
A Report on the Experience of

Sponsors of Kosovar Refugees in Ontario

by

Centre for Refugee Studies (CRS)

York University

and

Joint Centre of Excellence for Research on Immigration and Settlement (CERIS)

York University

April 2001

Funded by Citizenship and Immigration Canada



-ii-

Table of Contents

Acknowledgments...........................................................................................................................iii

Executive Summary.........................................................................................................................iv

Resume...........................................................................................................................................vii

Introduction.......................................................................................................................................1

Background - The Kosovar Refugees................................................................................................1

Objectives of the Study.....................................................................................................................3

Methodology.....................................................................................................................................4

Findings.............................................................................................................................................7

1. How Sponsors Help Refugees

How Sponsors Helped Refugees Socially..............................................................................7
How Sponsors Helped Refugees Financially........................................................................9
Assistance From Relatives (KOF Only)...............................................................................11

2. Socio-Economic Adjustment of Refugees

Language Adjustment of Refugees......................................................................................12
Employment Adjustment of Refugees...................................................................................14
Adjustment of Refugee Children..........................................................................................17
Status of Refugees and Relocation in Canada.....................................................................19

3. Resources Available to Sponsors and Refugees

Interpreting Resources Available to Sponsors and Refugees.............................................20
Employment Resources Available to Sponsors and Refugees.............................................21
Health Resources Available to Sponsors and Refugees......................................................22
Community Resources Available to Sponsors and Refugees..............................................25
Friendships of Refugees......................................................................................................27

4. Sponsor’s General Comments............................................................................................26

5. General Comments - Orientation and Training.................................................................29



-iii-

6. General Comments - Sponsoring Group Joined or Formed Support Network..................30

7. General Comments - Suggestions to CIC...........................................................................31

8. General Comments - Positive and Negative Experiences/Challenges...............................33

Conclusions.....................................................................................................................................34

Recommendations...........................................................................................................................36

References.......................................................................................................................................39

Appendix A - Tables by Type of Sponsorship and Refugees.........................................................42

Appendix B - Tables: Comparison of Written Survey and Telephone Interviews.........................54

Appendix C - Sponsors’ Responses by Community

Hamilton.............................................................................................................................60
Kitchener/Waterloo.............................................................................................................65
London.................................................................................................................................69
Ottawa.................................................................................................................................73
St. Catharines......................................................................................................................78
Toronto................................................................................................................................82
Thunder Bay........................................................................................................................87
Windsor...............................................................................................................................91



-iv-

Acknowledgments

The research team (L. Lam, C. Jansen, M. Beiser, L. Simich, Feng Hou) would like to take this
opportunity to thank the following persons for their generous assistance in giving their time and energy to
this project. We hope that the report leaves important “footprints” whereby your contribution can be
appropriately noted.

We thank Ms. Kim Ward and Ms. Elizabeth Rossick for their effort in summarizing and making
sense of the sponsors’ varying experiences and responses to the open-ended questions. We thank Ms. Lina
Anani for her insights on the sponsorship program and on how the sponsorship program could be improved
for Canada’s humanitarian undertakings.

Our sincere thanks to Ms. Jenny Su, Ms. Anne Ratajczak, Ms. Suzanne McFarlane and Ms.
Dineshree Kuni for their diligent work in transcribing the written responses from the sponsors in the survey.
Their collective effort helped us tremendously to better understand the sponsors’  experiences in sponsoring
the Kosovar refugees.

A very special thank you to Ms. Colleen Burke, centre co-ordinator, CRS, for providing us with
the necessary administrative support to complete CIC-OASIS’ funded project within the terms of the grant
- making sure that every penny spent was accounted for.

Last, but not least, we want to thank Professor Paul Anisef, who has generously given us his time,
energy and encouragement as we worked to complete this report.  We also want to thank Ms. Lynn
Murrell, Program Consultant, CIC-OASIS, for her invaluable comments on the draft report, as well as
Citizenship and Immigration Canada for funding the project.

The research team, however, takes full responsibility for whatever short-comings the report has.
Importantly, views expressed in this report do not represent CIC-OASIS. It is, however, our collective
wish that the comments and suggestions made in the report, which reflect sponsors’ “voices,” would be of
use to CIC-OASIS to further foster the success of implementing the sponsorship program.



-v-

Executive Summary

The Study: The outpouring of support for Kosovar refugees has demonstrated that the spirit with which
Canadians welcomed Vietnamese “boat people” two decades earlier is very much alive. Based on the
returned and completed survey questionnaires (278) and 31 telephone interviews with sponsors of Kosovar
refugees in Ontario, the overall objectives of this study are to answer the following questions:

 How well, from the sponsors’ viewpoint and experience, have the Kosovar refugees been settling
into their respective communities in Ontario?

 What services are available or needed for the sponsors to enable them to adequately assist the
refugees’ settlement?

 What suggestions would these sponsors want to convey to CIC?

Findings: Among other things, the most important finding is that over 80% of sponsors in general are
willing to sponsor in the future. Another major finding that quantitative and content analysis of the responses
revealed was that there is no significant difference between refugee types (KOF vs. KOS), types of
sponsorship (SAH vs. Group of 5) and communities in the following areas:

 Relationship: Most sponsors emphasized that as their sponsored families became more
independent, familiar with their surroundings and more comfortable with the English language, the
frequency of meetings decreased and the relationship became more socially based.

 Language Classes: Almost all sponsors reported that the adult members of their sponsored families
had attended English classes. However, lack of childcare and cultural reasons were clearly
mentioned as the major obstacles preventing women from attending the language classes.

 Employment Issues: Though not many of the sponsored refugee families have obtained full-time
employment, most of the sponsors have used a variety of strategies to help them look for work.
Sponsors found language to be the major obstacle faced by their refugee families to becoming
employed, in addition to other obstacles such as limited availability of re-training programs,
accreditation and limited access to transportation.

 Medical: While most sponsors stated that the medical needs of their sponsored families had been
met, one major problem faced by the sponsors related to the terms and conditions under which
medical needs (dental and counseling) of families under IFH would be fully met.

 Resources and Connection to Community: Most sponsors indicated that they had contacted their
respective local immigration settlement agencies for assistance in the areas of interpretation,
language classes, counseling, employment referrals, etc.
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 Children: Very few sponsors have expressed “concerns” about the children of their respective
sponsored families. For those who did, the concerns were primarily related to language,
behavioural/discipline problems and the attitudes of their parents towards the value of education.

 Sponsors of KOF: Sponsors reported that relatives were very helpful in assisting them in various
aspects, especially in terms of “interpretation/translation” to facilitate the settlement of their
sponsored refugee families.

 General Comments: Sponsors responded that they would like to have received in the orientation
sessions accurate information about the sponsored families, the Child Tax Credit and other related
immigration matters (e.g., the landing process).

With the exception of some critical comments from sponsors in Ottawa, most sponsors reported
satisfaction with what CIC had done for the Kosovar refugees. Suggestions for CIC focused on
more financial assistance for the families, more help with employment, more interpreters, more
counselling, and more effective coordination between CIC, Revenue Canada and medical
professionals about IFH.

By and large, sponsors found sponsorship to be a very rewarding experience; the challenge is
expressed by their collective voice, that “we are willing and we are prepared to do it again”
provided that our “concerns/voices” will not be summarily dismissed.

Recommendations: The recommendations are largely shaped by the sponsors’ overwhelmingly positive
response to the question of whether they would sponsor again, and they are offered to engender their
continuing support in sponsoring refugees.

 Orientation: Sponsors need to have detailed background information on the refugee families, such
as the size of the family, date of arrival, level of trauma and counselling needs, so that they can
adequately prepare for the undertaking. Sponsors also need in-depth practical information and
advice on completing paperwork relating to IFH, the Child Tax Credit and application for landing.

 Interim Federal Health: To ensure that health needs (dental care in particular) of refugee family
members are fully met, the IFH processes regarding coverage, invoicing and payment should be
reviewed and streamlined. Medical professionals should be encouraged to provide health services
to refugees who are covered under IFH.

 Language Issues: The creation of a central interpreter database should be explored to facilitate
timely access to interpreters for sponsors, refugees and CIC; this would enable sponsors to
accurately understand and liaise with relevant agencies about the needs of their sponsored families.
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 Employment Issues: Sufficient resources should be provided to language classes to help refugees
overcome the language barrier, which has been identified by sponsors as the most important
obstacle to finding employment. Appropriate re-training programs and measures to facilitate
accreditation should be identified and instituted to enhance the refugees’ qualifications and better
enable them to attain economic self-sufficiency.

 Structural Issues: CIC staff members who are fully informed about the sponsorship program
should be designated as contact persons for the sponsors so that sponsors receive consistent and
accurate information and are able to liaise with different government departments. Also, measures
should be implemented to help women overcome the structural barriers that have impeded both
their participation in ESL classes and, subsequently, their employment opportunities.

 Expectations: Expectations of both sponsors and refugees should be clearly articulated to avoid
frustration and disappointment, as most sponsors expect their sponsored refugee families to want
to resettle and remain in Canada. The option that some Kosovar refugees took to return has left
some sponsors feeling not only that their humanitarian undertaking was futile but also unappreciated.   
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(I) Introduction

Kosovar refugees had been in Canada for only a year or so when this study was conducted. CIC-
OASIS collected survey data a) from sponsors who returned/completed a mailed questionnaire about their
experiences of assisting Kosovar refugees resettle in various Ontario communities and b) via follow-up
telephone interviews, from sponsors who did not return/complete the survey. This data provides an
opportunity to examine the initial process of the refugees’ resettlement in Canada and an analysis of the
efficacy of the sponsors’ efforts in resettling refugees.

Contracted by CIC-OASIS, the Centre for Refugee Studies (CRS), York University, and the Joint
Centre of Excellence for Research on Immigration and Settlement (CERIS), York University, undertook
to collate and analyze the data from 307 responses to the Ontario Region Kosovar Sponsor Survey (2000)
in Toronto, Ottawa, Kitchener/Waterloo, Hamilton, Windsor, St. Catherines, London and Thunder Bay.

CRS and CERIS also conducted telephone interviews with a sub-sample of sponsors who did not
respond to the mailed survey to determine how, if at all, they might differ from those who constitute the main
sample database.

This study provides:

- Descriptions of sponsors’ responses to each question for Ontario as a whole and for each
individual community;

- Where numbers warrant, an analysis of any significant factors based on type of refugees (KOF
vs. KOS) and type of sponsorship (SAH vs. Group of 5) for Ontario as a whole and for each individual
community;

- Conclusions and recommendations regarding how well the Kosovar refugees are settling into their
communities, what services are lacking in the community (or what barriers undermine access to these
services) that could have assisted the Kosovars in their settlement, and sponsors’ evaluation of what went
well with the Kosovar project and what could have been done better.

There are four main themes that guide the analysis - how sponsors helped these refugees, their
socio-economic adjustment, availability of resources to sponsors and refugees and their reported challenges
and experiences.

(II) Background - The Kosovar Refugees

During the Kosovo crisis, a request from the UNHCR was made to Canada and other countries
to offer protection to Kosovar refugees. Canada responded in two ways. First, the government introduced
fast-track processing of Kosovar refugees who had relatives in Canada and of refugees with particular
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needs. The goal was to process all requests for family re-unification within 15 days of family members being
located. Special needs refugees with no relatives in Canada and who would not be able to repatriate were
eligible for resettlement. Refugees with family in Canada would also be eligible for resettlement. For the
latter group, eligibility was expanded to include not only immediate family members but also siblings, over-
age children, nieces and nephews (CIC 1999b:3). Under the Kosovo Family Reunion (KOF) program,
2,266 refugees were admitted to Canada (CIC 2001:1).

Second, Canada also agreed to accept 5,000 refugees under the emergency humanitarian
evacuation program of the UNHCR (CIC 1999a:4). For the first time, Canada participated in an
emergency evacuation. A distinct difference between evacuation and resettlement is that resettlement
indicates a permanent move, while the principle of evacuation is one of temporary shelter. Most of the
refugees initially refused evacuation and when they did consent it was on a temporary basis (CIC 1999c:6,
9-10). The government issued Minister’s Permits to the refugees, a special measure allowing them to enter,
work and study in Canada. Once settled the evacuated refugees could apply for permanent residence, if
they wished (RSTP 1999:3).

On the bus to the airport for a flight to Canada, IOM employees discussed with the refugees life
in Canada, finding employment and getting settled. They reported that the refugees were not interested, but
instead just wanted to return to Kosovo (CIC 1999c:18). It was reported that they were psychologically
unprepared for permanent resettlement.

The final numbers indicated that Canada had exceeded its original commitment to evacuate - 5,051
refugees arrived under the Kosovo Refugees Emergency Evacuation (KOS) program. Following the peace
agreement, the first repatriation flight left Canada on July 7, 1999 (CIC 1999c:18). As of August 2000,
there have been approximately 1,792 Kosovo landings and 2,140 repatriations (CIC 2001:1).

The medical processing of the Kosovar refugees was also unique. Instead of the usual medical
check overseas, the evacuated refugees were simply visually assessed prior to departure and colour coded
according to how soon they would need medical attention upon arrival in Canada. One percent of the
refugees were coded red (requiring immediate medical attention), five to six percent were coded yellow
(potential medical problems that would require assessment soon after arrival) and the remainder were coded
green (well enough to see a doctor the following day after arrival in Canada) (CIC 1999c:9).

Refugees were initially processed at military bases and then moved into communities in Canada. To
facilitate the latter, appeals were made for the private sponsorship of Kosovar refugees. In this way the
emotional support and necessary orientation could be provided by people in the community in which the
refugees would reside. The government decided that the Kosovar refugees were “special needs” refugees
and therefore qualified for the JAS program. The federal government provided 24 months of income
support while the sponsoring groups provided orientation and support (CIC 1999a:4).

The Kosovars were relocated to designated communities in Canada, chosen on the basis of an
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existing Albanian population, available support services and, in Ontario, the existence of a local CIC. To
facilitate mutual support, the Kosovar refugees were placed in communities in which significant numbers of
refugees could be settled together. Similar to what occurred some 20 years earlier during the Indochinese
refugee movement, many communities formed sponsorship groups to coordinate their efforts to receive the
Kosovar refugees (CIC 1999a:4; Adelman 1982). In sum, comparable to the response of the Canadian
public during the Indochinese crisis, Canadians opened their homes and generously donated many items,
including numerous bicycles (CIC 1999c:1).

The Kosovo program focused on sponsorships undertaken through the leadership of SAHs and
their Constituent Groups. However, for the first time, Groups of 5 were also allowed to sponsor these JAS
cases. The response from Canadians to the appeals for sponsorship was very generous. Initially, the need
for sponsoring groups was anticipated to be approximately 1200-1400 groups, but 1700 offered to
sponsor within a month of the appeal. High numbers of Groups of 5 were formed, many of these with no
previous experience of sponsorship (CIC 1999c:16).

(III) Objectives of This Study

The CIC-OASIS provided the following brief description pertaining to the background of the
Kosovar refugees. Responding to the emergency situation in Kosovo in the spring of 1999, Canada again
played a major role in upholding her humanitarian tradition by facilitating the entry of 7,271 Kosovar
refugees to Canada, providing them with financial support for a period of up to two years, and giving them
an opportunity to apply for permanent residence if they so chose. In contrast to Canada’s earlier
undertakings to resettle refugees from overseas, the Kosovar refugees were offered a temporary safe haven.

Of the 7,271 Kosovar refugees, 2,220 were known as fast-track (KOF), while the other 5,051
were known as Parasol (KOS). KOF refugees were those who either had relatives in Canada or were
defined as “special needs,” such as highly traumatized individuals who were in need of immediate
resettlement. These refugees came to Canada mostly via commercial airlines and directly joined their
relatives across Canada. The KOS refugees were brought to Canada via emergency airlifts and, upon their
arrival in Canada, were housed in military bases in Ontario and the Maritimes. During their stay in the
military bases, private sponsors willing to help resettle them were located.

 The sponsors secured accommodation for refugees and furniture and household goods supplied
by CIC were delivered. The KOS refugees then travelled to the community where the sponsor was located.
While all KOS refugees were matched with a sponsor, the decision of whether to have a sponsor for the
KOF refugees was left to the refugees. Many chose not to have a sponsor and instead relied on assistance
from their relatives in Canada. According to CIC-OASIS, by the late summer of 1999, 1,263 KOS
refugees and 1,320 KOF refugees were resettled in various communities in Ontario - Toronto, Hamilton,
Kitchener, London, Ottawa, Thunder Bay, St. Catharines and Windsor. In total, 844 refugees had
repatriated to Kosovo and 16 had moved to other provinces.

Similar in many ways to earlier sponsorship programs, the sponsors signed an undertaking
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agreement with CIC in which they agreed to try to secure accommodation and furniture for the refugees
prior to their arrival; provide general orientation to the community; help them find a family physician; enrol
them in language classes; enrol their children in school; provide assistance in finding employment; and other
general assistance to become settled in the community. Meanwhile, CIC’s Resettlement Assistance Program
(RAP) provided ongoing financial support to the refugees; other settlement services, such as language
training, were provided by various agencies funded by CIC. Owing to the special circumstances of the
Kosovar refugees, the normal one-year financial support was extended to two years; for most refugees this
support will end by June 2001.

Refugees were monitored via in-person interviews by a CIC counsellor at some point during the
two years of RAP to determine how well they were resettling in Canada. In addition, sponsors were
monitored by CIC in a survey to determine how well, from the viewpoint of sponsors, the refugees were
resettling in Canada; how well sponsors were coping with their role in assisting refugees; what services may
be lacking and what should be done differently if a similar special program were to be launched.

The survey was mailed to 506 sponsoring groups of all KOS refugees and applicable KOF
refugees in May 2000. A follow-up letter and an additional survey was sent to all sponsors that had not yet
responded to the May request by July 2000. To date, 307 sponsors have responded, representing 988
refugees. This represents a 61% response rate to the survey.*

The overall objectives of the analysis are the following:

- How well, from the sponsors’ viewpoint and experience, have the Kosovar refugees been settling
into their respective communities in Ontario?

- What services are available or needed for the sponsors to adequately assist the refugees’
settlement?

- What suggestions would these sponsors want to convey to CIC?

(IV) Methodology

The returned and completed survey questionnaires that can be coded* totaled 278. Appropriate
coding categories for the questions were designed. The coding scheme also includes actual words as
expressed by sponsors in the open-ended questions. However, not every open-ended question could be
coded due to the wide range of responses. A data file was created by using the SSPS program to generate
quantitative data.
_____________________________________
*The actual number of completed surveys differs due to the fact that some returned surveys were only partially completed, some were
totally blank, and some had only the first page completed with the statement that the sponsored family had either moved to another
city or returned to Kosovo. Therefore, the number of useable surveys (valid cases) is 278.
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In addition to the quantitative analysis, content analysis of answers to the open-ended questions
provide an in-depth examination of any common themes and issues faced by sponsors. Sponsors’ answers
to all open-ended questions are transcribed. The analysis is structured to examine the main themes alongside
the quantitative data with specific attention to their written comments and suggestions (See appendix C for
the analysis of each city).

Although the response rate to the survey is said to be over 60% (307 sponsors returned/completed
the CIC-OASIS survey out of 506 sponsoring groups of all KOS and KOF refugees), this study conducted
telephone interviews with a sample of 31 sponsors who did not return/complete the questionnaire. The
interview schedule was designed with questions similar to those in the survey. Analysis of the interview
responses aims to provide insight as to how, if at all, responses from those who did not respond to the
survey differ from those who did. The intent of the telephone survey, then, was to determine whether or not
there had been particular problems among the sponsors who did not initially respond.

The supplemental telephone survey was done with a sample of 31 Kosovar sponsors who were
not recorded as having responded either to the written survey originally sent out in May 2000 or to the
second request in July 2000. However, about one-third of the sponsor contacts who consented to phone
interviews informed the interviewer that, in fact, they or someone in the sponsoring group had returned a
questionnaire to CIC. This confusion likely was a result of the fact that the official contact person was not
necessarily the person who returned the written survey on behalf of the group.

Of the 278 sponsoring groups of KOS and KOF refugees, 61 are from Toronto, 40 from
Kitchener/Waterloo, 23 from Windsor, 39 from Hamilton, 45 from London, 44 from Ottawa, 15 from St.
Catherines, and 10 from Thunder Bay. Type of sponsorship consists of 140 Constituent Groups of SAH,
125 Groups of 5 and 13 unknown.

The telephone survey sample included 31 respondents in total: 23 KOS sponsors from London (5),
Ottawa (4), Windsor (3), Kitchener (2), Toronto (2), Thunder Bay (2), Guelph (2), Hamilton (2) and St.
Catherines (1), and 8 KOF sponsors from the Greater Toronto Area (5) and Hamilton (3).

Regarding the tables, one should note that all tables have two sections. The first section
breaks the relevant data down by sponsoring community. These communities are cities that include:
Toronto (including Toronto, Mississauga, Brampton), Kitchener (including Kitchener, Guelph, New
Hamburg, Listowel), Windsor, Hamilton (including Hamilton, Dundas, Ancaster, Stoney Creek), London,
Ottawa, St. Catherines and Thunder Bay. All of these tables (13 in total) are presented in the following
pages.

The second section breaks down the relevant data by type of refugee and type of sponsor. First,
KOF refugees (who were fast-tracked because of relatives already in Canada or special circumstances,
like needing immediate medical attention) are compared to KOF refugees (who were airlifted and housed
originally in military bases, from which they could possibly be sponsored by private sponsors). Sponsors
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are either SAH (groups such as organizations or congregations who were Sponsorship Agreement Holders)
or GRP5 (groups of five Canadian citizens or landed immigrants aged 19 or over). KOF and KOS
refugees are then compared depending on the type of sponsor. All 13 tables are presented in appendix A.
Relevant corresponding tables making general comparisons between sponsors from the written surveys and
sponsors from the telephone interviews are presented in appendix B.

The 13 tables in the text, and which are repeated by sponsor/refugee type in the appendix, cover:

- How sponsors helped refugees socially
- How sponsors helped refugees financially
- Assistance from KOF refugees’ relatives
- Language adjustment of refugees
- Employment adjustment of refugees
- Adjustment of refugee children
- Status of refugees and relocation in Canada
- Interpreting resources available to sponsors and refugees
- Employment resources available to sponsors and refugees
- Health resources available to sponsors and refugees
- Community services available to sponsors and refugees
- Friendships of refugees
- Sponsor’s General comments

Since the sample of answering Sponsors was relatively small (278), when these are broken down
by a sub-division, like a city, we are often looking at a relatively small number (e.g., 15 in St. Catharines
and 10 in Thunder Bay). When there are sub-questions, these can be based on 1 or 2 cases only. For
example, some questions only apply to the KOF sub-group or to sponsors reporting on people with
children. When the sub-question is not relevant, this is indicated by na (not applicable). But in all cases,
one should be aware that percentages are based on relatively small numbers. One should also be
aware that some sponsoring groups in some communities gave similar answers to some questions
for all their sponsored refugee families, which could have either overstated or understated their
experiences.

Not all responses add up to 278 because in several cases some sponsors did not answer a
question; and not all responses add up to 100% because sponsors could use multiple responses provided
in the survey. In a few questions, sponsors are asked to give an exact number of refugee family members
to which a response applied (e.g., how many family members speak English or have jobs). Since there is
no basis for calculating percentages, the actual numbers are presented in parentheses, for example (17).
Since questions in the survey were worded in a fashion that did not allow a respondent to give the most
important reason, method, etc., large proportions are often found in the category “Combination.”
(V) Findings



7

1. How Sponsors Helped Refugees

Table 1: HOW SPONSORS HELPED REFUGEES SOCIALLY*

C O M M U N I T Y
TOTAL Toron Kitc Wind Hami Lond. Otta StCat Thun

Number1 278 61 40 23 39 45 44 15 10

# of meetings per month % % % % % % % % %

0 times 14 30 15 0 0 2 5 27 60

1-2 times 30 49 33 26 24 30 22 13 0

3-5 times 20 11 3 35 34 35 22 7 10

4-6 times 15 5 30 30 13 2 16 33 0

More 21 5 19 9 29 31 35 20 30

Proportions out of 100% **

SOCIAL (visiting, sight-seeing) 87/100 87 78 96 97 86 84 100 44

ORGANISED (theatre, cinema) 24/100 21 16 22 42 9 32 46 22

BUSINESS (shopping, banking) 65/100 66 57 74 74 52 78 64 44

MEDICAL (doctor/dentist) 61/100 40 43 91 68 54 89 73 44

TUTORING (English language) 28/100 26 27 22 34 21 38 27 22

OTHER 20/100 13 32 0 21 18 22 9 67

How has relationship % % % % % % % % %

Meet less, more independent 43 32 39 78 46 49 46 25 11

More friendship 17 14 22 17 8 24 16 17 22

More at ease with English 7 4 8 0 24 0 0 25 0

Other (and no information) 33 50 31 5 22 27 38 33 67

*Read methodology section about tables, for detailed explanations.

**When %s go across the page, the total adds up to 100%. When the first column indicates a percentage out of 100% it means

is based on 100% . Due to multiple responses, some percentages may not add up to 100%.

                                                
1 Percentage is calculated based on the actual number of sponsors responding to the questions in the survey. Some

numbers are very small and might have made the calculated percentages appear overwhelming. Some questions may not apply to
all sponsoring groups; for example, questions relating to their concern for children. Therefore, numbers will not always add up to
278, and percentage totals may not add to 100% because a sponsor could use multiple responses provided in the survey. Read
commentary about tables, for detailed explanations.
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Socially, help was given by meetings with refugees, participation in activities and in development
of relationships (Table 1). Overall, 86% of sponsors had met at least once. The most frequent number of
meetings was between 1 and 2 (30%). In Kitchener (49%) and St. Catherines (53%), sponsors had met
4 or more times. Meetings were least likely to have taken place by constituent groups (SAH) for KOF
refugees, no doubt because the latter mostly had family in Canada.2 Those meeting 4 or more times included
all KOS (44%) refugees both in constituent groups (45%) and in Groups of 5 (42%).

Considering activities, the most important were social (visiting, etc.) with 87% of sponsors
participating, then business (65%) and medical (61%). In the case of social activities, all sponsors in St.
Catherines, mentioned this activity and it was just under 100% in Windsor and Hamilton. Around 9 in 10
sponsors from Windsor and Ottawa mentioned medical assistance. Constituent groups (SAH) were most
likely to aid KOS refugees in business matters and medical concerns (69 and 68%) but few constituent
groups (24%) helped KOF refugees with medical concerns. These refugees were most likely assisted by
their relatives.

As many as 43% said that they met less and that refugees had become more independent; this
response was as high as 78% in Windsor. Only 7% said that refugees had become more familiar with
English. Well over half (56%) of Group of 5 sponsors said that they met less with KOS refugees.

In comparison to sponsors in the telephone interviews (see tables in appendix),3 they met with
refugees less frequently. About 45% of telephone interview (TI) sponsors did not meet refugees on a
monthly basis, and only 23% of them meet refugees more than 5 times a month. The corresponding numbers
for the written survey response (WR) were 14% and 36% respectively. When meeting with refugee families,
TI sponsors were less likely to take refugees to see medical doctors than WR sponsors, but they were more
likely to teach English and take them to organized activities.

Overall, the data from both the written survey and the telephone interviews indicate that the
relationship between the sponsor and the sponsored refugee families has become more socially based as
the families have become more independent and are more comfortable with their surroundings. As they
become more familiar with the English language, they often meet for social occasions instead of meeting
when assistance is needed. As expressed by one of the sponsoring groups (059-KOS-TBay):4

For some of the sponsor group, the bond of friendship had developed and
consequently friendly social visits have increased.... [S]ponsor members have
become less involved with the refugee family now that their essential needs have

                                                
2 Corresponding tables referring to type of refugee (KOF/KOS) and type of sponsorship (SAH/GRP5) can be found in

the appendixes titled Table 1b, 2b, 3b, etc.

3 Corresponding tables from telephone interviews can be found in the appendixes titled Table 1t, 2t, 3t, etc.

4 Analysis of responses to open-ended questions by sponsors in each city can be found in appendixes marked Sponsors -
Toronto (KOF), Sponsors - Thunder Bay (KOS), Sponsors - Ottawa (KOS), etc.
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been met.

Another sponsoring group said (18-KOS-Lon):
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We meet less frequently. It used to be all meetings were of a helping/driving nature
- medical, dental, emergency, school, etc., now it is more visiting, fun-oriented. They
are more independent.

However, the issue of “brevity” due to relocation and repatriation between sponsors and the
sponsored family could have an impact on their relationship as expressed by sponsors in the telephone
interviews. Responses from these sponsors included:

Relationship was good, but refugees moved from Thunder Bay to Toronto to be near
larger Kosovar community....

....were hoping to bond, but one went back to Serbia, one went to Hamilton to be
with others....

Table 2: HOW SPONSORS HELPED REFUGEES FINANCIALLY

C O M M U N I T Y
TOTAL Toron Kitch Winds Hamil Lond. Ottaw StCat ThunB

Number 278 61 40 23 39 45 44 15 10

Are you providing monetary subsidies in addition to RAP funds?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 65 68 63 65 62 82 48 43 90

YES 35 32 37 35 38 18 52 57 10

What for? (% saying yes)

Rent 22/100 5 13 88 0 30 31 13 0

Food 20/100 19 33 13 7 20 19 38 0

Clothing 59/100 62 47 47 73 60 62 75 100

Other goods 50/100 48 53 13 87 40 35 88 0

Trip to Kosovo 9/100% 0 7 0 0 30 15 13 0

Other 39/100 38 53 0 20 50 54 25 100

*Read methodology section about tables, for detailed explanations.
**When %s go across the page, the total adds up to 100%. When the first column indicates a percentage out of 100%, it means each

based on 100%.

Only 35% of sponsors said that they helped refugees financially by providing subsidies in addition
to RAP funds (Table 2). A comparable percentage (32%) was reported by sponsors in the telephone
interviews. But this was over half for Ottawa and St. Catherines. The principal use of these extra funds was
for clothing (59%), and this was as high as three-quarters in Hamilton and St. Catherines. Only 9% had
helped by paying for a trip to Kosovo. Groups of 5 sponsors were least likely to help refugees, especially
if these were KOS. Sponsors in the telephone interview reported that a higher proportion of this monetary
subsidy was for food (50%) and other (67%). The “other” category, though not explicitly stated, might well
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have included expenses such as dental care, public transit and long distance phone calls as expressed by
the following examples.
One sponsoring group (08-KOS-St. Catharines) expressed:

...many members of the support group provided transportation at their own
expense....

Another sponsoring group (051-KOS-Ottawa):

Many dental needs.... Sponsors are covering one child’s costs $1000 over basic
allowance....

Table 3: ASSISTANCE FROM RELATIVES (KOF Only)*

C O M M U N I T Y
TOTAL Toron Kitch Winds Hamil Lond. Ottaw StCat ThunB

Number 278 61 40 23 39 45 44 15 10

Were relatives in Canada able/willing to provide assistance?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 32 22 na na 6 67 na na na

YES 68 78 na na 94 33 na na na

As a sponsor, how would you describe your working relationship with relatives in Canada?

% % % % % % % % %

Excellent 31 24 na na 39 50 na na na

Good 45 41 na na 61 0 na na na

Satisfactory 17 27 na na 0 0 na na na

Poor 7 8 na na 0 50 na na na

*A question about type of assistance was excluded as it only applied to nine cases.

 Read methodology section about tables, for detailed explanations.

In the case of KOF refugees, 68% had relatives willing and able to provide assistance. This was
as high as 94% in Hamilton and 78% in Toronto. As indicated in Table 3, a large proportion of sponsors
reported that their relations with Canadian relatives was excellent (31%) or good (45%). All sponsors in
Hamilton fell into these categories. Almost all (92%) of constituent group sponsors (SAH) said that KOF
refugees found relatives able and willing to help and 70% of these described their relationship with relatives
as excellent or good. One sponsoring group said:

Yes, moral, financial - found housing for all within one block.... [H]e has done a
fabulous job... (17-KOF-Toronto).
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Another sponsoring group (05-KOF-Hamilton) added: “Yes. They did a lot for us.”
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2.  Socio-Economic Adjustment of Refugees

Table 4: LANGUAGE ADJUSTMENT OF REFUGEES

C O M M U N I T Y

TOTAL Toron Kitch Winds Hamil Lond. Ottaw StCat ThunB

Number 278 61 40 23 39 45 44 15 10

Sponsors reporting if any members could speak English

% % % % % % % % %

Fluently 21 21 3 9 10 38 29 40 20

Somewhat 73 74 94 78 74 60 68 60 70

Not at all 6 5 3 13 16 2 3 0 10

Number of family members able to speak English

Total (599) (110) (91) (54) (80) (113) (116) (28) (13)

Male (316) (47) (47) (33) (39) (46) (67) (20) (6)

Female (283) (63) (44) (21) (41) (67) (49) (8) (7)

Sponsors reporting that adult family members were attending English language classes

% % % % % % % % %

NO 12 15 15 13 18 11 7 0 0

YES 88 85 85 87 82 89 93 100 100

Sponsors reporting greatest benefit for attendance

% % % % % % % % %

Improve ability to integrate 41 29 42 58 52 43 41 27 40

Other reasons 3 6 6 0 3 0 2 0 10

Combination of reasons 56 65 52 42 45 57 57 73 50

Sponsors reporting why some did not attend classes *

% % % % % % % % %

No time 25 44 23 13 17 27 19 0 0

Too old 10 17 0 25 25 0 0 0 0

Combination and other 62 39 62 62 58 73 75 100 0

Not applicable 3 0 15 0 0 0 6 0 0

*Since 88% of sponsors reported that refugees were attending classes, numbers here are very small.

 Read methodology section about tables, for detailed explanations.
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Language

A relatively low proportion (6%) of sponsors reported that refugees didn’t know English at all
(Table 4). The majority (73%) stated that they knew it somewhat. The highest proportions were to be found
in St. Catherines (4 in 10) and London (38%). Constituent sponsors (SAH) of KOS refugees, reported
the highest proportion of refugees who spoke English fluently (29%) followed by Group of 5 (GRP5)
sponsors of KOF refugees (28%). When considering the number of families able to speak English, this
applied to 599 families, including 316 males and 283 females.

A very high proportion (88%) of sponsors reported that adult family members were attending
English language classes and there was little variation by city. Sponsors reported that 91% of KOS refugees
were taking classes and they were most likely to do so if they were sponsored by the constituent groups
(SAH). Many (56%) who did report the greatest benefit of refugees taking classes gave a combination of
reasons, such as to improve ability to communicate and integrate and to find jobs (56%); 41% said it was
to improve their ability to integrate. This pattern was also reported by 58% in Windsor and 52% in
Hamilton. It was highest among constituent sponsors (SAH) supporting KOS refugees (46%) followed by
Group of 5 sponsors supporting KOF refugees (45%).

While a large number of sponsors reported combinations of reasons (62%) for non-attendance at
these classes, one-quarter simply said they had no time, while one in ten felt that they were too old to do
so. By far, those in Toronto (44%) were most likely to report that there was no time, the next highest being
27% in London. A quarter each in Windsor and Hamilton reported that refugees were too old. KOF
refugees (41%) were most likely to say they had no time particularly if they were supported by constituent
groups (SAH). Also, sponsors in some communities had reported the non-attendance was related to gender
and childcare. Some selected examples illustrate this:

The mother is looking after 3 children, including a baby and her household. All
laundry is done by hand... (16-KOF-Toronto).

Wife obeyed husband and stayed at home in her place... (61-KOF-Toronto).

...mother stays at home with the 3 yrs. old... (04-KOS-St. Catharines).

...mother has young children and does not go but speaks quite well due to social
interaction... (12-KOS-London).

Mother and homemaker roles are prime responsibilities... (06-KOF-Hamilton).

The mother wants to attend but cannot due to cultural expectations, i.e., household
chores and children... (20-KOS-Kitchener/Waterloo).

However, a greater proportion of sponsors in the telephone interview than sponsors in the written
survey reported that their sponsored families didn’t know English (29%). Just slightly over half (52%) stated
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that they knew the English language “somewhat.” Similar to sponsors in the written survey, a very high
proportion of these adult family members were attending English language classes (93%) and the reported
greatest benefit was comparable to that of the sponsors in the written survey. Similar reasons such as “too
old, no time, illness, and child care commitments” had also been reported by sponsors for those adult
members who were not attending English language classes.

Table 5: EMPLOYMENT ADJUSTMENT OF REFUGEES

C O M M U N I T Y

TOTAL Toron Kitc Wind Hami Lond. Otta StCat Thun

Number 278 61 40 23 39 45 44 15 10

Methods sponsors used (or planned to use) to help familes find jobs

% % % % % % % % %

Networking, personal 16 16 13 17 6 19 27 10 0

Government/community 5 2 9 0 9 8 3 10 0

Language 9 28 4 17 3 0 3 0 0

Combination of methods 42 40 39 39 49 35 52 50 25

Others 17 12 31 5 18 11 15 10 75

Not applicable 11 2 4 22 15 27 0 20 0

Proportion of sponsors reporting that family members found employment

% % % % % % % % %

NO 52 39 42 43 69 67 14 47 10

YES 48 61 58 57 31 33 86 53 90

Proportion of sponsors reporting the type of employment found

% % % % % % % % %

Full-time 14 4 16 7 31 21 8 33 22

Part-time 49 62 56 50 54 16 54 33 44

Temporary 31 19 28 43 15 47 35 34 22

Voluntary 6 15 0 0 0 16 3 0 12

Number of family members who had these jobs

Full-time (17) (0) (5) (2) (2) (1) (2) (1) (1)

Part-time (57) (13) (16) (8) (1) (2) (18) (0) (0)

Temporary (40) (19) (28) (43) (15) (47) (35) (34) (22)

Voluntary (8) (5) (0) (0) (0) (1) (1) (0) (1)

Table 5: Cont. EMPLOYMENT ADJUSTMENT OF REFUGEES

Number of family members who had these jobs for the following periods

Less than a month (18) (6) (0) (0) (2) (2) (8) (0) (0)

1-2 months (36) (5) (14) (2) (5) (3) (7) (0) (0)
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2-3 Months (17) (2) (3) (5) (1) (1) (5) (0) (0)

3-4 Months (7) (1) (1) (0) (0) (0) (5) (0) (0)

More than 4 months (25) (4) (3) (3) (3) (1) (7) (1) (3)

Number of family members employed in:

Services (50) (8) (12) (5) (2) (6) (15) (2) (0)

Trades (18) (2) (5) (3) (0) (4) (4) (0) (0)

Office (1) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (1) (0) (0)

Technical professions (2) (1) (0) (0) (0) (0) (1) (0) (0)

Other (24) (4) (5) (3) (4) (4) (4) (0) (0)

Proportion of sponsors who believe there are obstacles in finding employment

% % % % % % % % %

NO 32 35 46 32 14 37 23 17 75

YES 68 65 54 68 86 63 77 83 25

Main obstacles mentioned

% % % % % % % % %

Language barriers 46 40 33 59 53 62 46 30 0

Illness, medical problems 10 8 11 6 12 10 14 10 0

Need more education/training 8 5 0 6 18 10 11 0 0

Too old 7 8 15 0 12 0 8 0 0

Childcare 5 13 4 0 3 0 3 20 0

Other and not applicable 24 26 37 29 2 18 18 40 100

Read methodology section about tables, for detailed explanations.

Employment

When it came to helping refugees to find work, networking (16%) was an important tool used by
sponsors, but as many as 42% used a combination of methods (Table 5) such as asking employers about
potential vacancies, helping with resumes, contacting government/community/settlement agencies, helping
with transportation, following up advertisements in newspapers, offering encouragement and advice and
focussing on improving ability to speak English. Networking was most likely to be used in Ottawa (27%).
Only 5% stated that they used government agencies per se in their attempts to find work. As many as 60%
of Group of 5 sponsors used a combination of methods to help KOF refugees find work.
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Sponsors in the telephone interviews were more likely than sponsors in the written survey to have
relied on personal networks/contacts (44%) to help refugees find employment. A third of them used a
combination of methods. Community/government/settlement agencies were not being used frequently. A
higher proportion (62%) of these sponsors reported that their family members found employment than
sponsors in the written survey (48%), although it was not clear if they found employment themselves or
through their respective sponsors.

As stated above, just under half of sponsors (48%) reported that family members had found
employment, but proportions were as high as 9 in 10 for sponsors in Thunder Bay and 86% in Ottawa.
Among those who did find employment, just under half had found part-time employment, but as many as
14% had found full-time employment. Full-time employment was reported by a third of sponsors in St.
Catherines and 31% in Hamilton.

There was almost no difference between constituent sponsors and Group of 5 sponsors in reporting
that refugees had found jobs (51% and 52%, respectively). Constituent groups (18% ) were most likely
to report full-time employment and the beneficiaries of these were mainly KOS refugees (17%). Also
included in the employment table were the actual numbers of family members who had these jobs full-time,
part-time, on a temporary basis or who were volunteering. Of all family members having these jobs, 25 out
of 103 (24%) had jobs for more than 4 months, while 36 out of 103 (35%) had them for 1 to 2 months.
Among the 95 family members whose type of employment could be determined, 50 (53%) were in services,
18 (19%) in trades, while a quarter were classified as having a variety of other occupations.

Over two-thirds (68%) of sponsors, similar to sponsors in the telephone interview (63%), believed
that there were obstacles in finding employment and this was as high as 86% of sponsors in Hamilton and
83% in St. Catharines. The highest proportions were found among Group of 5 sponsors supporting KOF
refugees (76%) and constituent sponsors supporting KOS refugees (75%). The main obstacle mentioned
was the language barrier (46%), experienced by 62% in London and 59% in Windsor. Other obstacles
included lack of skills/training, problems in gaining accreditation and health problems. A few sponsors stated
that some of their sponsored refugee families were afraid to lose RAP. In a tenth of the cases, illness or
medical problems were seen as obstacles. Language barriers were most likely to exist for Group of 5
sponsors (52%), especially if they were supporting KOF refugees (60%). One-fifth of constituent group
sponsors reported that illness and medical problems were obstacles. The language barrier was captured
by the following responses:

Language remains a barrier for adults... (019-KOS-Ottawa).

Unless...receives training in English, I can’t see...even getting a domestic position...
(17-KOS-London).

Local demand for Canadian certification and Canadian experience, as well as
language difficulties... (16-KOF-Toronto).

The only thing he has to do is learn English... (14-KOF-Hamilton).
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Language is the most pervasive problem... (02-KOS-Hamilton).

Need to improve language skills...lack of a particular skill will mean extensive
training...no experience which can be applied locally... (11-KOS-Windsor).

Lack of education and good use of English language... (03-KOS-St. Catharines).

...parents are not learning English fluency quickly... (09-KOS-Kitchener/Waterloo).

Table 6: ADJUSTMENT OF REFUGEE CHILDREN

C O M M U N I T Y

TOTAL Toron Kitch Winds Hamil Lond. Ottaw StCath ThunB

Number 278 61 40 23 39 45 44 15 10

Sponsors reporting on children 172 42 17 15 20 35 33 8 2

How was the children’s adjustment to school?

% % % % % % % % %

Excellent 41 48 35 47 40 51 24 25 50

Good 44 40 35 40 55 43 55 25 50

Satisfactory 10 12 12 7 5 3 15 25 0

Poor 5 0 18 6 0 3 6 25 0

Were sponsors concerned about children?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 65 80 48 72 70 60 61 60 50

YES 35 20 52 28 30 40 39 40 50

If yes, what concerns?*

% % % % % % % % %

Lack of social skills 5 0 0 0 13 0 0 0 0

Language problems 5 0 9 20 13 8 13 0 0

Making no progress 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Discipline 2 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Parents not encouraging 8 0 0 0 0 15 20 0 0

Combination 12 0 27 0 0 23 13 0 0

Other 66 90 64 80 74 54 54 100 100

*Given that this only applies to cases with children and only to those sponsors who had concerns, actual numbers are very small.

**Read methodology section about tables, for detailed explanations.

Adjustment of Children
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Among the 278 sponsors, 172 (62%) reported on children in the families (Table 6). Families with
children were most likely to be reported by sponsors in Toronto (42), London (35) and Ottawa (33).
When asked how well children were adjusting in school, the overall response was very positive, 85%
stating that their adjustment was excellent or good. The corresponding figure for sponsors in the telephone
interview was very similar (80%). However, among those feeling that the adjustment was only satisfactory
or poor, there were 30% in Kitchener and 21% in St. Catherines. While 92% of sponsors of KOF
refugees stated that children’s progress was excellent or good, this was 82% for sponsors of KOS
refugees. All Constituent Group (SAH) sponsors had positive feelings about the adjustment of children.

Just over a third (35%) of sponsors had concerns about children, the highest being in Kitchener
(52%). It was difficult to classify these main concerns, since 12% fell into the category “combination” and
66% into “other.” The “other” included a wide variety of concerns such as “peer group discrimination,
health problems, responsibilities placed on them by parents, cultural differences, etc.” which made
generalization impossible. Selected responses illustrate several issues:

She is lacking interest in school, like her ancestors see only marriage and being
looked after.... Family members do not value education... (34-KOS-Ottawa).

I’m concerned that the older girls will have to set their studies aside and take jobs
to provide the for the family.... There is really very little recreation, exercise or fun
in their lives... (17-KOS-London).

...poor communication skills...she is excessively quiet.... Maybe going through post
trauma stress... (03-KOS-Hamilton).

She is doing well but it must be difficult for her in helping parents communicate....
This puts a lot of responsibility on her shoulders... (09-KOS-Windsor).

...integration into secondary school went fairly smoothly.... There appeared to be
peer group discrimination quite frequently... (08-KOS-St. Catherines).

...concern about the children’s academic progress due to their frequent absences.
They have been several times with gum infections, high fever... (16-KOF-Toronto).

Behaviour: if you lived in a family where the male is a favourite.... It is difficult to
live in a more egalitarian school setting... (20-KOS-Kitchener/Waterloo).

I am worried that the children are going to find it difficult relocating.... We have
made life easy for them.... I worry how they will feel without this outside support...
(060-KOS-Thunder Bay).

Similarly, in the telephone interviews, children’s concerns were not necessarily reflected in the
question about their adjustment to school. Collectively, comments about children’s welfare suggested that
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most adjusted “wonderfully.” But a few sponsors had concerns about health, parents and family
environment.
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For example:

...children had problems at school. Older boy...doesn’t see value of staying in school
and working at it.... Youngest needs help, maybe underlying issues, might have
learning disability but not sure if just language is the problem. Parents don’t realize
it’s part of their role to help with homework.

Concerned because father smokes and child picks up cigarettes and second-hand
smoke. Little boy difficult to control, always pale...

Sponsor who had an overall positive relationship with the family found it difficult to
handle the problem of child discipline, because they had become quite close and
wanted to maintain the relationship....

Table 7: STATUS OF REFUGEES AND RELOCATION IN CANADA

C O M M U N I T Y
TOTAL Toro Kitc Wind Hami Lond. Otta StCat Thun

Number 278 61 40 23 39 45 44 15 10

TRAVEL AND STATUS IN CANADA

Sponsors reporting that family members had the following statuses

% % % % % % % % %

Landed 35 51 28 20 53 25 36 20 13

Repatriated 8 5 11 4 0 17 6 20 0

Applied for landing status 51 44 50 72 42 52 47 60 87

Exploratory visit 6 0 11 4 5 6 11 0 0

How many family members involved?

Landed (218) (53) (39) (10) (60) (18) (36) (6) (3)

Repatriated (62) (13) (15) (0) (0) (21) (7) (11) (0)

Applied for landing status (352) (41) (43) (48) (42) (86) (74) (14) (0)

Exploratory visit (16) (0) (5) (3) (0) (3) (5) (0) (0)

Sponsors reporting on family members relocated in Canada

% % % % % % % % %

NO 92 98 92 96 100 98 98 67 10

YES 8 2 8 4 0 2 2 33 90
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Sponsors helped with relocation?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 38 0 33 100 100 100 100 80 11

YES 62 100 67 0 0 0 0 20 89
*Read methodology section about tables, for detailed explanations.

Travel and Status in Canada

Just over half of sponsors reported that families had applied for landed status in Canada and that
35% already had landed status (Table 7). The remainder reported that families had repatriated (8%) or that
they had only been on an exploratory visit (6%). Comparable findings were reported by sponsors in the
telephone interviews (48% landed, 44% had applied but no exploratory visit was reported). Over half of
sponsors in Toronto and Hamilton reported families already had landed status. Of the 648 family members
involved, 218 (34%) already had landed status. Well over half (57%) of sponsors reported that KOF
refugees already had landed status, while this was reported by only 28% of sponsors supporting KOS
refugees.

The majority of sponsors reported that family members were not relocated in Canada (92%) - except
in the case of Thunder Bay sponsors where 9 in 10 reported relocation. In those cases where relocation did take
place, 6 in 10 sponsors helped with the relocation. Relocation was most likely to take place (11% of sponsors
reporting) among KOS refugees, irrespective of their sponsoring group.

3.  Resources Available to Sponsors and Refugees

Table 8: INTERPRETING RESOURCES AVAILABLE TO SPONSORS AND REFUGEES

C O M M U N I T Y
TOTAL Toron Kitch Winds Hamil Lond. Ottaw StCat ThunB

Number 278 61 40 23 39 45 44 15 10

Was sponsor able to locate an interpreter?

% % % % % % % % %

Always 59 70 49 57 55 55 50 86 75

Sometimes 32 24 29 35 41 34 44 14 25

Never 9 6 22 8 4 11 6 0 0

Who did sponsor use to interpret? (Sponsors used more than one of the following sources.)

Family member 61/100 81 44 36 87 53 62 36 40

Settlement agency worker 35/100 26 39 50 66 40 11 14 0

Other Kosovar refugee 40/100 21 49 14 40 38 65 43 80

Community volunteer 29/100 11 21 41 18 30 60 43 40

Other 12/100 2 10 5 29 15 14 7 0

Read methodology section about tables, for detailed explanations.

When %s go across the page, the total adds up to 100%. When the first column indicates a percentage out of 100%, it means each
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is based on 100%.

Interpreting

Sponsors reported a few problems with finding an interpreter, only 9% stating that they could never
find one (Table 8). Just under 6 in 10 could always find one and this was as high as 86% in St. Catherines
and three-quarters in Thunder Bay. While sponsors used more than one type of interpreter, family members
were used by 61%, other refugees by 40%, settlement agency workers by 35% and community volunteers
by 29%. Family members were most used in Toronto and Hamilton and least in St. Catherines and Thunder
Bay. As for settlement agency workers, they were used by two-thirds of sponsors in Hamilton and half of
those in Windsor. Naturally, 89% of KOF refugees could be used as interpreters and this was even more
so (92%) if they were sponsored by Group of 5 members.

Similarly, few sponsors (5%) in the telephone interviews reported that they could never find an
interpreter. However, since there was a higher proportion (29%) reporting that adult family members did
not speak English than sponsors in the written survey (6%), family members were used to interpret by 24%.
These sponsors also used more than one type of interpreter. Community volunteers were used by 38%,
followed by settlement agency workers (33%), other Kosovar refugees (33%) and other (33%).

Table 9: EMPLOYMENT RESOURCES AVAILABLE TO

SPONSORS AND REFUGEES

C O M M U N I T Y
TOTAL Toron Kitc Wind Hami Lond. Otta StCat Thun

Number 278 61 40 23 39 45 44 15 10

Are there services in the community helping refugees to find employment?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 30 25 41 33 34 35 31 8 0

YES 70 75 59 67 66 65 69 92 100

Have these services in the community been accessed?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 54 77 48 27 39 61 57 25 20

YES 46 23 52 73 61 39 43 75 80

Read methodology section about tables, for detailed explanations.

Finding Employment

Seven in ten sponsors reported that services for helping refugees to find employment did exist in
the community - 92% in St. Catherines and 75% in Toronto (Table 9). Even when such services did exist,
a surprising 54% did not use them. This was particularly the case for Toronto (77% non-users), London
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(61%) and Ottawa (57%). Constituent group (SAH) sponsors sponsoring KOF refugees, were most likely
to say these services were available (83%) but least likely to use them (only 4%).

A similar pattern of findings were reported by sponsors in the telephone interviews. While 87%
reported that services for helping refugees to find employment did exist, only 25% had accessed them. As
noted earlier in the report (Table 5), since sponsors used a combination of methods to help refugees find
employment and they used community agencies for a variety of services, they might have therefore “under-
reported” when asked only for services helping refugees to find employment.

Table 10: HEALTH RESOURCES AVAILABLE TO SPONSORS AND REFUGEES

C O M M U N I T Y
TOTAL Toron Kitc Wind Hami Lond Ottaw StCat Thun

Number 278 61 40 23 39 45 44 15 10

Has the family had trouble accessing medical services?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 88 90 92 78 87 89 84 87 100

YES 12 10 8 22 13 11 16 13 0

If yes... (Number of cases) (38) (7) (3) (5) (5) (7) (8) (3) (0)

% % % % % % % % %

Dental, eye, mental problems 32 0 67 40 40 57 25 0 0

Reluctant doctors and 13 14 0 20 20 14 0 33 0

Tedious procedures (forms) 5 14 33 0 0 0 0 0 0

Language problems 5 14 0 0 0 0 13 0 0

Transportation  problems 8 0 0 0 0 29 12 0 0

Combination 21 0 0 40 20 0 50 33 0

Other 16 58 0 0 20 0 0 34 0

Are there members of the family with unmet health needs?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 83 90 90 83 76 87 68 80 100

YES 17 10 10 17 24 13 32 20 0

If yes, which? (# of cases) (49) (7) (5) (4) (9) (6) (15) (3) (0)

% % % % % % % % %

Dental 49 0 40 100 56 83 47 33 0

Other and combination 51 100 60 0 44 17 53 67 0

Have there been any problems with the Interim Federal Health Plan (IFH)?

% % % % % % % % %
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NO 77 88 79 74 78 81 54 79 80

YES 23 12 21 26 22 19 46 21 20

Table 10: cont.

If yes, which? (# of cases) (68) (6) (9) (6) (9) (10) (23) (3) (2)

% % % % % % % % %

Reluctance to fill out forms 9 17 33 33 0 0 0 0 0

Coverage problem 35 50 33 33 22 50 39 0 0

Not reimbursed on time 18 17 0 17 0 30 22 33 50

Combination 13 0 0 0 0 10 30 0 50

Other 25 16 34 17 78 10 9 67 0

Read methodology section about tables, for detailed explanations.

Health

The success of the program can probably be seen by the fact that only 12% had problems
accessing medical services (Table 10). The highest proportion experiencing problems was in Ottawa (16%).
Among those who did mention having problems, 32% of the problems related to dental, eye and mental
problems while 13% of sponsors mentioned doctors or dentists who were reluctant. Group of 5 sponsors
sponsoring KOS refugees had the highest proportion (17%) of those stating that they had problems
accessing medical services. Proportions mentioning dental, eye and mental problems as well as reluctant
doctors and dentists did not vary much by type of refugee or sponsor.

Only 17% of sponsors reported that refugees had unmet health needs, with proportions being as
high as a third in Ottawa and a quarter in Hamilton. Unmet needs of dental help was mentioned by just
under half of those reporting that needs were not met. The highest proportion of those reporting unmet
needs could be found among Group of 5 sponsors of KOF refugees (20%).

Just under a quarter (23%) reported having problems with the Interim Federal Health Plan, with
the proportion being as high as 46% in Ottawa. Among those who had problems with the plan, 35% stated
that they related to coverage problems and a further 18% claimed that people were not reimbursed on time.
The coverage problem was most acute in Toronto and London (50% each), while half of sponsors in
Thunder Bay and a third in St. Catherines mentioned not being reimbursed on time. Though half of
constituent sponsors of KOS refugees mentioned the coverage problem, Group of 5 sponsors of KOS
refugees (27%) were most likely to mention late reimbursement.

Sponsors in the telephone interviews also reported problems with accessing medical care. Many
expressed surprise at the extent of the refugees’ health problems and the difficulty of meeting their ongoing
health needs. They experienced more difficulty (24%) than sponsors in the written survey (12%) accessing
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medical services and reported a higher proportion (33%) of unmet health needs of their sponsored family
members. Similarly, they expressed dissatisfaction with the Interim Federal Health Plan because of
perceived bureaucratic intransigence, lack of coverage, delayed reimbursement of “anything out of the
ordinary” and lack of knowledge of the program on the part of hospital emergency rooms, doctors and
pharmacies. There was also a widespread need for dental care. Selected responses illustrate the problems:

They have lots of problems with their teeth and several doctors refuse to take them
because of the paper work and inadequate coverage... (17-KOS-Ottawa).

...there was a problem with the dentist...would not do the work for the amount the
plan covered... (26-KOS-Ottawa).

There is confusion over what IFH covers and there appears to be inconsistency in
how it is applied... (19-KOS-Ottawa).

...some dentists and pharmacists will not accept IFH forms or deter you from using
their service. They don’t want to be bothered with paper work (59-KOS-T-Bay).

...two eye doctors were not interested in taking them as patients, did not want to deal
with the government for payment... (36-KOS-London).

One...dental clinic will not accept IFH because of the slowness in getting paid and
the paperwork... (06-KOS-London).

...dental problems. It appears that only $400 per individual/year has been allocated.
This is far below expectation (13-KOS-Hamilton).

...some family doctors were not as familiar with it [IFH] as they could have been...
(19-KOF-Hamilton).

...dentists hate IFH... theirs is too much paper work and take too long to pay... resist
patient with IFH coverage... (05-KOS-Windsor).

St. Catharine has a doctor shortage. Even doctor accepting new patients do not want
patients with Interim Health... (01-KOS-St. Catharines).

...IFH does not cover all required dental services and we have paid for some of them
as the family cannot afford them.... [A] large number of drugs, required vitamins,
etc., are not covered and we have paid for them (16-KOF-Toronto).

An opthomalogist refused IFH (21-KOF-Toronto).

Doctors don’t understand system of receiving payment for services.... [O]ptometrist,
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dentists, doctors were reluctant to deal with this [IFH] (09-KOS-
Kitchener/Waterloo).

The doctor has complained that it takes forever to receive payment. If we want
doctors to take on these patients (we live in an under serviced area) then they should
be paid within a reasonable amount of time (36-KOS-Kitchener/Waterloo).

Similar comments such as “no unmet needs, but problems with doctor and IFH,” “only
immediate needs were met,” “bureaucracy tremendous, never had right papers” and “...$200 dental
emergency not covered under IFH...later found out it should have been,” were reported by sponsors
in the telephone interviews.

Table 11: COMMUNITY SERVICES AVAILABLE TO SPONSORS AND REFUGEES

C O M M U N I T Y
TOTAL Toron Kitc Wind Hami Lond. Otta StCat Thun

Number 278 61 40 23 39 45 44 15 10

Have you called upon a local immigrant serving agency?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 40 45 40 52 70 58 54 73 80

YES 60 55 60 48 30 42 46 27 20

If yes, which? (number cases) (157) (32) (22) (13) (26) (21) (23) (11) (9)

% % % % % % % % %

Translation 12 16 23 39 8 0 9 0 0

Employment 5 13 5 0 4 5 4 0 0

Settlement & integration 24 34 14 23 31 14 13 9 67

Combination 36 16 27 23 46 48 52 64 22

Other 23 21 31 15 11 33 22 27 11

What has the refugee family’s experience been with these services?

% % % % % % % % %

Excellent 23 21 19 70 9 28 11 18 20

Good 54 41 66 18 79 44 47 64 70

Satisfactory 22 36 15 6 12 28 37 18 10

Poor 1 2 0 6 0 0 5 0 0

Have you introduced the family to community services?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 31 38 21 36 26 38 29 20 17

YES 69 62 79 64 74 62 71 80 83

If no, why not? (Cases) (81) (19) (6) (3) (17) (17) (14) (4) (1)
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% % % % % % % % %

Family members not willing 11 11 0 0 18 6 7 50 0

Language Problems 4 11 0 0 0 0 7 0 0

Combination 21 11 17 33 41 6 36 0 0

Other 64 67 83 67 41 88 50 50 100

Read methodology section about tables, for detailed explanations.
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Community Services

As many as 6 in 10 sponsors had called upon a local immigrant serving agency, with Kitchener and
Windsor being most likely to do so (Table 11). While 36% mentioned that they called on a combination
of such agencies, just under a quarter called on settlement and integration agencies. In relevant cases, the
family’s experience with these agencies were reported to be good (54%) or excellent (23%). Sponsors in
Ottawa were least likely to give a combined excellent and good rating (58% compared to over 80% in most
other cities).

Constituent group (SAH) sponsors were most likely to call on these immigrant agencies (67%),
especially for KOS refugees (70%). There was little variation by sponsors or refugees in the type of
agencies used. Group of 5 sponsors were mostly likely to give combined excellent or good ratings (81%)
especially for KOF refugees (90%).

Most sponsors had introduced refugees to community services (69%), the proportions being
highest in Thunder Bay, St. Catherines and Kitchener (around 80% each). In cases where refugees were
not introduced to these, the variety of responses did not lend itself to easy classification, but 11% said that
family members were not willing. Over half of constituent sponsors had not introduced KOF refugees to
these services, probably because they had their own family members to help them.

For sponsors in the telephone interviews, similar findings were reported. Fifty-five percent reported
that they had called upon their local immigrant serving agency; their experience with these agencies was
excellent (29%), good (50%) and satisfactory (21%). Most sponsors (77%) had introduced their
sponsored refugee families to community services.

Table 12: FRIENDSHIPS OF REFUGEES

C O M M U N I T Y

TOTAL Toron Kitc Wind Hami Lond. Otta StCat Thun

Number 278 61 40 23 39 45 44 15 10

Does the family have friends in the local Kosovar community?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 2 3 3 0 0 5 2 0 0

YES 98 97 97 100 100 95 98 100 100

Does the family have friends outside of the local Kosovar community (apart from sponsor)?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 40 51 51 36 23 42 40 14 14

YES 60 49 49 64 77 58 60 86 86

Read methodology section about tables, for detailed explanations.
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Friendships

Almost all (98%) sponsors reported that refugees had friends in the local Kosovar community, the
lowest proportion being 95% in London (Table 12). But only 6 in 10 sponsors said that refugees had
friends outside of the Kosovar community, other than the sponsors themselves. The highest proportions
were found in Thunder Bay, St. Catharines and Hamilton. The lowest proportion of sponsors reporting that
refugees had friends in the local Kosovar community was 94% of constituent group (SAH) sponsors of
KOF refugees. Group of 5 sponsors were most likely to state that refugees had friends outside of the
community, especially among KOS refugees.

Only about three-quarters (74%) of sponsors in the telephone interviews reported that the family
had friends in the local Kosovar community and a slightly lower proportion (56%) than sponsors in the
written survey said the refugees had friends outside the Kosovar community. Transportation was cited as
one of the biggest problems for the families. Some comments by the sponsors were: The family learned
the bus route, but service was infrequent. Transportation was the biggest problem. The bus was “too
cumbersome.” Transportation was a problem. They solved it themselves by buying a car. The
nearest services were one hour away in Kitchener, which was problematic.

4. Sponsor’s General Comments

Table13: SPONSOR’S GENERAL COMMENTS

C O M M U N I T Y
TOTAL Toron Kitc Wind Hami Lond. Otta StCat Thun

Number 278 61 40 23 39 45 44 15 10

Did you receive orientation, training or resources of support?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 18 22 20 36 30 10 9 7 0

YES 82 78 80 64 70 90 91 93 100

Has your sponsoring group joined or formed any support networks for sponsors?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 64 93 51 96 25 84 39 46 40

YES 36 7 49 4 75 16 61 54 60

Would you be willing to sponsor a refugee in the future?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 17 18 12 6 15 20 27 20 0

YES 83 82 88 94 85 80 73 80 100

Read methodology section about tables, for detailed explanations.
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Over 8 in 10 sponsors had received orientation, training or resources of support (Table 13). This
was particularly so for those in Thunder Bay (all) as well as London, Ottawa and St. Catharines (all over
90%). Just over a third (36%) had formed support networks for sponsors, with 6 in 10 doing so in Thunder
Bay and Ottawa. The overwhelming majority (83%) of sponsors were willing to sponsor refugees in the
future; those least likely to do so were sponsors from Ottawa (73%). Constituent sponsors of KOS
refugees were most likely to have received orientation and training (91%). Support networks were most
likely to be found among constituent sponsors (58%), especially in the case of KOS refugees. Other than
constituent group (SAH) sponsors of KOF refugees (75%), most other groups conformed to the norm of
83%.

Of sponsors in the telephone interviews, 77% had received orientation or resources of support.
Similar to sponsors in the written survey, just over a third had formed support networks for sponsors and
an overwhelming majority (84%) of sponsors were willing to sponsor refugees in the future.

5. General Comments - Orientation and Training

Most sponsors were satisfied with the general information given and appreciated the extent of
cultural sensitivity. Many specifically mentioned that they found the photocopied literature about the refugees
background, different culture and history helpful. Some found useful the information about different cultural
views of abuse useful as well as situations of trauma that some refugees had experienced. On a practical
level, the sponsors appreciated information on where to go for help and services. Sponsors’ responses
included the following:

...documentation was most helpful.... Also helpful were the instructions and
guidelines for finding rental accommodation, bedding.... In hindsight, I realize it
would have been more useful if Immigration Canada has posted this info to the web
so that all members of the sponsoring committee could have ready access... (26-
KOS-Kitchener/Waterloo).

... an excellent job in providing general information about what we should expect...
However, the handbook was not detailed enough to make things easy... (08-KOS-St.
Catharines).

... written guide was good, meeting allowed for discussion of common concerns...
(04-KOS-Hamilton).

All aspects of the orientation, training, etc., were new to us and hence very helpful...
(22-KOF-Toronto).

The orientation meetings were useful though follow through with a particular agency
did not live up to expectations.... More follow up with groups would have been
appreciated/useful... (07-KOS-London).
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The criticisms focused on “overlapping paperwork” and the lack of help with communicating in the
refugees’ language. Several mentioned the need for presenters and sponsors to know the cultural
background of the refugees. Some selected responses included:

“....Conflicting information ... flooded with paper work, some of which was difficult
to figure...not helpful...” (49-KOS-Ottawa).

...a better understanding of their culture would have been helpful... (42-KOS-
London).

...information on the background/difficulties they have gone through.... How to
access medical/dental/social/educational services... (54-KOF-Toronto).

The responses from sponsors in the telephone interviews were wide ranging, but repeated important
themes. They reiterated similar comments as those given by sponsors in the written survey. Some of these
sponsors mentioned that expectations should have been discussed in terms of the culture of the receiving
country, for example expectations that refugees would attend English classes and eventually work and that
the sponsors couldn’t be expected to work miracles. One sponsor specifically mentioned that sponsors
needed to know more about the Kosovan culture, especially gender roles and customs, so as not to look
at this situation with North American expectations.

6. General Comments - Sponsoring Group Joined or Formed Support Networks

Many sponsors in both the written survey and the telephone interviews valued informal support
networks among sponsoring groups. They liked having the support of other experienced or new sponsors
for the purposes of camaraderie. There was mutual aid among sponsors where groups of families were
placed in the same community. Some selected examples:

Meetings for sponsors, picnics, social events for sponsors...sharing sessions with
other sponsor groups... (31-KOS-Ottawa).

...we are part of a network of three related families and sponsor groups... (15-KOS-
London).

...no formal network but we have met or discussed issues with other sponsors (11-
KOS-Windsor).

We have had a few group parties...for all of the Kosovo families sponsors... (01-
KOS-St. Catharines).

We have a network among our friends who provide money, clothes and household
articles for the family’s current and future needs... (16-KOF-Toronto).

Community support group...meet monthly together (12-KOS-Kitchener/Waterloo).
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However, a few sponsors stated that there were some difficulties due to uneven or heavy workload.
For example, when group members dropped out, it was noted that there were more difficulties for those
who remained, and some members did much more than others. Sponsors’ responses included the following:

I remain the only active member of my group and am therefore the [family’s] sole
support... (16-KOS-Ottawa).

We tried but many sponsors were less involved and many of ours even stopped
helping out (18-KOS-London).

...I was discouraged to discover most of the sponsors for Kosovars were ill-equipped
to assist newcomers... (10-KOF-Toronto).

7. General Comments - Suggestions to CIC

A majority of sponsors reported satisfaction. Many sponsors expressed that CIC did a remarkable
job considering the time frame and the pressure to settle the refugee families quickly. For example: as
expressed by the sponsoring group (20-KOS-Ottawa): “Citizenship and Immigration has done an
excellent job in settling these refugees.” Another sponsoring group (10-KOS-London) reiterated: “On
behalf of the sponsoring group we would just like to thank the CIC for being so generous to the
Kosovo refugees and we are proud to be part of it.”

Comments/suggestions by sponsors varied and had been expressed in other domains such as
language, medical treatment, employment. Many focused on the need for more financial resources given to
the families, more help with employment, the need for paperwork to go through faster, clarification on IFH,
more translators, adequate counseling services and accurate information about the sponsored families. The
varied but intertwined comments/suggestions could be summarized as the following:

CIC Support and Planning

- More information provided to sponsor on family they will be responsible for.
- People at CIC to be more accessible, especially local ones.
- Someone to call for check-in/support.
- Direct contact would have been appreciated.
- Should have had more people of same background involved.
- Better coordination between government departments.

Meeting Work and Basic Needs

- Health providers willing to take new patients and accept IFH.
- ESL classes for women with children and the elderly.
- Need more help with employment.
- Ensuring a follow-up program that will allow them to get jobs and not go on welfare.
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- Monetary assistance should not have been clawed back if refugees work.
- Transportation services.
- More financial assistance.

Some selected responses to illustrate how sponsors thought CIC could have helped the sponsoring
groups and refugee family more are as follows:

...need greater co-ordination between government agencies...with all
agencies...information has been fragmented and incomplete resulting in numerous
visits to complete forms... This is very frustrating to all and costly... (09-KOS-
Ottawa).

Better arrangement to meet our #1 problem, interpretation... More ESL at
preliminary levels for parents... (05-KOS-Ottawa).

...one suggestion would be to send the sponsor group a copy of essential benefits to
which the refugee family is entitled to.... Our family had a problem with the Child
Tax Benefit... (59-KOS-Thunder Bay).

...the only problem, or the major problem, that our group and many of the refugees
were facing is the lack of good jobs. All of the refugees were quite eager to start
working and to be independent. Perhaps the government (CIC) can help... (53-KOS-
Thunder Bay).

...we found a great deal of difficulty in getting doctors or dentists and when we did,
it involved many appointments and a great distance from home and need drivers
regularly...we lost some of our sponsors... (18-KOS-London).

More specific information about customs and traditions of the refugees. Educate
doctors and hospitals about the IFH program. More follow up after family arrived
for both family and the sponsor (41-KOS-London).

Employment. A program for Kosovars similar to the Ontario Job Connect for young
people would be helpful for both refugees and sponsors... (12-KOS-Hamilton).

There was a great deal of confusion as to whether RAP benefits...would be lost after
immigrants were landed... (04-KOF-Hamilton).

I would like to see these people receive more help in attaining employment or
training for employment (21-KOS-Windsor).

We need more translators, the ones here are overworked... (03-KOS-Windsor).
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There are too many expectations (too many forms to fill out).... There should be (or
is there?) a government person for the Kosovars to phone to help them with answers
the sponsors don’t have... (06-KOS-St. Catharines).

We could have used more time to prepare.... Also in funding - Something must be
done in the amount they are allowed to earn before deductions to their financial
support are made. They were fearful about getting a job...losing their support
funding and then being laid off... (08-KOS-St. Catharines).

Be more specific about the practical, day-to-day of assistance newcomers need, i.e.,
insist that the sponsors get the adults into English classes and the children into
schools as soon as possible.... Extend the types of Kosovar support staff that were
available in the beginning. When that office closed, we lost our most knowledgeable
and helpful resource (02-KOF-Toronto).

The program is a good and useful one. It would have been better to have more dental
procedures and medications covered... (16-KOF-Toronto).

Perhaps a meeting after one year with other sponsors to compare notes... (24-KOF-
Toronto).

...our job might have been somewhat easier if our family had a more realistic
understanding about such things as...the limits of financial aid that the government
is willing to provide...the role of sponsorship group as a supporting group... (03-
KOS-Kitchener/Waterloo).

Difficulty in making contact with someone in Ottawa working in reunification
program...there is no contact person available from CIC to answer our questions
regarding the long delay in their arrival... (29-KOS-Kitchener/Waterloo).

8. General Comments - Positive and Negative Experiences/Challenges

Sponsors in the telephone interviews and in the written survey reported that their experiences were
both positive and negative. There were many positive experiences reported. Refugees were described as
having become “friends” with the sponsors. They were said to be “strong,” “appreciative,” “patient, well-
mannered” and “willing to integrate.”

Some negative experiences seemed to reflect sponsors’ frustration with issues that were out of their
control, which were then articulated as their greatest challenge in working with these refugees. Sponsors
clearly reported problems with complex health issues. There were also language and employment issues
seemingly related to motivation. In some cases, there was evidently a lack of will or different expectations.
For example, refugees had more expectations than what sponsors were prepared to offer; and sponsors
didn’t find families as “warm” a group thought they would be - they were reserved in communication, only
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approaching sponsors when there was a need. Some selected examples:

Find employment for them and get better health services... (17-KOS-Ottawa).

The greatest challenge in working with this family was the language barrier... (12-
KOS-Ottawa).

Perhaps the greatest challenge is the time commitment.... Finding adequate
employment is no easy task (59-KOS-Thunder Bay).

The greatest challenge was to find medical and dental facilities.... The next challenge
is to find work for the father (13-KOS-London).

Language at first very difficult.... Women really need encouragement to go to ESL...
The next greatest challenge will be to help the father of the family get a job... (05-
KOS-Hamilton).

Encourage them to learn English language and also try to find them a job... (17-
KOF-Hamilton).

...our challenge continues to be to seek the necessary medical solution...and to
continue to encourage both parents to learn English which is necessary for any
potential employment... (20-KOS-Windsor).

Finding appropriate employment that would provide enough earnings and benefits
to allow them to go off federal assistance... (08-KOS-St. Catharines).

Helping a young mother at home with children to gain any language skills and
become self-sufficient... (10-KOF-Toronto).

The greatest challenge...the communication with the language. It is so hard to find
out or understand when you could not understand their true feeling... (23-KOF-
Toronto).

Communication, both written and verbal. We could not understand them and vice
versa... (26-KOS-Kitchener/Waterloo).

(VI) Conclusions

Based on the findings from the quantitative data from the written survey and the telephone
interviews as well as from the content analysis of the sponsors’ responses to the open-ended questions, this
study has revealed the experiences of sponsors in sponsoring Kosovar refugees in the following domains
of content:
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1. Relationship: Most sponsors highlighted that as families become more independent and familiar with
their surroundings, they met less frequently. At the same time, sponsors also pointed out that as many of
their sponsored families began to feel more comfortable with English, the families became friendlier and they
would meet for social occasions instead of just meeting when assistance was needed.

2. Language Classes: While most sponsors reported that their sponsored adult family members were
attending language classes, they also pointed out some common reasons for those who were not attending.
The reasons frequently cited were: lack of childcare and cultural barriers that prevent women from
attending, illness, and some refugees felt that they were too old to learn the language.

3. Employment Issues: Sponsors employed a variety of strategies such as networking, helping with
resume preparation, contacting settlement/employment agencies, giving encouragement and checking the
Internet, HRDC job banks and newspaper ads. Nevertheless, sponsors expressed various difficulties facing
their sponsored refugees in finding employment, including cultural reasons, language, funding for re-training
programs, accreditation, access to transportation and motivation. By and large, most sponsors reported that
their sponsored refugees needed to learn the English language to be able to gain employment.

4. Medical: While most sponsors in all regions indicated that medical needs of their sponsored families had
been met except dental care, sponsors, especially in Ottawa, reported problems that they had encountered
with IFH. Medical facilities/professionals refused treatment because of inadequate coverage, slow payment
and their unfamiliarity with IFH.

5. Resources and Connection to Community: Most sponsors indicated that they had contacted their
local immigration settlement agencies for assistance in areas such as interpreting, language classes,
counseling, employment referrals, filling out forms, questions relating to tax and immigration matters. As well,
most sponsors reported that they had introduced their sponsored families to these facilities if there was an
expressed interest.

6. Children: Overall, very few sponsors expressed concerns about any of the children. For those who did,
the concerns are related to language, behavioural problems, stress, difficulties in school and the possible
negative impact of their parents’ attitudes toward education on the children.

7. For Sponsors of KOF: Sponsors reported that relatives of these sponsored refugees have provided
assistance with transportation, translation, finding accommodation, orientation, accompanying refugees to
appointments and shopping with them. Relatives have therefore played a role in helping the sponsors.

8. General Comments - Orientation and Training: While most sponsors had received
orientation, the comments varied. Some said that it was helpful, others felt that it was inadequate. In general,
sponsors want to have more information, accurate information about the sponsored families as well as
benefits, the Child Tax Credit, immigration matters and more follow up throughout the process.

9. General Comments - Forming/Joining Support Network: Most sponsors indicated a desire to
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form/join groups where they would meet to discuss issues and exchange information. They suggest that the
government make every effort to put sponsors in contact with each other to share their common concern
and to offer each other support.

10. General Comments - Suggestions to CIC: With the exception of a few sponsors who gave
extremely critical comments, most sponsors reported satisfaction. Suggestions to CIC focused on the need
for more financial assistance for the families, more help with employment, more interpreters, adequate
counseling, better coordination between CIC, Revenue Canada and medical services providers about IFH.
11. General Comments - Positive/Negative Experiences and Challenges: Overall, positive
experiences included sponsors’ satisfying feeling of helping families settle in Canada, gaining friendship and
cross-cultural experiences. Negative experiences generally related to language/communication barriers and
problems getting things done adequately for the refugees, regarding dental care for example.

Some of the challenges cited by the sponsors included language barriers, time involvement, cultural
sensitivities, expectations of the refugees, finding jobs and appropriate ways of motivating and encouraging
them to look for jobs.

(VII) Recommendations

The recommendations are largely shaped by the sponsors’ overwhelming positive response (over
80% of sponsors in the survey and the telephone interviews) to the question “Would you be willing to
sponsor a refugee in the future?” In other words, these recommendations are offered with the intent to
sustain/engender their continuing support for the sponsorship program to resettle refugees by taking into
consideration of their expressed concerns.

1. Orientation Issues:

- Orientation for sponsoring groups should include information on the cultural background of the
incoming refugees, including religious requirements, patriarchal family structure and general education levels.

- Orientation should include detailed information on the refugee family so that sponsors can prepare
adequately. This should include accurate information on size of family, date of arrival, level of trauma,
counseling needs and expectations of refugees.

- Orientation should also include in-depth practical information and advice on completing  complex
and numerous forms associated with refugee sponsorship. These include IFH requirements, applications
for landing, Child Tax Benefit applications and any other programs as appropriate.

- Follow up workshops after the arrival of the refugees should include sessions on cross-cultural
conflict management and other topics as appropriate, for example, strategies to encourage women and older
adults to enrol in ESL.

- Information on service providers should be made fully available. The services that they offer
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should be itemized and their important role in assisting sponsors should be spotlighted.

2. Interim Federal Health and Other Health Issues

- Communication within CIC should be streamlined and improved regarding policies, requirements
and coverage in connection with the Interim Federal Health Plan (IFH). Information to sponsoring groups
should be consistent and accurately reflect policy.

- CIC should thoroughly review the full range of policies in connection with IFH.

- CIC should work closely with medical professionals (dentists in particular) to provide needed
health services to the sponsored refugees who are covered under IFH.

- The IFH processes regarding coverage, invoicing and payment should be reviewed and
restructured to reduce extremely long waiting periods for payment. The process should be streamlined as
this will have a direct impact on refugees’ access to medical services.

- A transparent approach should be undertaken with regard to potential health risks to sponsoring
groups, particularly in connection with T.B. This is particularly true when refugees’ medicals are conducted
after arrival in Canada.

3. Language Issues:

- The creation of a central interpreter database should be explored in order to facilitate quick
access to interpreters for sponsoring groups, refugees and CIC. This is particularly important during the
start-up of a project such as the Kosovar project and becomes essential during the sponsorship phase.

- Resources should be directed towards the funding of interpreters. This should be maintained for
the life of the project and not cut midway through the project. Any proposed cuts should be evaluated
within the context of ESL enrolment of the refugee community in question and their success in attaining
English language skills. Lack of interpreters can have serious consequences, particularly within a medical
setting.

- Any counseling being offered should address adults’ low self-esteem, embarrassment and
consequent avoidance of ESL. This may be masked through expressions of devaluation of education.

4. Employment Issues:

- Access to and encouragement to participate in ESL is key to increasing levels of employment and
independence. The largest barrier to employment was the language barrier.

- Existing retraining programs should be identified and their funding levels increased to
accommodate the influx of a large group of refugees. Where no such programs exist, funding should be
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made available so that such programs can be created and developed.

- Regulations regarding professions and trades should be reviewed so that professionals and trades
persons can be accredited and thereby continue with their previous profession.

- Settling refugees in rural areas requires that they have access to a car, which they cannot afford.
Consequently, transportation issues act as a barrier to employment.

- Rural and urban areas have different labour markets, all of which affect the type of employment
available. Seasonal and temporary labour will act as disincentives for refugees to explore employment for
fear of losing the two-year income support. The two-year income support, coupled with payment
deductions and deductions related to employment, can also act as disincentives in some cases. Allowable
earning levels should be increased as incentives to employment.

5. Structural Issues

- CIC staff levels to be increased to better serve the sponsoring community. Staff to be fully trained
and updated regularly so that they can provide consistent and accurate information to sponsoring groups,
particularly within the context of frequently changing policies and practices.

- Different levels of reporting should be reviewed with a view to reducing the levels of bureaucracy.

- Trained staff to be identified as main contact people for sponsors within each community.
Consistent and accurate information to be provided on the full range of sponsorship issues.

- Ensure that either daycare or daycare subsidy is available in order to encourage women to attend
ESL classes. The removal of a structural barrier may be a first step in overcoming cultural barriers to
women’s participation outside the home.

- Ensure communication takes place between different government departments, particularly CIC
and Revenue Canada. Streamlining communication will reduce the sponsors’ frustration.

6. Expectations:

- Expectations of both sponsors and refugees should be clearly articulated so that potential
frustrations are anticipated. Many sponsors expected refugees to want  to resettle, to want to take ESL and
to want to remain in Canada. The exceptional circumstances of the Kosovar project, two-year JAS cases
with the option of return, resulted in unusual expectations on the part of refugees and frustrated expectations
on the part of sponsors.

- Individual assessment on a case-by-case basis should be made prior to the determination of an
entire refugee group as JAS cases. This may alleviate the perception that these refugees received special,
politically motivated treatment rather than a humanitarian undertaking.
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- More information should be provided to sponsoring groups on the effects of trauma to, torture
of  and rape of refugees, particularly the symptoms of post-traumatic stress disorder. This may alleviate
misperceptions on the part of some sponsors regarding refugees.
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Appendix A

Table 1b: HOW DID SPONSORS HELP REFUGEES SOCIALLY?

REFUGEE SPONSOR KOF KOS
TOTAL KOF KOS SAH GRP5 SAH GRP5 SAH GRP5

Number 278 74 191 140 125 32 38 99 82

Frequency of Meetings per Month % % % % % % % % %

0 times 14 20 11 14 13 28 13 9 12

1-2 times 30 47 23 32 28 63 34 22 26

3-5 times 20 15 22 20 21 6 24 24 20

4-6 times 15 4 19 12 17 0 5 16 22

More 21 14 25 22 21 3 24 29 20

Proportions out of 100%

SOCIAL (Visiting, Sight-seeing) 87/100 92 85 86 88 84 97 86 84

ORGANISED (Theatre, Cinema) 24/100 28 23 21 27 20 31 21 25

BUSINESS (Shopping, Banking) 65/100 67 64 67 67 63 64 69 67

MEDICAL (Doctor/Dentist) 61/100 48 66 59 65 24 69 68 63

TUTORING (English Language) 28/100 36 25 30 24 32 36 30 19

OTHER 20/100 17 21 20 20 16 19 21 20

How has relationship changed? % % % % % % % % %

Meet less, More independent 43 27 49 39 47 29 28 42 56

More Friendship 17 12 19 21 14 18 8 22 16

More at ease with English 7 15 4 3 11 14 25 3 4

Other (and no information) 33 46 28 27 28 51 39 33 24

Read methodology section about tables, for detailed explanations

When %’s go across the page, the total adds up to 100%. When the first column indicates a percentage out of 100% it means each figure is

based on 100%.
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Table 2b: HOW DID SPONSORS HELP REFUGEES FINANCIALLY?

REFUGEE SPONSOR KOF KOS
TOTAL KOF KOS SAH GRP5 SAH GRP5 SAH GRP5

Number 278 74 191 140 125 32 38 99 82

Are you providing monetary subsidies in addition to RAP funds?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 65 59 67 64 67 59 62 65 69

YES 35 41 33 36 33 41 38 35 31

-What for? (% of those saying

Rent 22/100 3 30 14 30 0 5 17 46

Food 20/100 15 23 25 13 0 16 33 11

Clothing 59/100 73 52 60 60 60 79 60 46

Other goods 50/100 61 45 50 47 50 63 50 35

Trip to Kosovo 9/100% 0 13 4 15 0 0 5 25

Other 39/100 30 44 46 30 33 21 50 36

Read methodology section about tables, for detailed explanations

When %’s go across the page, the total adds up to 100%.. When the first column indicates a percentage out of 100% it means each figure is

based on 100%

Table 3b: ASSISTANCE FROM RELATIVES (KOF only) *

REFUGEE SPONSOR KOF KOS
TOTAL KOF KOS SAH GRP5 SAH GRP5 SAH GRP5

Number 278 74 191 140 125 32 38 99 82

Were relatives in Canada able/willing to provide assistance?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 32 18 na na na 8 27 na na

YES 68 82 na na na 92 73 na na

As a sponsor, how would you describe your working relationship with relatives in Canada?

% % % % % % % % %

Excellent 31 30 na na na 18 33 na na

Good 45 45 na na na 52 48 na na

Satisfactory 17 19 na na na 26 15 na na

Poor 7 6 na na na 4 4 na na
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* A question about type of assistance was excluded as it only applied to 9 cases

Read methodology section about tables, for detailed explanations

Table 4b: LANGUAGE ADJUSTMENT OF REFUGEES

REFUGEE SPONSOR KOF KOS
TOTAL KOF KOS SAH GRP5 SAH GRP5 SAH GRP5

Number 278 74 191 140 125 32 38 99 82

Sponsors reporting if any members could speak ENGLISH

% % % % % % % % %

Fluently 21 21 21 25 16 15 28 29 11

Somewhat 73 70 74 69 77 76 62 66 84

Not at all 6 9 5 6 7 9 10 5 5

Number of Family members able to speak ENGLISH

Total (599) (153) (462) (283) (290) (53) (93) (230) (197)

Male (316) (70) (262) (145) (156) (24) (43) (121) (113)

Female (283) (83) (200) (138) (134) (29) (50) (109) (84)

Sponsors reporting that Adult family members were attending English Language classes

% % % % % % % % %

NO 12 19 9 9 14 12 25 9 8

YES 88 81 91 91 86 88 75 91 92

Sponsors reporting greatest benefit for attendance

% % % % % % % % %

Improve ability to Integrate 41 34 43 40 42 20 45 46 40

Other reasons 3 7 2 3 4 7 8 2 3

Combination of Reasons 56 59 55 57 54 73 47 52 57

Sponsors reporting why some did not attend classes *

% % % % % % % % %

No time 25 41 19 30 21 42 40 25 13

Too Old 10 14 9 7 15 8 20 6 13

Combination and other 62 45 67 58 51 50 40 63 70

Not applicable 3 0 5 5 3 0 0 6 4

 * Since 88 per cent of sponsors reported that refugees were attending classes, numbers here are very small.

    Read methodology section about tables, for detailed explanations
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Table 5b: EMPLOYMENT ADJUSTMENT OF REFUGEES

REFUGEE SPONSOR KOF KOS
TOTAL KOF KOS SAH GRP5 SAH GRP5 SAH GRP5

Number 278 74 191 140 125 32 38 99 82

Methods used (or planning to use) by Sponsors to help familes find jobs

% % % % % % % % %

Networking, Personal Contacts 16 12 18 18 14 14 11 19 16

Government/Community Agencies 5 2 7 8 3 5 0 9 5

Language 9 19 5 12 7 41 6 4 7

Combination of methods 42 48 40 39 48 23 60 41 41

Others 17 10 17 12 18 8 14 14 41

Not applicable 11 9 13 12 10 9 9 13 11

Proportion of Sponsors reporting that family members found employment

% % % % % % % % %

NO 52 68 50 49 48 56 74 51 50

YES 48 32 50 51 52 44 26 49 50

Proportion of Sponsors reporting the type of employment found

% % % % % % % % %

Full time 14 7 17 18 11 0 14 22 10

Part time 49 65 44 48 50 67 64 44 46

Temporary 31 14 35 29 34 13 14 33 40

Voluntary 6 14 4 5 5 20 8 1 4

Number of Family Members who had these jobs

Full time (17) (1) (16) (10) (6) (0) (1) (10) (5)

Part time (57) (12) (46) (31) (25) (6) (6) (25) (19)

Temporary (40) (3) (35) (21) (17) (1) (2) (20) (15)

Voluntary (8) (5) (3) (4) (2) (3) (2) (1) (0)

Number of Family Members who had these jobs for the following periods

Less than a month (18) (7) (11) (9) (8) (2) (3) (7) (3)

1-2 months (36) (4) (32) (21) (14) (3) (1) (18) (13)

2-3 Months (17) (2) (15) (9) (8) (0) (1) (9) (6)

3-4 Months (7) (1) (6) (4) (3) (0) (1) (4) (2)

More than 4 months (25) (6) (19) (13) (12) (1) (5) (12) (7)

Number of Family Members employed in:

Services (50) (7) (43) (27) (23) (4) (3) (23) (17)

Trades (18) (2) (16) (9) (7) (1) (1) (8) (6)

Office (1) (1) (0) (0) (1) (0) (0) (0) (1)

Technical Professions (2) (1) (1) (0) (2) (0) (1) (0) (1)

Other (24) (5) (19) (9) (14) (2) (3) (7) (11)



49

Table 5b (cont.) EMPLOYMENT ADJUSTMENT OF REFUGEES

REFUGEE SPONSOR KOF KOS
TOTAL KOF KOS SAH GRP5 SAH GRP5 SAH GRP5

Number 278 74 191 140 125 32 38 99 82

Proportion of Sponsors who believe there are obstacles in finding employment

% % % % % % % % %

NO 32 34 31 30 34 46 24 25 38

YES 68 66 69 70 66 54 76 75 62

Main obstacles mentioned

%

Language Barriers 46 47 45 42 52 35 60 44 48

Illness, Medical problems 10 9 10 15 6 20 3 14 7

Need more education/training 8 4 10 8 9 0 7 10 10

Too Old 7 11 6 7 8 15 10 5 7

Child care 5 9 3 7 2 20 3 4 2

Other and Not applicable 24 20 26 21 23 10 17 23 26

Read methodology section about tables, for detailed explanations
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Table 6b: ADJUSTMENT OF CHILDREN REFUGEES

REFUGEE SPONSOR KOF KOS

TOTAL KOF KOS SAH GRP5 SAH GRP5 SAH GRP5

Number 278 74 191 140 125 32 38 99 82

Sponsors reporting on children 172 24 69 52 49 10 12 33 32

How well are children adjusting in School?

% % % % % % % % %

Excellent 41 44 39 46 33 64 31 39 34

Good 44 48 43 42 47 36 54 44 44

Satisfactorily 10 8 11 8 13 0 15 11 12

Poorly 5 0 7 4 7 0 0 6 10

Sponsors having concerns about children

% % % % % % % % %

NO 65 82 58 62 70 91 78 52 66

YES 35 18 42 38 30 9 22 48 34

If Yes, what concerns?*

% % % % % % % % %

Lack of Social Skills 5 0 6 8 0 0 0 9 0

Language Problems 5 0 6 3 8 0 0 3 11

Making no progress 2 0 2 3 0 0 0 3 0

Discipline 2 0 0 0 4 0 17 0 0

Parents not encouraging 8 9 9 13 13 0 0 15 0

Combination 12 0 15 11 0 0 0 12 17

Other 66 91 62 62 75 100 83 58 72

*Given that this only applies to cases with children and only to those Sponsors who had concerns, actual numbers are very small.

Read methodology section about tables, for detailed explanations
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Table 7b:  STATUS OF REFUGEES AND RELOCATION IN CANADA

REFUGEE SPONSOR KOF KOS

TOTAL KOF KOS SAH GRP5 SAH GRP5 SAH GRP5

Number 278 74 191 140 125 32 38 99 82

TRAVEL AND STATUS IN CANADA

Sponsors reporting that Family membrs had the following Statuses

% % % % % % % % %

Landed 35 57 28 39 32 62 56 32 23

Repatriated 8 6 8 9 6 3 6 11 6

Applied for Landing Status 51 37 56 46 56 35 38 49 63

Exploratory visit 6 0 8 6 6 0 0 9 7

How many family Members involved?

Landed (218) (84) (134) (115) (102) (37) (47) (68) (55)

Repatriated (62) (13) (54) (49) (14) (9) (0) (35) (14)

Applied for Landing Status (352) (41) (311) (209) (139) (16) (18) (193) (114)

Exploratory visit (16) (0) (16) (9) (7) (0) (0) (9) (7)

Sponsors reporting on Family members relocated in Canada

% % % % % % % % %

NO 92 100 89 92 93 100 100 89 89

YES 8 0 11 8 7 0 0 11 11

Sponsors helped with relocation?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 38 na 68 87 65 na na 81 47

YES 62 na 32 13 35 na na 19 53

Read methoodology section about tables, for detailed explanations.



52

Table 8b: INTERPRETING RESOURCES AVAILABLE TO SPONSORS AND REFUGEES

REFUGEE SPONSOR KOF KOS

TOTAL KOF KOS SAH GRP5 SAH GRP5 SAH GRP5

Number 278 74 191 140 125 32 38 99 82

Was Sponsor able to locate an Interpreter?

% % % % % % % % %

Always 59 64 57 62 53 61 61 63 49

Sometimes 32 29 33 33 33 30 32 33 33

Never 9 7 10 5 14 9 7 4 18

Who did Sponsor use to interpret (Sponsors used more than one of the following sources)?

Family member 61/100 89 51 61 62 88 92 54 47

Settlement Agency worker 35/100 34 35 36 33 33 36 37 32

Other Kosovar refugee 40/100 31 43 41 38 13 42 48 37

Community volunteer 29/100 6 38 33 25 4 6 40 34

Other 12/100 16 11 8 18 8 22 7 16

Read methodology section  about tables, for detailed explanations

When %’s go across the page, the total adds up to 100%.. When the first column indicates a percentage out of 100% it means each figure is

based on 100%.

Table 9b: OCCUPATIONAL RESOURCES AVAILABLE TO SPONSORS AND REFUGEES

REFUGEE SPONSOR KOF KOS
TOTAL KOF KOS SAH GRP5 SAH GRP5 SAH GRP5

Number 278 74 191 140 125 32 38 99 82

Are there services in the Community helping refugees to find occupations?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 30 28 31 21 40 17 38 22 41

YES 70 72 69 79 60 83 62 78 59

Have these services in the Community been accessed?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 54 73 46 55 55 96 57 42 54

YES 46 27 54 45 45 4 43 58 46

Read methodology section about tables, for detailed explanations
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Table 10b: HEALTH RESOURCES AVAILABLE TO SPONSORS AND REFUGEES

REFUGEE SPONSOR KOF KOS
TOTAL KOF KOS SAH GRP5 SAH GRP5 SAH GRP5

Number 278 74 191 140 125 32 38 99 82

Has the family had trouble accessing Medical services?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 88 92 86 90 87 91 95 89 83

YES 12 8 14 10 13 9 5 11 17

If yes... (Number of cases) (38) (6) (27) (14) (16) (3) (2) (11) (14)

% % % % % % % % %

Dental, Eye, Mental problems 32 0 39 25 32 0 0 31 38

Reluctant Doctors and Dentists 13 14 13 6 21 0 33 8 19

Tedious proicedures (forms to fill) 5 14 3 6 5 0 0 8 0

Language Problems 5 14 3 6 5 0 33 8 0

Transport Problems 8 0 10 6 11 0 0 8 13

Combination 21 0 26 25 21 0 0 31 25

Other 16 48 6 26 5 100 34 6 5

Are there members of the Family with unmet Health needs?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 83 84 83 85 82 91 80 83 87

YES 17 16 17 15 18 9 20 17 13

If yes Which? (number cases) (49) (12) (33) (21) (22) (3) (8) (18) (14)

% % % % % % % % %

Dental 49 33 54 46 57 0 57 55 56

Other and combination 51 67 46 54 43 100 43 45 44

Have there been any problems with the Interim Federal Health Plan (IFH)?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 77 87 74 76 78 94 80 70 78

YES 23 13 26 24 22 6 20 30 22

If yes Which? (number cases) (68) (6) (9) (6) (9) (10) (23) (3) (2)

% % % % % % % % %

Medics reluctance to fill forms 9 0 11 9 10 0 0 9 14

Coverage Problem 35 36 35 37 36 50 33 36 36

Not reimbursed on time 18 0 21 17 19 0 0 18 27

Combination 13 0 16 11 13 0 0 12 18
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Table 11b: COMMUNITY SERVICES AVAILABLE TO SPONSORS AND REFUGEES

REFUGEE SPONSOR KOF KOS

TOTAL KOF KOS SAH GRP5 SAH GRP5 SAH GRP5

Number 278 74 191 140 125 32 38 99 82

Have you called upon a local immigrant serving agency?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 40 45 38 31 50 33 56 30 47

YES 60 55 62 69 50 67 44 70 53

If yes Which? (number cases) (157) (40) (119) (93) (60) (22) (16) (71) (44)

% % % % % % % % %

Translation 12 15 11 11 12 14 12 10 11

Employment 5 10 3 4 7 9 12 3 5

Settlement & Integration 24 44 17 22 30 41 53 16 21

Combination 36 12 45 39 36 9 18 49 43

Other 23 19 24 24 15 27 5 22 30

What has the Refugee Family’s experience been with these services?

% % % % % % % % %

Excellent 23 18 24 16 31 8 28 19 33

Good 54 56 53 57 50 50 62 60 44

Satisfactory 22 24 22 26 18 42 10 20 22

Poor 1 2 1 1 1 0 0 1 1

Have you introduced the family to Community Services?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 31 34 29 38 22 52 22 34 22

YES 69 66 71 62 78 48 78 66 78

If  NO, Why not? (Cases) (81) (24) 54) (50) (25) (15) (8) (35) (17)

% % % % % % % % %

Family members not willing 11 7 14 16 3 14 0 17 7

Language Problems 4 7 2 0 10 0 13 0 7

Combination 21 30 16 12 33 14 44 11 21

Other 64 56 68 72 64 72 43 72 65

Read methodology section about tables, for detailed explanations
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Table 12b: FRIENDSHIPS OF REFUGEES

REFUGEE SPONSOR KOF KOS
TOTAL KOF KOS SAH GRP5 SAH GRP5 SAH GRP5

Number 278 74 191 140 125 32 38 99 82

Does the Family have friends in the local Kosovar Community?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 2 3 2 5 0 6 0 4 0

YES 98 97 98 95 100 94 100 96 100

Does the Family have friends outside of the local Kosovar Community (apart from Sponsor)?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 40 43 38 44 35 44 42 44 32

YES 60 57 62 56 65 56 58 56 68

Read methodology section about tables, for detailed explanations

Table13b: SPONSOR’S GENERAL COMMENTS

REFUGEE SPONSOR KOF KOS
TOTAL KOF KOS SAH GRP5 SAH GRP5 SAH GRP5

Number 278 74 191 140 125 32 38 99 82

Did you receive orientation, training or resources of support?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 18 25 16 13 23 27 23 9 23

YES 82 75 84 87 77 73 77 91 77

Has your Sponsoring group joined or formed any support networks for Sponsors

% % % % % % % % %

NO 64 77 59 62 64 91 63 53 64

YES 36 23 41 58 36 9 34 47 36

Would you be willing to sponsor a Refugee in the future?

% % % % % % % % %

NO 17 17 17 19 15 25 11 17 17

YES 83 83 83 81 85 75 89 83 83

Read methodology section tables, for detailed explanations
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Appendix B

Note: Not all tables from telephone interviews have similar breakdowns due to small cases.

Table 1(t) HOW DID SPONSORS HELP REFUGEES SOCIALLY?

Written response Telephone interview
Total Number 278  31

SOCIALLY

Frequency of Meetings per Month 100% 100%
0 times   14   45
1-2 times   30   23
3-5 times   20   10
More   36   23

Proportions out of 100% participating in the following Activities*

SOCIAL (Visiting, Sight-seeing)   87   83
ORGANISED (Theatre, Cinema)   24   43
BUSINESS (Shopping, Banking)   65   63
MEDICAL (Doctor/Dentist)   61   33
TUTORING (English language)   28   56
OTHER   20   76

* percentage totals do not add to 100 because a sponsor could use multiple sources.

How has relationship changed? 100% 100%
Meet less, More Independent   43   50
More friendship   17   13
More at ease with English     7     0
Other (and no information)   33   37
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Table 2(t): HOW DIS SPONSORS HELP REFUGEES FINANCIALLY?

FINANCIALLY

Are you providing monetary subsidies in addition to RAP funds?
100% 100%

NO   65   68
YES   35   32

-What for? (% of those saying ‘yes’*)
Rent   22   10
Food   20   50
Clothing   59   30
Other goods   50   30
Trip to Kosovo     9     0
Other   39   67

* percentage totals do not add to 100 because a sponsor could use multiple sources.

Table 3(t): Assistance from Relatives (KOF only) - number of KOF in Telephone Interviews
too small (8) to make comparison meaningful.

Table 4(t): LANGUAGE ADJUSTMENT OF REFUGEES

Written responses        Telephone interviews
Total Number 278 31

LANGUAGE

Sponsors reporting if any members could speak ENGLISH
100% 100%

Fluently   21   19
Somewhat   73   52
Not at all     6   29

Sponsors reporting that Adult family members were attending English Language classes
100% 100%

NO   12     7
YES   88   93

Sponsors reporting greatest benefit for attendance
100% 100%

Improve ability to Integrate  41   21
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Other reasons    3   15
Combination of reasons  56   64

Table 5(t): EMPLOYMENT ADJUSTMENT OF REFUGEES

Methods used (or planning to use) by Sponsors to help families find jobs
100% 100%

Networking, Personal Contacts   16   26
Government/Community Agencies     5     0
Language     9     0
Combination of methods   42   19
Others   17   13
Not applicable   11   42

Methods used (or planning to use) by Sponsors to help families find jobs – excluding not applicable
100% 100%

Networking, Personal Contacts   18   44
Government/Community Agencies     6     0
Language   10     0
Combination of methods   48   33
Others   18   22

Proportion of Sponsors reporting that Family Members found employment
100% 100%

No   52   38
Yes   48   62

Proportions of Sponsors who believe there are obstacles in finding employment
100% 100%

No   32   37
Yes   68   63

Table 6(t): ADJUSTMENT OF CHILDREN

Number of Sponsors reporting on Children 172 20   

How well are children adjusting in School?
100% 100%

Excellent   41   50
Good   44   30
Satisfactorily   10   15
Poor     5     5

Sponsors having concerns about children
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100% 100%
NO   65   80
YES   35   20
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Table 7(t): TRAVEL AND STATUS IN CANADA

Sponsors reporting family members had following Statuses
100% 100%

Landed   35   48
Repatriated     8     8
Applied for Landing Status   51   44
Exploratory visit     6     0

Sponsors reporting on Family members relocated in Canada
100% 100%

NO   92   81
YES    8   19

Table 8(t): RESOURCES AVAILABLE TO SPONSORS AND REFUGEES

Written responses        Telephone interviews
Total Number 278 31

INTERPRETING

Was Sponsor able to locate an Interpreter
100% 100%

Always     59    90
Sometimes   32     5
Never     9     5

Who did sponsor use to Interpret?  (% of those who used interpreters *)
Family member   61   24
Settlement Agency worker   35   33
Other Kosovar Refugee     40   33
Community Volunteer   29   38
Other   12   33

* percentage totals do not add to 100 because a sponsor could use multiple sources.
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Table 9(t): EMPLOYMENT RESOURCES AVAILABLE TO
SPONSORS & REFUGEES

Are there services in the Community helping refugees to find occupations?
100% 100%

NO   30   13
YES   70   87

Have these services in the Community been accessed?
100% 100%

NO   54   75
YES   46   25

Table 10(t): HEALTH RESOURCES AVAILABLE TO SPONSORS & REFUGEES

Has the family had trouble accessing medical services?
100% 100%

NO   88   76
YES   12   24

Are there members of the family with unmet Health needs?
100% 100%

NO   83   67
YES   17   33

Table 11(t): COMMUNITY SERVICES AVAILABLE TO
SPONSORS & REFUGEES

Have you called upon local immigrant serving agency?
100% 100%

NO   40   45
YES   60   55

What has the Refugee family’s experience been with these services?
100% 100%

Excellent   23   29
Good   54   50
Satisfactory   22   21
Poor     1     0

Have you introduced the family to Community Services?
100% 100%

NO   31   23
YES   69   77



62



63

Table 12(t): FRIENDSHIPS OF REFUGEES

Does the family have friends in the local Kosovar community?
100% 100%

NO     2   26
YES   98   74

Does the family have friends outside the Kosovar Community (apart from Sponsor)?
100% 100%

NO   40   44
YES   60   56

Table 13(t): SPONSOR’S GENERAL COMMENTS

Written responses Telephone interviews
Total Number 278 31

GENERAL COMMENTS

Did you receive orientation, training or resources of support?
100% 100%

NO   18   23
YES   82   77

Has your sponsoring group joined or formed any support networks for sponsors?
100% 100%

NO   64   63
YES   36   37

Would you be willing to sponsor a refugee in the future?
100% 100%

NO   17   16
YES   83   84
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Appendix C

Sponsors - Hamilton (KOF and KOS)

Hamilton has 20 KOF and 19 KOS refugee families. Most of the KOF refugee families (18) are
sponsored by Group of Five (GRP5) and 1 is being sponsored by Constituent Group (SAH). One returned
survey does not indicate the type of sponsorship. Of the 20 KOF refugee families in Hamilton, 8 of them
are being sponsored by 1 sponsoring group giving the same answers to almost all questions in the survey
for all the eight families.

Of the 19 KOS refugee families, 8 are sponsored by SAH and 9 by GRP5. There is no reference
as to the type of sponsorship for the remaining two returned survey questionnaires. Similar to other
communities, the type of refugees (KOF/KOS) and type of sponsorship (SAH/GRP5) do not reveal
substantive differences in their reported experience in sponsoring Kosovar refugees as illustrated in the
following domains of content.

(i) Relationship:

With the exception of the sponsoring group of eight KOF refugee families saying that they met more
frequently with families due to improved language skills to ask more questions, four sponsoring groups
answered that meetings were less frequent since settlement needs had decreased with time. The remaining
sponsoring group didn’t answer the question with regards to how the relationship had changed. The
sponsoring group with frequent meetings stated: “The meetings are more frequent as their language skills
improve and their questions about life in Canada increase” (01/02/03/06/07/08/09/10-KOF-Ham).

Of the 19 KOS refugee families, 15 stated that they had met with their sponsored families less
frequently as they had become more independent over time and that the relationship has become more
socially based. One sponsoring group stated: “They have become more independent, often go there now
just to socialize instead of helping them do something” (05-KOS-Ham).

Overall, similar to other communities, activities reported by the sponsoring groups are mostly social
(97%), such as visiting/sightseeing, followed by shopping/banking (74%) and medical appointments (68%).

(ii) Language Classes:

Of the KOF refugees, four sponsors reported that members in their family didn’t attend English
lessons. The reasons included: health problems, age and responsibilities in the home. One sponsor said:
“Mother & homemaker roles are prime responsibilities” (06-KOF-Hamilton).

Similarly, of the KOS refugees, only two sponsoring groups stated that their family didn’t attend
language classes. In both cases they felt that they were too old to learn. However, some sponsors reported
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that there were problems with transportation, poor attendance due to a dislike of the environment and
restricted time due to housekeeping. One sponsoring group said: “Yes. M. has recently decided that she
can attend school with husband and 2 children in day-care. She was previously the main (only?) cook and
housekeeper for the extended family” (16-KOS-Hamilton).

Similar to other communities, sponsors of both KOF and KOS reported that the greatest benefit
for attendance is to “improve ability to communicate and integrate” (52%) followed by a combination of
all benefits as listed in the questionnaire, such as “orientation to community and to help find job” (43%).

(iii) Employment:

For KOF refugees, four sponsors said they didn’t foresee any obstacles for any of the family
members  finding employment. Eleven answered that the lack of English was an obstacle, also that the time
the men spent (half a day) in ESL classes left them with little time for employment. Other obstacles that were
cited included: age, lack of skill/education, need for driving licence, poor health.

Regarding methods used to assist in finding employment, the most common answer was that they
helped their family prepare resumes and assisted them in the search for employers. Others answered that
they went with them to seek work, provided encouragement to find a job/attend college, provided
transportation and looked at advertisements in newspapers.

For sponsors of KOS, only one stated that s/he didn’t anticipate any obstacles to finding
employment. Seventeen felt that there would be obstacles. A number of things were cited: language
restrictions was the most common; also the lack of education and skills; transportation; health; age and
housekeeping commitments.

Similar to sponsors of KOF, a variety of methods were employed to help their family find work.
For example, sponsors helped them with their language skills, contacted businesses, followed up on
advertisements, registered them at a job agency, helped them with resumes and applications, explained the
necessity of work in Canada, and used the local immigrant serving agency. Interestingly, two sponsors said
that they weren’t assisting their family and one of them answered that it was because the help was not
wanted.

Overall, similar to other communities, a majority of sponsors of KOF and KOS in Hamilton
(49%) reported that they used a combination of methods to help their sponsored refugee families find
employment.

(iv) Medical:

All sponsors of KOF answered that there had been no problems accessing medical services apart
from one: “Yes. Initially, many family Drs not taking patients. Once we found one they have been very
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happy with the care they receive, including referral to specialists when needed” (19-KOF-Hamilton).

Fourteen replied that the members of the family were having their health needs met. Five replied that
their family weren’t having their needs met primarily because of a lack of coverage or unacceptable delays
due to the prior approval that is necessary for dental work or work carried out by optometrists under IFH.

For sponsors of KOS refugee families, three had experienced problems accessing medical services.
Two of these problems were dental and the other was the language barrier in an emergency situation. One
respondent said: “Yes. Dental problems. It appears that only $400 per individual /year has been allocated.
This is far bellow expectation” (13-KOS-Hamilton).

Regarding family members with their health needs not being met, dental needs were reported by
two sponsors who stated that they had problems with IFH because more money is needed for dental
services. All other sponsors said that they did not have any problems.

(v) Resources and Connection to Community:

Seven sponsors said that they hadn’t called upon the resources of their local immigrant serving
agency. Eight had contacted a local immigrant serving agency: “Yes. [The agency]. But we sponsors have
not met with success, although the family members have consulted [the agency] on their own with good
results” (01-KOF-Hamilton).

Three sponsors had accessed the interpretative services, one respondent had accessed many
different “activities” and another had asked questions about benefits.

Eight sponsors answered that they had introduced their family to the facilities/programs of their local
community centre. Eight answered that they hadn’t introduced them due to other priorities but that they’d
had one social event at the local centre.

For sponsors of KOS, three hadn’t accessed any services while fifteen had. Interpreting services
were used by eight respondents, help with processing forms, counselling, employment issues, general
information and help with coordinating social events.

Twelve of the sponsors reported that they had introduced their family to the facilities and programs
of the local community/recreation centres and six had not. Lack of interest was mentioned by four sponsors
as the reason for not having introduced their sponsored refugee families to local community/recreation
centres.

(vi) Children:

All sponsors of KOF reported that they have no concerns for any of the children. In contrast, only
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five sponsors of KOS said that they had no concerns for the children. Seven respondents expressed
concern. The concerns expressed were: lack of interest in school, errors on immigration documents
regarding the birth date of the children, which affected their access to schooling. There was also concern
for the adjustment process of children. One respondent expressed: “Yes, youngest has a 2 year error in his
birth date which Immigration Canada refuses to change without ‘two pieces of documentation from
Kosovo.’ School can only take the official age” (15-KOS-Hamilton).

For KOF Only - Assistance from Relatives in Canada

Only one of the families weren’t able to help with the refugees. The sponsoring group with eight
KOF refugee families (see footnote 1) said: “Yes. One person in the family found apartments for entire
family, introduced family to shopping areas, banks” (01-KOF-Hamilton).

Other types of help cited included help with ESL, accompaniment to doctors appointments, social
activities, transportation, help with looking for a job.

Over 90% of sponsors reported that the relatives in Canada were able/willing to provide assistance
and 39% and 61% respectively described their working relationship with the relatives as excellent and
good.

(vii) General Comments - Orientation and Training:

Six sponsors of KOF replied that they hadn’t received any orientation. Eight respondents answered
that they had received minimal orientation. As expressed by one sponsoring group of eight Kosovar refugee
families:

Yes (minimal). Very little. KOF family was not introduced to sponsors. Sponsors did not
receive useful, needed information about family’s background. Poorly trained government
representatives. No follow up to initial sessions of orientation. Government did not formally
recognize sponsor group until several months after activities were under way (01-KOF-
Hamilton).

While this sponsoring group expressed their rather negative view on the CIC’s orientation/training
program, the local immigrant serving agency was regarded highly: “Yes. The local settlement integration
services have been very helpful. We had some orientation prior to the family’s arrival with government
immigration services. It was initially adequate but not enough, as they were understaffed and then lost their
funding...” (04-KOF-Hamilton).

Other sponsors indicated that they had a general introduction to the scheme to cover issues such
as language training, job-hunting, health needs and cultural orientation.



68

For sponsors of KOS, five reported that they didn’t receive any orientation or resources. Those
who did receive orientation commented that the written information was helpful and that being given the
name of a contact person was useful as expressed by this sponsor: “Yes. Written guide was good, meeting
allowed for discussion of common concerns” (04-KOS-Hamilton).

General Comments - Forming/Joining Support Networks:

Five sponsors of KOF hadn’t joined any support groups. Eleven of the respondents had. Eight
respondents provided similar comments that “Numerous groups in the Hamilton area came together to
discuss common problems several times” (01, 02, 03, 06, 07, 08, 09, 10-KOF-Hamilton).

For the sponsors of KOS, 4 didn’t join/form support networks for sponsors and 14 did. Most
seemed to be part of the citywide group of sponsors for Hamilton.

General Comments - Suggestions to CIC:

Seven sponsors of KOF didn’t have any suggestions for improving services. The sponsoring group
of eight Kosovar refugee families replied as follows:

Hamilton needs more effective immigration services. We need more human contact, fewer
fax numbers, faster answers to vital questions about health problems. A program that is
supposed to run for two years should be clearly organised and easily accessed. RAP has
only one more year to go and many services have not been made available to the family.
They have urgent dental needs that cannot yet be fulfilled because we are waiting for
government approvals for payment (01-KOF-Hamilton).

For sponsors of KOS, two replied that nothing more could have been done. The other sponsors
suggested that: a local CIC centre or contact should be made available to provide information on any
concerns the refugees may have; CIC home visits; more cultural information should be given to the sponsors
and more work needed to be done around helping the refugees to find employment.

Another suggestion was creating a program for the refugees - similar to Ontario Job Connect and
some of the respondents felt that more effort should be made to give out correct information on family
reunification as illustrated by the following response: “In the camp at Trenton they were told that their
daughter and husband who had been left behind in Macedonia could join them in Canada. Once in Hamilton
we were told that this was not the case...” (15-KOS-Hamilton).

General Comments - Positive/Negative Experience and Challenge:

In spite of some noted differences in their reported experience of sponsoring Kosovar refugees, the
majority of sponsors of KOF and KOS (85%) would be willing to sponsor a refugee again.
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Sponsors - Kitchener/Waterloo (KOS)

The total number of sponsoring groups who returned and completed the survey in
Kitchener/Waterloo is 40. Of these 40, 5 sponsoring groups failed to indicate whether they were
Constituent Groups (SAH) or Group of Five (GRP5). The remaining 35 sponsoring groups consist of 23
SAH and 12 GRP5. As in other communities, SAH or GRP5 reveal no substantive difference in the
sponsors’ reported experience in sponsoring refugees as illustrated in the following domains of content.

(i) Relationship:

Overall, the meetings have become less frequent as the families become more independent, and the
relationship has become more “socially based” as they become more fluent in English. One sponsoring
group (KW-19-KOS) said: “Visits are now more social, with emphasis on improving English and less help
to access services.” Another sponsoring group (KW-23-KOS) commented: “Meet less frequently, good
relationship.”

Four sponsoring groups, however, stated that the relationship had become “socially based” and
they also met more frequently due to an improvement in their language capacity. One sponsoring group
(KW-18-KOS) said: “Meet more frequently as friendship develops and English improves so that
conversations are more in depth.”

Most sponsors reported that their activities were social - visiting, sight-seeing (78%), followed by
shopping and banking (57%) and medical (43%).

(ii) Language Classes:

Most sponsors reported that adult members of their sponsored families were attending language
classes. Thirty-two responded that the family members were attending language classes. Eleven respondents
answered that their family wasn’t attending language classes. The reasons for not attending included no time
due to employment, age, lack of education, health issues, childcare commitments. The reasons for not
attending were captured by the following responses:

The mother wants to attend but cannot due to cultural expectation, i.e., household chores,
and children ages - 3, 5, 7, & 9 (20-KW-KOS).

Looking for work, wanting to work...and finding it hard to focus on ESL” (40-KOS-KW).

As the greatest benefit of attending language classes, 42% of sponsoring groups cited “improve
ability to communicate and integrate.” As in other communities, 52% cited a combination of all the benefits
listed in the questionnaire, such as “orientation to community, social activity and help to find job.”
(iii) Employment:
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Fourteen sponsors responded that they did not foresee any obstacles for any of the family members
finding employment; however, twenty-one did. The obstacles included a lack of motivation, language
problems, not enough experience, illness or childcare. A sample of the responses from the sponsoring
groups indicated:

Openness of employers to hire those still acquiring language skills. Openness of Kosovars
to work in non-skilled areas when their desire is to put their Kosovar skills into our labour
force, language being the main barrier (40-KW-KOS).

The head of the household is unwilling to get a job that will result in the loss of welfare
benefits, and doesn’t want to pay taxes (02-KW-KOS).

When the baby comes...won’t be able to work for a while, nor will she be able to seek
work for a while b/c of the English. She won’t be able to attend school unless she can get
into a school that takes infants (25-KW-KOS).

In contrast to sponsoring groups in other communities, five sponsoring groups in
Kitchener/Waterloo stated that they weren’t doing anything to assist their family. Nine sponsoring groups,
like sponsors in other communities, reported that they were helping their refugee families find employment
with a combination of methods including writing resumes, networking, visiting employers, providing general
advice and general encouragement, employment agencies and following up with advertisements in the
newspaper.

(iv) Medical:

Thirty-three respondents replied that they hadn’t had any problems with accessing medical services.
Five stated that they had. One of them had experienced problems with reimbursement as the doctors did
not understand the system; two of them felt that the dental coverage wasn’t extensive enough; and another
two had experienced a shortage of doctors in the area. As one responded said: “Has been difficult finding
local dentist to provide affordable service” (26-KW-KOS).

Thirty-four of the respondents answered that the health needs of their family were being met and
four answered that they were not. Two of them stated that the refugees were refusing treatment and one
was concerned about the lack of nutrition in their family’s diet.

The majority of sponsors (26) hadn’t experienced any problems with IFH, while eight had. Access
was a problem for five - this was sometimes due to the reimbursement system and providers’ unwillingness
to accept patients using IFH; three had problems with reimbursement and coverage. One family was
confused about the health plan and ended up in arguments with medical workers. One sponsoring group
said: “We found that the IFH documents that we received were hard to interpret for ourselves and for
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health care providers. This resulted in some dental work being done that turned out not to be covered” (03-
KW-KOS). As well, acceptance of the IFH by health providers was an issue as stated by the sponsoring
group (14-KW-KOS): “Pharmacist and dentist were ignorant of plan and were suspicious of
documents....”

(v) Resources and Connection to the Community:

Seven sponsoring groups had accessed the facilities of their local immigrant serving agencies and
fifteen hadn’t. In general, sponsors accessed the community resources for general settlement services, help
with forms, provision of household items, and translation services.

Thirty-two had introduced their family to the facilities and six hadn’t. Reasons for not introducing
families to facilities included transportation, language barriers and because the families were too busy.

(vi) Children:

Ten respondents had concerns for the children and six did not. Concerns included educational
problems - being academically behind and the attitude of the family/children toward education. Nutrition
and language ability were also reported as concerns. “Behaviour, if you live in a family where the male is
a favourite, it is difficult to live in a more egalitarian school setting” (20-KW-KOS).

(vii) General Comments - Orientation and Training:

Twenty-five sponsors said that they had received orientation and eight had not. Seven had received
printed matter (four of them mentioned that it was helpful) and six mentioned that general assistance from
the government was helpful, while four said that it wasn’t. Seven respondents attended training
sessions/seminars/meetings. One sponsor’s comment is worth noting: “[D]ocumentation was most helpful....
[A]lso helpful were the instructions and guidelines for finding rental accommodations, bedding....  In
hindsight, I realize it would have been more useful if Immigration Canada has posted this info to the web
so that all members of sponsoring committee could have ready access” (26-KW-KOS).

Twenty-two respondents had attended/formed sponsor networks and sixteen had not. One
respondent (31-KW-KOS) said that “all 5 sponsors formed a network...we communicate with each other
from time to time....”

General Comments - Suggestions to CIC:

There were many different responses to this question. Some sponsors suggested that more
interpreters be provided; three felt that more detailed information should have been provided earlier; others
suggested more help with finding employment and housing and more counselling services.
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With regards to financial assistance, different points were made: dental coverage needed to be
increased, the limits of the coverage needed to be explained to the refugees, there needed to be more
financial assistance in general and sponsors should be properly informed of the financial needs of the
refugees. “Financial support from gov’t sources was meagre. We all learned some basic realities about
inadequate social assistance” (40-KW-KOS).

One sponsor felt that it was important for CIC to have a local contact and make it easier to find
information on family re-unification.

General Comments - Positive/Negative Experience and Challenge

As with sponsors in other communities, most sponsors (88%) stated that they would be willing to
sponsor a refugee in the future.

In general, positive comments focussed on the friendship being developed and the process as a
learning experience. Negative experiences included finding jobs, finding housing, and some families were
felt to be too demanding.

Specifically, positive experiences were described as witnessing the integration process taking place,
the personal interaction with the family and the whole sponsorship process - learning about different cultures
and backgrounds.

Specific negative experiences cited were: delays in family re-unification, delays in processing landed
status, confusion/wrong information about the refugee family, lack of money for rent, difficulties in finding
them employment, a demanding family and lack of ESL classes.

The challenges faced by the sponsors were: the amount of time involved, language and
communication, cultural differences and the lack of motivation of some sponsored families. The most
frequently reported challenge by sponsors (16) was language and communication.

Other challenges included transportation, the family’s attitude, cultural differences - especially the
way in which women were treated - and the indecision about their return.

Overall, the reported experiences of sponsors in the Kitchener/Waterloo region is comparable to
those expressed by sponsors in other communities.   
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Sponsors - London (KOS/KOF)

The total number of sponsoring groups who returned and completed the survey in London is 45
including three sponsoring groups of KOF refugees. Of the 45, 24 are Constituent Groups (SAH) and 17
are Group of Five (GRP5). Two sponsoring groups did not indicate if they are SAH or GRP5. Overall,
there is no measurable difference in their reported experience according to the following domains of content.

(i) Relationship:

Four of the respondents stated that their families had returned to Kosovo. A majority of the
sponsors reported that their families had become more independent and that they met with them less
frequently. As well, they felt that the relationship had become more socially based. Two sponsors said that
they had met with their family more frequently because they had moved into their place. Only a few
sponsors felt that the relationship had remained the same.

The following is a typical response encompassing most of the elements referred to above: “In the
beginning we had contact everyday, by September this was several times a week. They are now able to
handle most emergency situations themselves and have formed a network of their own in the community”
(18-KOS-London).

Most sponsors reported that their activities with the sponsored families were social (86%), followed
by medical (54%) and shopping/banking (52%).

(ii) Language Classes:

Excluding those who had been repatriated and those who responded that their sponsored family
members were attending language classes (89%), sponsors highlighted the reasons for not attending, which
included: difficulty in learning/a learning deficit; occupied with childcare; not interested in learning and cultural
issues. The “cultural issue” and “childcare” were expressed by the following sponsors:

Her brother will not let her take the bus downtown for a full day English.... She is now
getting no English as is the case for her brother’s wife... (17-KOS-London).

Mother will not attend until childcare is available (42-KOS-London).

Similar to sponsors in other communities, though sponsors frequently cited “improve ability to
integrate” (43%) as the greatest benefit for attending language classes, the largest proportion of sponsors
cited a combination, including the above and others such as “social activities, help to find job” (57%).
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(iii) Employment:

While few (8) sponsors stated that they couldn’t foresee any obstacles with the family getting
employment, a majority (28) did foresee obstacles. These obstacles included: language difficulties, health
problems, transport problems, lack of education/skills and problems with accreditation in Canada. As with
sponsors in other communities, language difficulties were frequently cited; 20 sponsors cited language as
a difficulty.

Unless [name] receives training in English, I can’t see her even getting a domestic position.
We need to continue the neighbourhood English programs especially at the most basic
level. To expect women without any basic language to do all of the travelling while those
more able to negotiate have neighbourhood programs does not make a lot of sense (17-
KOS-London).

Sponsors used a combination of methods to assist the family in finding employment. They included
asking employers about potential vacancies, networking, general encouragement, following up
advertisements, utilizing employment agencies, helping with resumes and with transportation and focussing
on improving language and education/skills.

(iv) Medical:

Only a few sponsors (6) had experienced problems in accessing medical services. However,
reimbursement under IFH was an issue reported by ten sponsors.

2 eye doctors were not interested in taking them as patients - did not want to deal with the
“government” for payment (41-KOS-London).

One pediatric dental clinic will not accept IFH because of the slowness in getting paid and
the paperwork. They request the sponsors to pay up front for dental work and then do the
necessary paperwork and file the claim (06-KOS-London).

Most of the problems cited by the other regions relate to dental work. Seven sponsors indicated
that the health needs of their sponsored families were not being adequately met and three stated that the
dental coverage was not enough.

(v) Resources and Connection to Community:

Twenty-two sponsors had called upon the services of their local immigration serving agency.
Services sought included advice on immigration, employment, interpreting, information on benefits and
general information on the settlement process.
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Seventeen sponsors reported that they hadn’t introduced their families to the local
community/recreation centre. Reasons for not doing so included: the local Kosovan community had already
done it; there was no expressed interest from families or they were too busy; language barriers or their
sponsored families had found these resources and connections independently.

(vi) Children:

Twelve respondents had concerns about the children. These included learning difficulties, the
attitude of the parents toward education, trauma and not being settled in school. Gender issues were of
concern as illustrated by the following case:

I’m concerned that the older girls will have to set their studies aside and take jobs to
provide for their family. I’m also concerned that [he] wants them at school and taking a job
on the weekends. There is really little recreation, exercise or fun in their lives (17-KOS-
London).

(vii) General Comments - Orientation and Training:

Thirty-five of the respondents did not receive any orientation or training. For those who did, three
felt that the orientation/information was either fine or useful and they valued the information on background
and culture. Four sponsors received general information and two felt that more information on background
and culture was needed. One sponsor received information on the types of services available and another
utilized the information on the CIC web-site.

The orientation meetings were useful though follow through with a particular agency did not
live up to expectations. More follow up with groups would have been appreciated/useful
(07-KOS-London).

Smaller groups and follow-up session after refugees’ arrival (3 months) would have been
beneficial (27-KOS-London).

General Comments - Forming/Joining Support Network:

Most sponsors simply answered “yes” that they had joined/formed a support network for
sponsors.

General Comments - Suggestions to CIC:

Suggestions as to how CIC could help more included providing more interpreters and having  more
communication amongst government departments. “Liaison between CIC and Revenue Canada seemed
to be non-existent when we applied for the Child Benefit Tax…[I]t was only through persistence and many
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telephone calls that the problem was finally resolved” (20-KOS-London).

Further suggestions included  more support in helping the families provide employment, more
information on background and culture, more information on TB and a proper medical screening in the
reception centre, more dental coverage and counselling facilities.

I believe that these families need to form support groups to deal with grieving, they need
facilitators that speak their language. They may cry alone in their beds, but they have no
other time to work through their pain. If Canadians had been through such a traumatic
situation we would bring in psychologists and therapists to help (17-KOS-London).

Fifteen respondents stated that CIC had provided adequate support. One suggested “more
intensive orientation for sponsors - with role playing experiences and exercises for all to practice” (40-
KOS-London).

General Comments - Positive/Negative Experience and Challenge:

Eighty percent of the sponsoring groups in London answered positively that they would sponsor
a refugee in the future.

Twenty-three respondents replied that the personal relationship with the family and the process of
sponsoring (i.e., learning about a different culture and background) was a positive experience. Other
positive experiences included witnessing the family’s adjustment to their new life.

Negative experiences included the high needs of the family and the amount of work involved,
communication difficulties, the lack of interpreters, the lack of interest in learning English and the short
notice/change in arrangements.

By far, the greatest challenge as described by sponsors was language and communication problems.
Other challenges included the attitude of the refugees to employment, education and learning English; the
time requirements and high needs of the families; ambivalence of the families about returning; the need for
extra money; the lack of ability of the refugee family to manage money; health problems and problems
accessing medical services; dealing with the trauma of the family and their need for counselling.

Overall, the reported experiences of sponsors in London were comparable to those expressed by
sponsors in other communities.   
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Sponsors - Ottawa (KOS)

In Ottawa, the total number of sponsoring groups who returned and completed the survey is 44,
consisting of 28 Constituent groups (SAH) and 16 Group of Five (GRP5). However, there is no significant
difference in their reported experience in sponsoring the Kosovar refugees as demonstrated by the following
domains of content.

(i) Relationship:

Four of the families had moved back to Kosovar and one to Toronto. Fourteen reported that their
refugee family had become more independent as time went by.

One sponsor (048-KOS-Ottawa) said: “Our family has become more independent with their
increased knowledge of English. The adults are going to ESL classes and the children are enrolled in regular
school. They are less dependent on our committee members for help and are doing things on their own.”

Eight reported that there were less meetings between the committee and the refugee family but
either gave no reason or they said that their sponsored families had become busier. Eight sponsors indicated
that the relationship had developed into a friendship or had become more socially based.

A few sponsors noted an increased number of visits at certain points in the relationship, which were
all medically related, and they noted that a lot of ongoing help was needed with government-related
correspondence.

In contrast to sponsors in most other communities, sponsors in Ottawa reported that a higher
proportion of their activities were medical (89%), followed by social (84%) and banking and shopping
(78%).

(ii) Language Classes:

Only 12 respondents seemed to be attending ESL classes. Of these, the most beneficial aspect was
cited as an improvement in the ability to communicate and integrate into the community. Reasons why some
family members did not attend were obstacles due to illiteracy in their own language and commitments in
the home (such as the care of children and elderly relatives). As one sponsor (023-KOS-Ottawa) stated,
“Mother cares for sickly child, not ready for day care: very isolated.”

As in other communities, the greatest benefit as reported by sponsors in Ottawa was “improve
ability to communicate and integrate” (41%), and a combination of the benefits listed in the questionnaire,
such as to finding a job and orientation to community (57%).

(iii) Employment:
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A majority of sponsors anticipated a larger number of obstacles for the refugee family members to
finding employment. Only four did not anticipate more obstacles. Obstacles cited were: poor English
language skills, low levels of education or lack of experience in the job market, medical problems, issues
around childcare, age (seniors) and transportation costs.

One sponsor (010-KOS-Ottawa) said: “Lack of proficiency in English. Mother has no formal
education and has three young children. Father limited education but is experienced in construction. Lack
of English more deterrent at this time. Often jobs require a car. Family members have never learned to
drive, big expense in learning to drive here and having a car.”

By and large, a higher proportion of sponsors in Ottawa than in other communities reported that
they were assisting the family to find employment by utilizing their networks and personal contacts (27%).
Nevertheless, similar to other communities, the highest proportion was a combination of methods such as
soliciting the help of settlement agencies, looking through job ads in newspapers and on the Internet, offering
advice on cultural differences and on different aspects of job-hunting in Canada, and by asking businesses
if there were any vacancies and visiting unemployment offices.

(iv) Medical:

The majority of the sponsors (29) stated that they had no problems accessing medical services.
However, Ottawa’s sponsors expressed far more concern about the accessibility of services than sponsors
in other communities. For example, the sponsoring group (028, 029, 030-KOS-Ottawa) commented:

[D]ental: the insurance office made it very difficult to get the paperwork completed in a
timely or accurate manner. In speaking with other sponsors, one group would [have] a
procedure be okayed while we would be refused. Months would go by waiting for
reimbursement, only to have to re-file or be refused, re-file and accepted. This has been
frustrating and has caused painful waiting.

As well, a few sponsors, in addition to similar problems with doctors and dentists, indicated that
adequate translation was a problem.

Only eight stated that the family’s health care needs were being met. Trauma counselling was seen
as limited by the language barriers by a few other sponsors. The sponsor (O47-KOS-Ottawa) expressed:
“There is no organized group or individual counselor that can help with the trauma they have experienced
and with the ongoing stress of having family members dispersed here and there in the world.”

In contrast to sponsors in other communities, very few respondents stated that they didn’t have any
problems with IFH. Twenty respondents indicated very clear problems with IFH. The most recurrent theme
was the time that it took for practitioners to be reimbursed (16 respondents) affecting the accessibility of
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the services. The restricted coverage was also of concern. The third problem was with the complexity of
the IFH bureaucracy and the lack of clear and adequate information on  eligibility.

The sponsoring group (047-KOS-Ottawa) detailed the issues:

We encountered two main problems with the dental care...the amount of money available
for certain dental procedures, i.e., fillings, dentures, was so low that our dentist refused to
do the work. When we searched for another one, we could not find one that was willing
to do the work. We contacted Social Services but their dentists refused because it is a
Federal program and they only service Provincial welfare.... [W]e found a dentist who
undertook the work having had guarantees from head office that IFH would pay.... This
makes the sponsor job very difficult....

(v) Resources and Connection to Community:

Twenty sponsors replied that they had approached settlement agencies for assistance for services
such as interpretation/translation and counselling services. By and large, most respondents accessed the
agencies for general information and assistance on specific matters such as the IFH programs, names of
doctors, acquisition of furniture and immigration issues.

Various reasons were given by the sponsors who had not introduced the family to the facilities in
the local community: the refugees whom they had sponsored were elderly, the family was too busy and the
cost of such activities was an obstacle.

(vi) Children:

Of the applicable sponsors expressing concern for the children, a few indicated that the children had
social and behavioural problems and also explicitly said that these were related to issues around adjusting
to their new environment and problems stemming from the families attitude towards education. One sponsor
(034-KOS-Ottawa) expressed: “...daughter is lacking interest in school...sees only marriage and being
looked after as her future...family members do not value education.”

(vii) General Comments - Orientation and Training:

Most sponsors had received no orientation, training or resources to assist their group. Six of the
respondents indicated that they appreciated the information given to them about Albanian culture and others
noted that it was particularly useful having a contact (either governmental or NGO) whom they could ask
specific questions. A network set up amongst sponsors (past and present) was cited as a useful resource
by eight sponsors.

One of the biggest problems as reported by the sponsors seemed to be the lack of clear information
on specific issues - particularly bureaucratic procedures. Sponsors suggested that some sort of central
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contact needed to be made available as expressed by this sponsor (010-KOS-Ottawa): “Because of an
emergency situation we were given a lot of information in a very short time. It was somewhat overwhelming.
Clear, concise written guidelines on how to access health cards, SIN cards, Child Tax Credit, etc., would
be helpful in the future.”

General Comments - Forming/Joining Support Network:

Twenty-five respondents had joined/formed support networks for sponsors. One of these stated
that the meetings have been limited in number. Two of them were part of an e-mail network. Seven
respondents answered that they hadn’t joined/formed a group. In general, Ottawa had a higher proportion
of sponsors who had joined/formed groups than did other communities.

General Comments - Suggestions to CIC:

One of the major problems underlined by sponsors is related to what they felt as contradictory and
incorrect information being provided and the lack of coordination amongst governmental departments. They
felt as if they were being brushed off when they sought assistance.

This is our first time sponsoring and we did not know anything about immigration or refugee
policies.... We were very keen and willing to do whatever work was necessary. However,
when went or telephoned CIC agents for information and guidance, we were made to feel
that our request was not important and that we were bothering them with extra work.... If
they could see the sponsors as a partner...would also make the sponsors experience less
frustrating and more effective in helping the refugee families. It is very important for the
sponsors to be able to give accurate information to the refugees who are very stressed and
counting on the sponsors in helping them... (047-KOS-Ottawa).

As well, some sponsoring groups reported in detail the problems that they had with the way in
which the CIC’s information session (workshop) on sponsoring relatives was conducted. These problems
included poor facilitation, lack of translation facilities, lack of attention given to people’s concerns, etc.

Sponsors in Ottawa commented more often than their counterparts in other communities that the
program was too generous (two years support) to the refugees. The sentiment was captured by one
sponsor’s comments: “...as a long time sponsor at times it was a little disappointing to see how ‘much’ was
done for the Kosovars in comparison to your ‘average’ refugee...” (015-KOS-Ottawa).

General Comments - Positive/Negative Experience and Challenges

In spite of the noted differences in their reported experiences in sponsoring Kosovar refugees, a
majority of the sponsors (73%), though the lowest when compared with other communities, said that they
would be willing to sponsor a refugee in the future.
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Sponsors indicated that one of the most positive experiences of the program had been the personal
contact with the refugee family and the process of witnessing them begin to settle in Canada as indicated
by the following: “Personal interaction with the family has been a very positive experience as had learning
about their culture. We have gained a deeper understanding and the effects of war, etc. This has sustained
us through the bureaucratic nightmares, forms, voicemail, 1-800 numbers, long line ups, confusion, etc.”
(010-KOS-Ottawa).

The most commonly cited negative experience was that the workload was greater than the sponsors
had expected. Some sponsors had negative experiences centred around bureaucratic problems such as a
lack of organization in governmental departments, lack of clear information on eligibility for OHIP, the tax
system, problems navigating the health care system, inadequate money given for housing, inadequate
information regarding the medical condition of the family before they arrived in Canada.

Nevertheless, the greatest challenge as reported by sponsors in Ottawa, similar to their counterparts
in other communities, was the language barrier between the refugee families and the sponsors and the lack
of interpreters. This was followed by cultural differences, attitudes of the families, the amount of work
involved regarding the health needs of the families, finding employment for the families, transportation needs
of the families and a general concern about integration and self-sufficiency.

Overall, with the noted differences in employment and health, sponsors in Ottawa did not differ
significantly from sponsors in other communities in their reported experiences of sponsoring Kosovar
refugees.
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Sponsors - St Catharines (KOS)

The total number of sponsoring groups who returned and completed the survey in St. Catharines
is 15. Of the 15, 10 are Constituent Groups (SAH) and 5 are Group of Five (GRP5). As in other
communities, there is no measurable difference between SAH and GRP5 in their reported experience in
sponsoring Kosovar refugees as illustrated by the following domains of content.

(i) Relationship:

Four families moved to another location in Canada. Overall, sponsors stated that as their sponsored
families became more independent, the relationship and activities become more socially based than
settlement related. They also observed that the meetings were less frequent. The change of relationship was
captured by the following response: “Meet less frequently...the family...more independent now” (07-KOS-
SC). Another sponsoring group added: “Only one out the five meet regularly. Well, good friends” (02-
KOS-SC).

Similar to sponsors in other communities, the activities were social (100%), followed by medical
(73%) and shopping and banking (64%). Interestingly, sponsors in St. Catharines had the highest
proportion of their activities listed as “organized - theatre/cinema” (46%).

(ii) Language Classes:

All those who answered (15) indicated that the adult family members were taking English classes.
Respondents stated the reasons for those who did not attend; they included: lack of childcare facilities,
negative attitudes toward learning or simply do not want to attend. One sponsoring group said: “mother
stays at home with the 3 yrs. old” (04-KOS-SC).

As the greatest benefit for attending language classes, 27% of the sponsoring groups cited “improve
ability to communicate and integrate” and 73% cited a combination of all the benefits listed in the
questionnaire, such as “orientation to community, social activities and to help find job.”

(iii) Employment:

Ten sponsors responded that they did see obstacles to finding employment. Obstacles that were
mentioned included the attitude of the refugees to work, cultural differences, their attitude to further
education, language difficulties, the trauma experienced by the refugees and the lack of suitable
skills/education.

One sponsor (06-KOS-SC) wrote: “They seem hesitant to go out and look even when help is
offered.... Seem somewhat overwhelmed by our society. They don’t listen (heed) what we suggest. Don’t
know if it’s culture, religion or something else.”



84

Few sponsors used employment agencies/centres per se to help find employment. By and large,
similar to sponsors in other communities, a majority of the sponsors (50%) used a combination of methods
to help families find employment. The combined methods included helping with resumes, networking,
focussing on training and language acquisition, contacting potential employers, looking for advertisements
in the newspaper, helping with transportation and providing general information and encouragement.

(iv) Medical:

Twelve sponsors said that they hadn’t had any problems accessing medical services. For the
sponsors who did, problems included the unwillingness of doctors to accept IFH and inadequate coverage.
As stated by one respondent (03-KOS-SC), “We receive many bills for medical coverage (specialist)
because of wife’s condition. Some doctors bills are not covered. Who is prepared to pay for this extra
health care (now and after 2 yrs)?” In general, problems with IFH were: delays in reimbursement of
providers, lack of adequate coverage, and providers being unfamiliar with the system. One respondent (01-
KOS-SC) stated, “St. Catherines has a severe doctor shortage. While doctors may be willing to take new
patients, they do not like IFH as it takes a very long time for them to be reimbursed for their fee. Even
walk-in clinics do not like IFH cases.”

Nevertheless, most sponsors stated that the health needs of the families were being met. For the
sponsors whose sponsored family’s health needs were not met, they stated that it was the unwillingness of
the family to accept treatment and the problem of getting access to dental treatment when needed.

(v) Resources and Connection to Community:

Nine sponsors answered that they called upon the resources of their local immigrant serving
agencies. Services that they had accessed included general settlement information, language training, youth
groups, help with employment issues and assistance with legal issues/forms.

Also, 11 respondents had introduced their family to the facilities of the local community
centre/recreation centre. Reasons for not having done so were related to the lack of expressed interest of
their sponsored family or the family was too busy.

(vi) Children:

Few sponsors responded to this question. Of the few sponsors who did, they said that they didn’t
have any concern about the children. However, a couple of sponsors stated that their concerns were related
to peer-group discrimination at school and dropout rates due to poor attendance.

(vii) General Comments - Orientation and Training:
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Fourteen sponsors received orientation/training. A few sponsors indicated that the orientation
covered general information and was limited. The response by one sponsoring group summed up the
common feeling of other sponsoring groups: “an excellent job in providing general information about what
we should expect. However, the handbook was not detailed enough to make things easy” (08-KOS-SC).

General Comments - Forming/Joining Support Network:

Almost half (7) of the sponsors had joined/found support or networks; half (7) hadn’t. The evenly
split response is captured by the following two sponsoring groups. One sponsoring group said: “...we
formed a volunteer visitation group for each of the families” (11-KOS-SC). The other sponsoring group
said: “...no networks here. Some social gatherings geared to refugees” (07-KOS-SC).

General Comments - Suggestions to CIC:

Sponsors expressed the confusion concerning IFH. They also wanted to have more support
throughout the whole process, more preparation and they felt that public transportation was too expensive
for most families and some of the families were reluctant to find work because they feared losing
government assistance. The following responses capture what sponsors suggested:

Referring to dental coverage - “Send dentists, doctors information on medical coverage for
refugees. If something is not covered, let them know” (04-KOS-SC).

Referring to more support from CIC - “More support needed after initial support meeting. How
about someone who liases with both refugee and sponsor” (05-KOS-SC).

Referring to local support with expertise - “There doesn’t seem to be anyone in charge locally.
Problems are fixed, sometimes, in Ottawa, Toronto, etc.... There are too many expectations (too many
forms to fill out, etc.). There should be a government person for the Kosovars to phone to help them with
answers the sponsors don’t have” (06-KOS-SC).

Referring to employment - “...Something must be done in the amount of [money?] they are allowed
to earn before deductions to their financial support are made. They were fearful about getting a job at
minimum wage and losing their support funding and then being laid off.... We need to create a gradual
transition for them. Also, this created a situation when they wanted to be paid under the table...” (08-KOS-
SC).

General Comments - Positive/Negative Experience and Challenge:

Similar to sponsors in other communities, a majority of the sponsors (80%) said that they would
be willing to sponsor a refugee in the future.
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Positive experiences focussed on helping the families, which included: the personal relationship that
developed with the refugee family and witnessing them settled in a new surrounding, great help from CIC
Niagara Falls and the whole sponsorship process in general.

Negative experiences are cited as follows: the need for a central contact instead of calling a host
of agencies for answers, heavy workload involved, poor response from CIC offices other than Niagara and
the unwillingness of the refugee to adapt to a new environment. One respondent expressed: “Too many
forms to fill in. The local Folk Arts are some help but I feel that we are expected to know a lot of things that
we were never exposed to before” (07-KOS-SC).

As for the greatest challenges, sponsors cited: the expectations of the refugees, the trauma that they
suffered, cultural differences, the difficulties in finding employment, health problems, language/communication
barriers and the difficulty in balancing support for the refugees with their independence.

Overall, the reported experiences in sponsoring Kosovar refugees by sponsors in St. Catharines
do not differ greatly from those expressed by sponsors in other communities.



87

Sponsors - Toronto (KOS) 

A total of five KOS cases in Toronto and many sponsors did not respond to the questions (e.g.,
not a single respondent responded to questions 11.2 and 11.3). Of the five sponsoring groups, four are
Constituent Groups (SAH) and one is Group of Five (GRP5). Due to the small number of cases and to the
fact that their reported experience is comparable to KOF sponsors, a detailed separate analysis is not
warranted.

Sponsors - Toronto (KOF)

There is a total of 61 KOF cases in Toronto. Eight sponsoring groups failed to complete the survey
due to the fact that the families had moved back to Kosovo or moved to an unknown location, and the
other questionnaires were returned blank. Of the returned and completed surveys (53), 2 sponsoring groups
did not state whether they were Constituent Groups (SAH) or Group of Five (GRP5). Of the remaining 51
returned and completed surveys, 32 were SAH and 19 were GRP5. As with observations made in other
communities, there was no measurable difference between SAH and GRP5 in their reported experience
of sponsoring Kosovar refugees as illustrated in the following domains of content.

(i) Relationship:

Nineteen sponsors stated that they met with their family less frequently. Most of these sponsors
noted that their sponsored family had become more independent and they observed that the relationship
had become more social as time went by. Other sponsors indicated that though they met less frequently
since the families needed little assistance, they had more telephone contact with their family.

 Most of the activities as reported by the sponsoring groups were socially based (87%) followed
by business related, such as banking and shopping (66%). One sponsoring group said: “We do not meet
as often as.... At first we helped with everything, i.e., housing, banking, doctors visits. Getting kids in
school...English classes.... Helping him get a job. Now, the relationship is mostly social” (02-KOF-Tor).

(ii) Language Classes:

Forty sponsoring groups reported that their adult family members had attended language classes
while the remaining sponsoring groups reported that they did not. Reasons why they didn’t attend included
illness, gender issues, childcare commitments and age.

The mother is looking after 3 children (including a baby) and her household. All laundry is
done by hand as there are no laundry facilities in the house. She is also physically
weakened, mentally still traumatised from her ordeal. The father (arrived Nov. 99) had
been busy getting necessary documents, networking in the community and looking for a job
(16-KOF-Toronto).
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The gender issue, which is also mentioned by some sponsoring groups in other communities, is
captured by the following case: “Wife obeyed husband and stayed at home in her place” (61-KOF-
Toronto).

As in other communities, 29% of the sponsoring groups cited the greatest benefit of attending
language classes as “improve ability to communicate and to integrate.” A majority of sponsoring groups
(65%) cited a combination of all the benefits listed in the questionnaire (including the above), such as
“orientation to community, social activity and to help find job.”

(iii) Employment:

Thirty sponsors reported that they had foreseen obstacles to gaining employment, while the
remaining sponsoring groups had not or didn’t answer the question. Language was cited as the most
common barrier by a high proportion of the sponsors. Other obstacles that were cited included: the lack
of Canadian experience and qualifications, a lack of understanding of the job market in Canada, health
problems and childcare responsibilities. A few sponsors also added the following as obstacles - age,
problems with trauma, transportation, lack of education. Some responses from the sponsors illustrated
employment obstacles:

There is no retraining funds for these people. They can’t do what they did back home, and
there are not enough menial jobs to start with (26-KOF-Toronto).

Local demand for Canadian certification and Canadian experience, as well as language
difficulties. This family are farmers with minimal education. The father was a truck driver
but is not likely to get the same job here (16-KOF-Toronto).

As with other communities, “clawbacks” from RAP had been mentioned as a kind of disincentive
or obstacle as expressed by this sponsor (24-KOF-Toronto): “Their concern regarding jeopardising the
RAP allowance if anyone earns more than the maximum during this first two years in Canada.”

Comparable to the responses by sponsors in other communities, a high proportion (40%) of
sponsors in Toronto used a combination of methods to help their sponsored refugee families find
employment. Language acquisition was cited by 28% of the sponsors. Other methods included networking,
personal contacts, employment agencies, government/community agencies, advertisements on the Internet
or in the newspaper.

(iv) Medical:

Most sponsors stated that they hadn’t had any trouble accessing medical services. Of the few
sponsors that had, the difficulty was related to arranging specialised care and also problems with paperwork
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and/or reimbursement for dental work under IFH. Similar to other communities, limited dental health care
had been cited by sponsors.

For example, while 47 sponsors answered that their family’s health needs were being met, the
remaining sponsors stated that their family had unmet health needs: dental, orthopaedic and eye related.

...requires orthopaedic shoes that they cannot afford to pay for and which are not covered
by the IFH plan (33-KOF-Toronto).

Mr. ... and all four daughters have dental problems (root canal). Which they cannot afford
to get treated (48-KOF-Toronto).

Yes, IFH does not cover all required dental services and we have paid for some of them
as the family cannot afford them. A large number of drugs, required vitamins, etc., are also
not covered by IFH and we have paid for them (16-KOF-Toronto).

(v) Resources and Connection to Community:

Twenty-four sponsors hadn’t been in touch with their local immigrant serving agency. Twenty-five
had called upon their services. The most common request was for information on immigration matters,
translation, language classes, referrals to hospital, information on benefits.

Twenty-five sponsors had introduced their families to the local community centre/recreation centre.
Twenty-three of the respondents hadn’t introduced their families; reasons given included restrictions due
to health, lack of interest, lack of language, lack of transport, busy with either studying English or childcare.

(vi) Children:

Twenty-seven sponsors answered that they had no concerns about any of the children. A few of
the sponsors did have concerns that included health issues, education/communication/language, and
behavioural problems as illustrated by the following example: “Concern about the children’s academic
progress due to their frequent absences. They have been several times with gum infections, high fever...”
(16-KOF-Tor).

(vii) Assistance from Relatives in Canada

Only a couple of sponsors replied that the relatives of the family didn’t provide assistance to the
refugees. The majority (31) answered that relatives had been able to able to assist their family.

Assistance took the form of transport, helping to find housing, English classes, translation,
orientation including introduction to shops/banks, emotional support, socialisation, financial support, visits
to doctors, introduction to the community centre and registration in school.
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As well, the majority of the sponsoring groups described their working relationship with the relatives
as excellent (24%), good (41%) and satisfactory (27%), and only 8% described the working relationship
as “poor.”

One difference observed in the data between SAH and GRP5 is that more sponsoring groups of
SAH (92%) reported that relatives were willing to provide assistance than GRP5 (53%).

(viii) General Comments - Orientation and Training:

Forty of the respondents had received some sort of orientation/training/resources. Eleven had
received nothing. The other sponsors indicated that they had received the basic orientation and had been
given information on the background and culture of their family. “All aspects of their orientation, training,
etc., were new to us and hence very helpful” (22-KOF-Toronto).

Some sponsors indicated that the orientation and training that they had was not sufficient, as
expressed by the following comment: “Found the training not helpful, received very little practical advice
on how to deal with the family. However, we were able to figure out what to do ourselves. Agency did not
want to put us in contact with other Kosovar sponsors in Richmond Hill. This was not helpful” (02-KOF-
Toronto).

General Comments - Forming/Joining Support Networks:

Forty-eight of the respondents had not joined/formed any support networks for sponsors.
However, sponsors might have interpreted the question to mean joining/forming support networks for
refugees.

General Comments - Suggestions to CIC:

Although the comments and suggestions varied, most sponsors agreed on the need for more
financial assistance, more help in finding employment, and more general help for the families. Others
commented on housing issues, the need for more translators, and more training for sponsors. The following
responses captured these comments and suggestions: “[T]he department carried out the process in the most
dignified, commendable manner. There was direct contact constantly between the sponsors and the
person/persons designated for more rapid, fruitful interaction” (55-KOF-Toronto).

On the other hand, another sponsor said: “All I met with was bald faced lies.... In good conscience,
I cannot recommend other churches help unless they have a team willing to struggle with the system, and
all that entails” (25-KOF-Toronto). Yet another sponsor commented: “I think that a personal visit from
someone professional could have been a great help. Eye ball to eye ball is so much better than telephone
contact...” (60-KOF-Toronto).
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Other areas where the sponsors felt CIC could have done more included providing more dental
coverage and more help with translators and transportation. The cost of transportation and communication
was noted by this sponsor: “You can ask the public transportation commission to donate one year free
transportation within the big centres (Toronto/Mississauga/Ottawa).... Ask telephone companies to give
some time free of cost or subsidize in calling long distance (overseas). This way, refugees will feel relaxed,
settle down and reduce their worries” (44-KOF-Toronto).

General Comments - Positive/Negative Experience and Challenge:

The majority of the sponsoring groups (83%) reported that they would be willing to sponsor a
refugee in the future. There was a difference between SAH and GRP5 (75% and 89% respectively) in their
response to this question.

Negative experiences were described as follows: lack of dental coverage, cultural differences or
attitudes. Other negative experiences included difficulty in defining their role as a sponsor, language barriers,
the trauma suffered by the family, the amount of work involved in sponsorship and lack of adequate
support/good service from CIC .

Positive experiences included the personal relationship with the family, the extent to which the family
had integrated and positive cross-cultural experiences.

As with sponsoring groups in other communities, the positive aspect of personal relations with the
family was emphasized. There seemed to be more emphasis on the lack of support from CIC as a negative
aspect in Toronto than in other communities. The workload was not cited as something negative, unlike in
other communities.

The biggest challenge for sponsors, as in other communities, was language and communication.
Other challenges for the sponsors included: language barriers, defining their role, the amount of time involved
in being a sponsor, cultural differences, problems with bureaucracy/accessing services, the distance between
where they lived and their sponsored family, the trauma that the family had suffered, integration problems,
health problems, and lack of accurate information on family re-unification. The following response captures
these challenges: “Language, traditions, orientation to their culture. These challenges help me grow and
broaden my outlook. I have been enriched by this experience” (54-KOF-Toronto).

Overall, the reported experiences of sponsoring Kosovar refugees in Toronto by sponsors are
comparable to those expressed by sponsors in other communities.
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Sponsors - Thunder Bay (KOS)

The total number of sponsoring groups who returned and completed the survey is ten. Of the ten,
four are Constituent Groups (SAH) and six are Group of Five (GRP5). Similar to other communities, the
type of sponsorship does not make much difference in the following domains of content.

(i) Relationship:

Just under half of the sponsors indicated that the refugee family moved away (mainly to Toronto and
Hamilton at the time of the survey). However, close to half (40%) of sponsors met with the family on a
regular basis and helped them with their essential needs. In a few cases these contacts developed into
friendships. A majority of the sponsors in Thunder Bay (66%), the highest proportion when compared with
sponsors in other communities, either marked “other” or left the answer blank in their response to “how
the relationship has changed.”

One sponsoring group expressed: “For some of the sponsor group, the bond of friendship had
developed and consequently friendly social visits have increased. Our Kosovar family enjoy visits from
people and love having company. Other sponsor members have become less involved with the refugee
family now that their essential needs have been met” (059-KOS-TBay).

In contrast to other communities, activities were reported as “other” (67%) followed by 44% in
each of the following: social, business/banking and medical.

(ii) Language Classes:

A majority of the refugees attended language classes. Of the greatest benefit for attendance, 50%
of respondents checked a combination of the benefits listed in the survey, such as “improve ability to
communicate and integrate, to find job.” Forty percent checked “improve ability to communicate and
integrate into the community.”

(iii) Employment:

Nearly all of the respondents had not foreseen obstacles to employment. However, a few sponsors
raised their concerns as illustrated by the following response: “I feel that they have unrealistic goals for
employment. Wanting to make a lot of money as well as getting full benefits. I feel that the settlement
package should not have run for two years. This has caused a problem for us in employment, as they can
make more money staying at home and collecting government money” (060-KOS-TBay).

For those refugees who hadn’t moved to Toronto the sponsors were either encouraging them to
continue their education or helping them to apply for jobs. The rest of the answers were left blank.
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(iv) Medical:

In contrast to other regions, none of the families were reported to have had any problems accessing
medical services and none of the families were reported to have had any members with health needs not
being met. A few sponsors, however, did remark on similar problems faced by sponsors in other
communities regarding the IFH. “Doctors in this area are at a premium because of the dire shortage of
doctors. Some dentists and pharmacists will not accept the IFH forms or deter you form using their service.
They don’t want to be bothered with the paperwork” (059-KOS-TBay).

(v) Resources and Connection to Community:

One community agency in Thunder Bay was the most commonly cited by sponsors who indicated
that they had used all available settlement services. As well, most respondents reported that they had
introduced their families to the facilities and program in their local community centres/recreational centres.

(vi) Children:

Most sponsors expressed no concerns for the children of their sponsored families. However,
moving to other cities such as Toronto had raised a concern for a few sponsors as expressed by the
following sponsor: “I am worried that the children are going to find it difficult relocating. We the sponsor
group have made life easy for them by providing free transportation, toys, bikes, and clothing.... I worry
how they will feel without this outside support” (060-KOS-TBay).

(vii) General Comments - Orientation and Training:

Sponsors who replied to this question answered that they had received orientation, training and
resources to assist their group. Furthermore, the settlement services provided by [two named agencies]
were regarded as giving them valuable assistance. Information about Albanian culture was cited by
respondents as being particularly useful. Also, meeting other sponsors and receiving information regarding
the expected needs of refugees and their expected commitment as sponsors were said to be useful and
important.

General Comments - Forming/Joining Support Network:

Only a few sponsors had joined support networks for sponsors, chiefly with church groups through
one community agency.

General Comments - Suggestions to CIC:

In general, sponsors in Thunder Bay expressed their concern with their sponsored families moving
to other regions/communities. One sponsoring group explained: “Most Kosovar families have left to
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Toronto and areas where they can congregate with other Kosovars. If Thunder Bay had a large number
of Kosovars (to form a community) perhaps more would have remained here” (063-KOS-TBay).

Another sponsor felt that more Kosovars should be sent to Thunder Bay so that a community could
be formed and people could be encouraged to stay: “If we had more Kosovar families here, they would
not feel the need to immigrate to Toronto. They are isolated here” (058-KOS-TBay).

Suggestions to CIC from the sponsors in Thunder Bay also included information regarding tax and
immigration status. One sponsoring group wrote:

One suggestion would be to send the sponsor group a copy of “essential benefits” to which
the refugee family is entitled to. Our family had a problem with the Child Tax Benefit. If the
sponsor group had known how this applied to the family problems may have been
prevented. Secondly, more clearly presented information re: landed status & Canadian
citizenship for the sponsors and the refugee family would have been useful. Our refugee
family needed to be reassured that application for and acceptance of landed immigration
status does not adversely affect their status on Albanian Kosovar (059-KOS-TBay).

Another sponsoring group (060-KOS-TBay) suggested that assistance should be reduced from
two years to one year as this will encourage the refugees to seek employment rather than rely upon welfare.
They also mentioned that most of the refugees did not have the necessary experience for blue collar jobs
and this has resulted in laziness on their part. This sponsoring group wrote:

....1 year would have been plenty for resettlement. The 2 year window has created
problems in employment. The types of jobs that would be worth for them to work are few
and far between. Most of the refugees do not have the background and skills for the Blue
collar jobs. This has created laziness on the part of our Kosovar man.... He was provided
2 times with employment and opted to quit because the money the government gives is
more than he would make.... Thus...why should I work when I make the same and can stay
home or go to school....

However, a few sponsors felt that there was nothing more that the government could have done.

General Comments - Positive/Negative Experience and Challenge:

In spite of the high number of their sponsored refugee families moving away to Toronto or
Hamilton, 100% of the sponsoring groups said that they would be willing to sponsor a refugee in the future.

Sponsors noted the desire of the refugees to move to Toronto as a surprise. They commented on
the amount of work that was involved in sponsoring the refugees. Others mentioned integration as a problem
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for the refugees. However, they felt that the personal contact and relationship with the refugee family was
one of the positive aspects of the sponsorship process.

Challenges for sponsors in Thunder Bay included the inability to find adequate employment and the
time commitment required in being a sponsor. One respondent (059-KOS-TBay) captures succinctly the
challenge: “Perhaps the greatest challenge is the time commitment. Getting the family to dental appointments,
doctors appointments, employment, etc., had been demanding. Transportation for the family necessitates
two vehicles unless you possess a van. Secondly, finding adequate employment is no easy task.”

Overall, taking into consideration the small number of sponsoring groups and the relocation of some
sponsored refugees to other communities, the reported experiences in sponsoring Kosovar refugees by
sponsors in Thunder Bay did not differ significantly from those of sponsors in other communities.
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Sponsors - Windsor (KOS)

The total number of sponsoring groups who returned the survey in Windsor is 26. Of these 26, 22 are
Group of 5 (GRP5) and 4 are Constituent Groups (SAH). However the following report is based on 23 completed
surveys because 3 sponsoring groups did not complete the survey and 1 sponsoring group stated that the
sponsored refugee family had returned to Kosovo. As in other communities, there is no measurable difference
between SAH and GRP5 in their reported experiences in sponsoring Kosovar refugees as illustrated by the
following domains of content.

(i) Relationship:

Meetings became less frequent as families grew more independent and as they learned English. The
relationship became more social and less formal. A majority of sponsors met with their family less frequently;
because the family was more independent the relationship had become more socially based. A few sponsors said
that they used the phone more. The typical response was: “As they become more independent, our contact with
them is less frequent. They enjoy their independence and are quite resourceful on their own” (W-14-KOS).

Most sponsors reported that the activities were social (96%) and were for shopping/banking (74%).
However, in contrast to other communities, sponsors in Windsor had the highest proportion of activities listed
as “medical” (91%).

(ii) Language Classes:

Most sponsors responded that their sponsored family adults were attending language classes. Twenty-
two responded that they were taking language classes and five said that they were not. The reasons given for non-
attendance included childcare commitments, age and refusal to attend. As for the greatest benefits of attendance,
over half of the sponsors (58%) cited “improve ability to communicate and integrate into community,” while the
rest cited a combination including the above and others such as orientation to community, social activities and
help to find a job.

(iii) Employment:
Sixteen sponsors had not foreseen obstacles to employment and only a few did not. Obstacles were

described as: lack of language ability, childcare commitments, health, transportation problems, cultural differences
and lack of education/skills. This is aptly summed up by a respondent (03-KOS-W), who wrote: “Poor English
skills, females have never worked for pay, no employment skills. I think that the women are expected to be
homemakers - they seem to have no expectation/aspirations to work.” Another sponsoring group (W-21-KOS)
reiterated: “The language and skill difficulties may hinder this family from attaining adequate employment.”

Although no sponsoring group indicated “government/community agencies” as the only method to help
families find jobs, a majority (39%) did use a combination of methods that did include the above. In general,
similar to other sponsoring groups in other communities, sponsors used various methods to help the families find
work. These included: networking, the use of employment agencies, help with writing/sending out resumes,
transportation, general information on how to go about seeking employment and concentration on the acquisition
of language skills.

(iv) Medical:
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Thirteen respondents had no problems accessing medical services and six did.  Five sponsors stated that
dentists were reluctant or refused to provide services. One respondent wrote: “Dentist refusing to treat them,
anaesthetists at hospital refusing to treat them” (03-KOS-Windsor).

While 20 respondents stated that the health needs of their family were being met, 3 answered that they
weren’t and these needs were related to dental work that was not covered by the plan.

Regarding the IFH, 17 sponsors did not have any problems. Of the sponsors who did, the problems
involved accessing dental treatment and the issue of reimbursement. Some comments by the sponsors illustrated
these points:

Here is a young man (29) who cannot afford the basic health needs….  He is a landed immigrant
and has chosen Canada to bring his family. We should help him achieve those goals by providing
complete health care (11-KOS-Windsor).

[T]he providers, who have given unstintingly, have encountered an exceedingly inefficient
bureaucracy at the IFH (12-KOS-Windsor).

(v) Resources and Connection to Community:

Thirteen sponsors had called upon the resources of their local immigrant serving agencies. The resources
being accessed were: immigration matters, translation services and language classes. Fifteen sponsors had
introduced their families to the facilities. Of the sponsors who reported that they hadn’t, they stated that the
reasons were either that the family was not interested or was too busy, communication problems or the family
had already accessed these facilities themselves.

(vi) Children:

Most respondents said that they didn’t have any concerns about the children. Of those who did, the
concerns were: language ability, negative peer influence, and the responsibility for some children to communicate
for the family.

One sponsor said: “[She] is doing well but it must be difficult for her in helping parents
communicate...and this puts a lot of responsibility on her shoulders” (09-KOS-Windsor).
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(vii) General Comments - Orientation and Training:

Most sponsors had received orientation/training and said it was very helpful but there were problems in
finding interpreters. As one sponsor (W-9-KOS) stated: “It has been difficult to get interpreters.... When we call
from agency we have often long waiting period...which is frustrating.” Eight sponsors did not receive
training/orientation/resources. In general, sponsors felt that there was good government/community support and
they also used the printed information. Few sponsors expressed that the program coordinator was withdrawn too
soon.

General Comments - Forming/Joining Support Network:

In contrast to sponsors in other communities, most sponsors had not joined or formed a group, but some
sponsors said that the network was on an informal basis. One sponsor said: “No formal network but we have met
or discussed issues with other sponsors” (11-KOS-Windsor).

General Comments - Suggestions to CIC:

Sponsors suggested the use of more interpreters and job training programs. They also commented on
the overall confusion they experienced, but for the most part they were satisfied.

However, some sponsors felt that more translation services were needed and that more financial help was
needed because RAP is not enough. They also suggested offering refugees more help with finding
employment/training. Other sponsors commented that the government should make sure that information about
the arrival date and information featured on documents are both correct so that the amount of confusion can be
minimized. Other suggestions included more local support, more dental coverage and that the refugees should be
given realistic expectations with regards to the feasibility of employment.

These suggestions have been captured by the following  respondent’s comment: “This family had
significant medical needs that required frequent hospital visits for testing, surgery, etc. Each visit necessitated
having an interpreter present. The sponsor was expected to find an interpreter volunteer for each occasion, at all
hours of the day or night. Not being able to ‘hire’ someone who would come consistently, was very frustrating
for both the refugee and the sponsor” (20-KOS-Windsor)

General Comments - Positive/Negative Experience and Challenge

As in other communities, sponsoring groups responded positively (94%) that they would sponsor a
refugee in the future.

Positive experiences included the whole process of sponsoring, witnessing the integration process take
place, learning about another culture/background and the personal relationship with the family.

Negative experiences included the difficulty in finding employment, the family refusing to attend language
classes, the amount of time that sponsoring involved and the frustration faced by sponsors when dealing with
different government agencies. For example:

The most frustrating experience arose from an apparent lack of communication between two
branches of the Federal Government - CIC and Revenue. The latter long maintained that our
family’s new born son was not eligible for the child tax credit even though other families were
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getting it and my own information still indicated they were eligible. We eventually won the appeal
but at the cost of much work and aggravation... (12-KOS-Windsor).

Twelve sponsors cited the greatest challenge as language and communication. Other challenges included
cultural differences, health problems, difficulty finding employment and housing, transportation problems and the
trauma and depression of the refugees.

Overall, the reported experiences in sponsoring Kosovar refugees by sponsors in Windsor were
comparable to those expressed by sponsors in other communities.


