may have lead to such an agreement for Ontario may be due to the
wide scope of the Canada-Ontario Agreement. The government official from Ontario indicated
that the public servants who negotiated the agreement with the federal government’s |
representatives were not the same public servants who drafted and researcheci the sub-agreement
related to immigration. Thus, although they knew the details of the drafted agreement and the
process, they knew very little about immigration and Ontario’s needs in this sector. Another
variable that needs to be considered is the turnover of government officials during the negotiation
process which may have changed the dyﬁamics of the intergovernmental relations and affected
the final agfeements (Joﬁns, O'Reilly and Inwood; 2007). After comparing the different bi-lateral
immigration agreemenfs for this project it seems that Ontario’s immigration agreement is the
least extensive and the federal government has retained a lot of the decision making power. The
Canada-Ontario Immigration Agreement also includes a pilot provincial nominee program
(PNP). According to the PNP prospective immigrants apply to their province of pfeference and it
is the province that decides whether or not the applicant meets the province’s specific needs. The
Pilot PNP binds Ontario to nominate a certain amount of applicants each year, despite the fact
that Ontario receives a lot of immigrants already this program, although still rather small, allows

the province to select people who best suit its labour market needs, with the benefit of doing so in
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a much shorter turn around time. Thus, Ontario is able to ensure that the more immediate
demands are addressed in a timely manner.

On the other hand something that is unique to the Canada-Ontario Agreement is the
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that was signed by the three levels of government: the
federal, the provincial and the municipal governments. The objective of this memorandum is to
involve the City of Toronto where over 40% of the immigrants destined to Canada settle (CIC-
F.T.P.A — Ontario). By no means is this collaboration easy to achieve in fact, despite that all
three levels of government want to ensure newcomers settle down as quickly and as smoothly as
possible there are many issues within this agreement that remain unresolved. For instance, in
Toronto there is still no agreement on the administration and funding of settlement services
between the federal, provincial or municipal governments. Thus it is not clear who is responsible
for which services, there is lack of accountability and the funding that is available is usually used
to satisfy short-term programs rather than establish long-term initiatives. This is due to the fact
that funds are allocated on a yearly basis and there are no guarantees on the amount of federal
funds that will be received. Consequently there is a lack of long-term planning which leads to
lower quality services (Papillon, M., 2002). In addition to this, as mentioned above, the funds
come from the federal government and thus, Ontario is unable to work autonomously with
Toronto to implement programs that best suit its needs, because it is the federal government who
decides where the money for immigration is to be allocated. The roles of each of the parties are
not clear and both the provincial and municipal governments seem to be financially paralyzed

and cannot move without the financial support from the federal government.
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THE PROVINCE OF MANITOBA

Manitoba has become one of the provinces that have been negotiating and frequently
amending its bi-lateral immigration agreements with the federal government, and as a result its
Ministry of Immigration has significantly expanded. Part of the reason for a more aggressive
approach which is not the case for either Québec or Ontario is the fact that Manitoba’s population
is depleting, the population in Manitoba is aging and the younger generations are either not
reproducing as many children or are moving elsewhere. Furtherrﬂore, similar to the other
provinces Manitoba wants to further develop its economy and in order to do so it needs to have a
substantial work force which can only be guaranteed through immigration. To put this in
perspectivé, as of 2004 Manitoba received approximately 3.25% of the immigrants destined to
Canada. This amounts to approximately 7,427 immigrants in total (Manitoba Labour and
Immigration; Annual Report 2005 - 2006). Today the immigration division is part of the
Manitoba Labour and Immigration which despite its small size; it is responsible for one of the
largest legislative bases in government. This Department has four core business areas; the area
responsible for immigration is called Multiculturalism and Citizenship (Manitoba Labour and
Immigration). Manitoba has turned immigration into the solution to address labour demands,
which in turn leads to economic growth. Whether this was intentional or not this was a very good
strategic move. Regardless of which party is in power, each government wants to maintain a
healthy economy and thus combining these two areas has helped Manitoba gain more control
over immigration than .it would have had immigration been a separate department.

Manitoba signed its first agreement in 1986, it was a relatively modest bilateral agreement
and the objective of this agreement was to ensure the implementation of programs that addressed

the specific needs of refugees and that helped facilitate their entry into Canada. By 1990
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Manitoba realized that the program had positive effects and increased the retention rates for
refugees, therefore it sought to gain control over other areas of immigration as well. In order to
do so this Province saw it necessary to get organized internally, during the 1990’s Manitoba
merged all immigrant-serving agencies under one department. Although this might seem like a
rather simple step, it had very important and positive implications for Manitoba. Finally in 1996
the first framework agreement was established between the federal and provincial government.
Manitoba was the second province to enter into a bi-lateral agreement with the federal
government after Québec (Clément, G., 2003). Although it was a fairly modest agreement it
created a framework which could be expanded upon. This agreement mainly outlined the various
roles of both the federal government and the provincial government and created a collaborative
effort to increase immigration to‘Manitoba. It also created mutually agreed upon objectives that
both parties should strive to reach, most of which focused on ways they can collaboratively reach
the intended number of immigrants. The Provincial Nominee Program (PNP) was also part of this
first agreement; however, it was not a main component of the agreement. The objective of the
PNP is to allow provinces to select and recruit newcomers who have the skills that meet the
demands of the labour market or those who will directly or indirectly have a positive impact on
the economy. Due to the nature of this agreement and the fact that it was one of the initial
agreements, Manitoba was.only allowed to nominate a small number of provincial nominees per
year (CIC - F.T.P.A - Manitoba).

Since Manitoba is not one of the major immigrant receiving provinces, it had to make
significant attempts to try to get recognized by prospective immigrants and become a destination
familiar to immigrants and a place where they would want to live on a long term basis. (Clément,

G., 2003) In order to do so, Manitoba negotiated a full-blown agreement with the federal
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government, in 1998. This agreement included a full devolution of settlement services to
Manitoba, and a signiﬁeant increase in the role the provincial government was to have in
immigration and settlement services. The fact that Manitoba has re-negotiated its agreements
every couple of years also provides evidence that it is determined to negotiate the best possible
agreement and indicates a trend of incremental decentralization. Manitoba is one of three
provinces that have been able to incorporate a Settlement Service Agreement in their bi-lateral
agreement; the other two provinces are British Columbia and Québec. The purpose of this
Agreement is to realign the roles and responsibilities of Canada and Manitoba in order to:

e enable Manitoba to assume primary responsibility for the design, administration and
delivery of settlement and integration services with respect to immigrants and refugees in
the province of Manitoba;

e eliminate administrative overlap between federal and provincial settlement and
integration services;
simplify the administration of settlement and zntegratzon services;
encourage community znvolvement in identifying local settlement and mtegratzon

priorities; and
e promote results based accountability to ensure settlement and mtegratzon services are

efficient and effective.
| (CIC - F.T.P.A - Manitoba)

According te the Annual Report 2005-2006 Manitoba reeeived $8.1 million dollars in
federal transfers for immigretion purposes (Aiinual Report 2005-2006). The agreement and the
federal transfers grant the proviricial government the ﬂexibility to implement the services that it
deems necessary. The fact that the provincial government is cloeer to the ground helps Acreate a
more positive and fruitful relationship with the immigrant-community serving agencies._As_
indicated in the interview with a govei'nment ofﬁcial from the Manitobe Labour and Immigration
department, which is echoed in much ef the literature on.Manitoba, it appears that ihis prdvince

has been very successful in collaborating with community agencies which provide the necessary

input to make substantial changes in this area.
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Manitoba has been able to gain more credibility and the results it has yielded show that
thé province is determined to reach its goals, as a result the latest agreement signed by Manitoba
and the federal government in 2003, Manitoba has gained more responsibility and control over
the settlement process for recent immigrants in Manitoba. An important aspect included in the
agreement that was amended in 2003 was to increase the number of nominees for the Provincial
Nominee Program (CIC - F.T.P.A - Manitoba). Today the PNP in Manitoba is a vital part of their
success in reaching their immigration goals. The PNP program works in the following manner,
prospective applicants apply directly to the province, instead of going through the federal point
system. Prospective applicants can apply under one of the following criteria: Employer Direct,
Family Support, Community Support, International Student, or the Strategic Recruitment
Initiative Priority Streams, the General Stream, or the PNP for Business (Manitoba Labour and
Immigration). The specific criteria for eligibility is not the point of this paper and the titles are
self-explanatory; however it is worth noting the resemblance of these classes to the immigration
classes set out in the Federal Immigration Act. This may be another reason for the progressive
agreements that Manitoba has been able to negotiate with the federal government, both parties
have similar objectives and seem to address these objectives in a similar manner.

During an interview conducted with a government official who works in the department
of Labour and Immigration, the contact stated that the PNP is very important for Manitoba and it
has been very successful. Manitoba was also one of the first provinces to negotiate a PNP of that
magnitude and thus it was able to create a program that caters to its needs and its economic goals.
Manitoba has the sole and non-transferable responsibility to assess and nominate candidates who,
in Manitoba’s determination:

e will be of benefit to the economic development of Manitoba; and
e have a strong likelihood of becoming economically established in Manitoba.
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(CIC - F.T.P.A - Manitoba) |
Although Canada will have the authority to make the final decision whether or not a potential
nominee is grantéd entry into the country, Canada must advise Manitoba beforehand should it
decide not to grant a visa and provide detailed information to justify any denied applications.
According to the Canada-Manitoba Immigration Agreement signed in 2003, both partie5 should
wbrk together to ensure that the number of immigrants admitted to Manitoba is at least
proportional td its percentage of Canada’s total population. In addition, the fedefal government
also committed to provide opportunities for training and employment to provincial staff, at
Canadian Visa ofﬁcesb (CIC-F.TP.A- Manitobé). This will further allow the province to put
forward ité agenda and ensure that the selection of immigrants fits the needs of the province. This
clause is very similar to Québec’s agreement, although in the case of Québec there are co-
 locations for both provincial and federal government officials.

The contact stated that Manitoba has become a model for the other provinces that have
recéntly become more interested in immigration, such as New Brunswick and Alberta. Although
it is important to note that both of these provinces particularly the latter have unique issues,
Manitoba is still an exemp.lary model. The contact from Manitoba indicated that the various
stakeholders, particularly at the community level, play a significant part in the inimigration
process, whether it is for recruiting purposes, settlement services or at roundtable meetings. To
show the extent to which these various stakeholders are involved in the process, the contact
indicated that in eﬁ‘oné to recruit people to come to Manitoba, the immigration division and the ‘
various universities within fhe province joined forces. The universities, particularly francoPhone
universities, advertised and marketed the fact that internatfonal students who study in Manitoba

may be eligible to stay in the province and be nominated through the Provincial Nominee
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Program. Such collaborative efforts continue and are supplemented by additional bi-lateral
agreements such as the latest agreement signed in November 2005 the Off-Campus Work Permit
Program for International Students (CIC - F.T.P.A — Manitoba). This agreement has granted
Manitoba the authority to allow international students to work off campus as long as they meet
the agfeed ﬁpoﬁ stipulations. This may increase the likelihood that these students remain in the
province upon graduation and thus contribute to the economy, possibly at a quicker rate as they
will have several years of Canadian work experience.
The objectives of the Off-Campus Work Permit Program are as follows:
e 10 enable international students attending the Institution to work off-campus without the
requirement for a Human Resource and Skills Development Canada ("HRSDC") labour
market opinion provided they meet the conditions set out in the Memorandum of

Understanding on Off-Campus Work Permits Program for International Students
Between the Government of Canada and the Government of Manitoba; [emphasis in

original]

e 1o allow international students to deepen their understanding and appreciation of
Canadian society through accessing the Canadian labour market; and to ensure that
participating international students fulfill the conditions of the off-campus work permit
program in such a way that their studies remain their main activity.

(CIC - F.T.P.A — Manitoba)
The immigration section of the Department of Labour and Immigration in Manitoba also
works with Francophone immigrant-serving agencies. Manitoba has a minority Francophone
population thus it is important to ensure that a significant number of immigrants are Francophone
and at the same time ensure that there are adequate services available to help newcomers settle in
their communities. In addition they collaborate with the Department of Agriculture, Culture and

Food. Immigration is a way to help satisfy the labour demand within the agricultural industry

and thus the collaboration of the various departments takes these factors into consideration when

making and negotiating policies (CIC - F.T.P.A — Manitoba).
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ANALYSIS

This compafativc research has shed light on the reasons that account for the variations
between the different provincial intergovernmental agreements. The provinces selected provide
enough variablés for certain generalizations to be made. As indicated earlier, Ontario is the main
immigrant receiving proVince and has one of the most vibrant economies in Canada and yet from
the three provinces analyzed in this paper it is the one that has the least control over immigration.
On the other hand, Manitoba, a province that does not have a vibrant economy nor is it one of the
main immigrant receiving provinces, has been able to negotiate a full devolution of immigration
services and is in more control of the immigration selection process. The two key factors, in
addition td its political and economical priorities, that differentiate Manitoba from Ontario are the
length of time that Manitoba has been negotiating agreements with the federal government as
~ well as its institutional capacity. Manitoba’s first agreement was very modest, even when factors
such as its immigration history and its economic status are considered. However, through the
yeafs immigration in Manitoba has become an economical and thus political priority, it has
resﬁuctmed its immigration department and has been able to build its institutional capacity, and
implement more complete agreements. Similarly Québec restructured its immigration department
to make it more focused, and made several agreements before it negotiated the Canada-Québec
Agreement. Thus a clear pattern becomes evident, in order for provinces to negotiate agreements
that best suit their needs they need to have the institutional capacity and to a degree prove their
capability through their experience. This is not to say that Ontario’s Ministry of Citizenshib and
Immigration is not focused however, it may not have used its institutional capacity to its ﬁillest.
As indicated above the intergovernmental agreement made between Ontario and Canada

encompassed several sub-divisions none of which was the major focus. In the case for both
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Québec and Manitoba, the negotiations specifically pertained to immigration and those who took
part in the negotiations were only concerned about issues that pertained to immigration.

Another factor at work is that both Québec and Manitoba seem to have a clear agenda that
they have been pursuing for several years and both consider immigration to be a political priority.
In the case of Québec, throughout the years and across the provincial political party lines, there
seems like there was a similar agenda with regards to immigration. This kept the momentum
going in Québec which has resulted in the current agreement. From the 1960’s Québec saw
immigration as an opportunity to pursue, and has since strived to gain further control over all
aspects of _immigration to the province, this is a clear example of historical institutionalism.
Furthermore, despite the fact that Québec selects its own immigrants depending on their ability to
speak French and integrate into society, they do so according to Canada’s non-discriminatory
policies. Thus tﬁey do not discriminate on the basis of race, color, religion or any other attributes;
in fact Montreal is one of the more diverse cities in Canada (Carens, J.; 1995). Furthermore,
despite the different degrees to which the different provincial governments of Québec desire its
residents to form allegiances to the province, they have not been successful in eradicating
allegiance to the Canadian nation. It is the same case for the federal government, despite their
efforts to promote a pan-Canadian identity they have been unsuccessful in eradicating a
Québecois identity. In fact other than the Parti Québecois, the different Québec parties have
accepted that Québeckers, particularly immigrants have a dual identity — one Québecois and one
Canadian (Garcea, J.; 1998). Thus Québec’s role in immigration does not threaten Canada’s
sovereignty and is very much in congruence with the federal government’s policy.

On the other hand, despite the fact that Ontario has always received a large amount of

immigrants it seems that it has yet to set a clear objective for itself. Despite the fact that the
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informant from Ontario stated that the objective of this agreement was to “optimize the benefits
for Ontario” I did not get the impression that there was a clear idea of what this really meant. In
addition when asked about future negotiations, the contact indicated that they may request fund
transfers from the federal government. However, again there was no indication where these funds
would be spent. Thus, although Ontario’s goals may not be as obvious as the other provinces
whereas Québec’s goal is to maintain its “distinct society” and Manitoba’s goal is to increase its
population size and economic growth, Ontario still needs to have certain objectives from which it
can negotiate future agreements. The passive approach which was Ontario way of addressing
immigration issues in the past indicates that such objectives are either fairly recent or have yet to
be made. On the other hand, this may mean that Ontario does not consider immigration to be a
political or intergovernmental priority and thus has no intention of creating such objectives or

pursuing further bi-lateral agreements. Only time will tell.

CONCLUSION

In essence, province-building has fundamentally changed federal-provincial relations and
it seems that this has led to incremental decentralization in immigration policy. However it is
important to note, as this research indicates, that the federal government will only grant a full
devolution of immigration services to those provinces that showed their willingness and ability to
handle it. Thus, those provinces that want to improve their current bi-lateral immigration
agreements need to ensﬁre that they have the institutional capacity in place and clear objectives in
mind. Both Manitoba and Québec, the provinces that seem to be closer to their objectives than
Ontario, have either deemed immigration to be an important political priority and have linked the

benefits of immigration to economic policy in the case of Manitoba or have linked it to cultural
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policy and intergovernmental relations more generally in the case of Québec. This is not to say
that other factors such as the relationship between the two levels of governments as well as the
issue. of sovereignty in Québec have not played a role in the negotiations; yet notwithstanding
such factors, provinces have the opportunity to negotiate more complete agreements if they are
strategic in their approach and well prepared in all other areas.

The goal for this research project is to explain the variations in the federal-provincial
agreements. The comparative aspect has provided insights as to why such variations exist and
highlights the similarities and differences between the three provinces. Despite the differences
amongst the various provinces there seems to be a clear trend in all three cases:
intergovernmental agreements on immigration are leading to higher levels of decentralization in
this area. All the provinces have signed bi-lateral agreements and are gaining more control over
immigration. Although this paper does not provide much insight from the federal government’s
perspective, it is clear that many provinces want to gain even more control and customize the
agreements to meet their specific needs. As indicated in this paper, much of the scholarly work in
this area focuses on a particular province, and thus there is room for a lot more analysis. Since
most of the provinces have only recently negotiated their bi-lateral agreements it will be
interesting to see the trends and explanations that future research yields; whether they are similar
or different from this project remains to be seen. However, if the past is any indication of what is
to come in the future, and historical institutionalism is a significant factor, the incremental

changes that have occurred allude to the possibility of even further devolution at all levels of

government.
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APPENDIX A

Interview Questions

Interviewees: Government Officials from Manitoba, Ontario and a representétive from the non-
profit sector in Québec

Professional/Organizational Background — Questions for the Provinces

1. FWhat is the nathe of this department? How long has this department existed? |

2.  Whatis your jdb title? What responsibilities does this éntail?

3. Whatrole does this department have in the federal-provincial negotiatib’n brqcess?
Immigration Policy & Intergovernmental Relations —VQuevstions for the Pro&inces

4. Can you provide a brief history bf immigration policies in your jurisdiction?

5. What are the policy goals/immigration needs of the provinée? How ére they identiﬁ¢d?

6. How would you characterize intergovernmental relations (federal-prov1nc1al inter-
provincial) in this policy area?

7.  To what extent is there information sharing between the provinces?

1ntergovernmental Agreements

8.  What intergovernmental agreements currently exist related to immigration pohcy in your
jurisdiction? How have they evolved?

9.  What were some of the main reasons that your jurisdiction entered into bi-lateral
agreements with the Federal government?

10. What is the negotiation process? How long does it take on average?
11. What are the common objectives of these different agreements?
12. Do you have internal assessment mechanisms in place, to measure the success or

shortcomings for each agreement? If yes, how are these assessments carried out and which
agreement has been the most successful thus far? :
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13.
14.
15.

16.

17.

18.

Can you recall any major hurdles that you have encountered during the negotiation process
with the federal government?

Is there anything that you wanted to be part of the negotiations and was denied, yet the
same demand was part of another federal-provincial agreement?

What are some of the major differences between the federal-provincial agreements,
specifically in reference to Québec/Manitoba/Ontario?

What accounts for the differences between these agreements?

Do you think the federal government is able to make the same agreements with all the
provinces?

What are some of the agreements that you can foresee Québec/Manitoba/Ontario making
with the federal government in the future?

NpEa
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APPENDIX B

When the proportion of immigrants granted landing in Québec in relation to the rest of Canada
during the previous complete calendar year is lower than its proportion of the population of
Canada, annual financial compensation shall be equivalent to the basic amount multiplied by the
escalation factor where:

- The basic amount for 1995-96 shall be equivalent to $90 Million

- The basic amount for the other years shall be the basic
amount of the previous year, indexed.

-  Escalation factor = »

Total federal expenditures l Non-Francophone immigrants
less debt service. (k) "~ in Québec ()
less less
1 “+ total federal expenditures + Non-Francophone immigrants
less debt service (k-1) in Québec (t-1) -
total federal expenditures Non-Francophone immigrants
less debt service (k-1) in Québec (t-1)
where:

t refers to the calendar year preceding the complete calendar
year corresponding to the fiscal year for which annual
compensation is calculated and t-1 corresponds to the
preceding calendar year.

k corresponds to the fiscal year preceding that for which
annual compensation is calculated and k-1 corresponds to
the preceding fiscal year.

Non-Francophone immigrants in Québec = number of non-
Francophone immigrants in Québec as established by
Québec on the Québec Selection Certificates either by
Québec counsellors or by federal visa officers, on the basis of
candidates statements. .

"Total federal expenditures less the debt service is established
according to the federal government’s public accounts.

Canada-Québec Accord Relating to Immigration and Temporary Admission of Aliens (2000)
Gouvernement du Québec Ministére des Relations avec les citoyens et de I’Immigration
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APPENDIX C

When the proportion of immigrants granted landing in Québec in relation to the rest of Canada
during the previous complete calendar year is equal to or greater than its proportion of the
population of Canada, annual financial compensation shall be equivalent to the basic amount
multiplied by the escalation factor where:

- The basic amount for 1995-96 shall be equivalent to $90 M.

- The basic mount for the other years shall be the basic
amount of the previous year, indexed.

- Escalation factor =

I ] Total federal ' I .
expenditures immigrants in Québec (t) immigrants in Québec (t-1)
less debt service (k)

less

less
immigrants in Canada (f) immigrants in Canada (t-1)

1 + total federal +

expenditures
less debt service'(k-1)

Total federal immigrants in Québec (t-1)
expenditures

less debt service (k-1 immi i .
! ) | ! immigrants in Canada (t-1) d

where:

t  refers to the calendar year preceding the calendar year
corresponding to the fiscal year for which annual
compensation is calculated.

k  corresponds to the fiscal year preceding that for which
annual compensation is calculated and k-1 corresponds to
the preceding fiscal year.

Immigrants in Québec = number of immigrants in Québec

Immigrants in Canada = number of immigrants in Canada

Total federal expenditures less the debt service is established
according to the federal government’s public accounts.

Canada-Québec Accord Relating to Immigration and Temporary Admission of Aliens (2000)
Gouvernement du Québec Ministére des Relations avec les citoyens et de I’Immigration
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