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Executive Summary
Background
This report presents the findings of the evaluation of Immigration, 
Refugees and Citizenship Canada’s (IRCC) Blended Visa Office--
Referred (BVOR) program. The evaluation was conducted in 
fulfillment of requirements under the Treasury Board’s Policy on 
Results and covered the period of 2016 to 2020.
The evaluation’s primary focus was to assess the continued need for 
the BVOR program, as well as the extent to which the BVOR program 
is appropriately designed for resettling refugees. The secondary area 
of focus was to examine stakeholders’ awareness of the BVOR 
program. The evaluation also examined the services BVORs receive 
from their sponsors upon arrival in Canada, including sponsors’ 
capacity to provide supports during the first year of resettlement.

Summary of Conclusions
Regarding the primary evaluation focus, the evaluation revealed that 
while the BVOR program was introduced as a cost-saving measure, 
interviewees indicated there is a continued need for the BVOR 
program as it makes sponsorship more accessible to civil society, 
allows for sponsoring individuals with no ties to Canada, and allows 
Canada to honour commitments to resettling refugees identified as 
the most vulnerable.
With respect to the secondary evaluation focus, the evaluation found 
awareness of the BVOR program needs to improve within the 
sponsorship community and efforts could be made to ensure outreach 
is extended to new prospective sponsors. The evaluation also noted 
some informational gaps sponsors experience throughout the BVOR 
sponsorship process and prior to a BVOR’s arrival.
The evaluation also showed that sponsors are receptive to the needs 
of BVORs, and that BVORs’ resettlement needs are being met. 
Moreover, BVORs are referred to and are accessing settlement 
services and community supports.
In response to the evaluation’s findings, and in support of continued 
improvement of the program, five recommendations are proposed.

Summary of Recommendations
Theme 1: Rationale
The BVOR program’s original rationale was to save costs during a 
period of fiscal restraint, without reducing the overall number of 
refugees able to come to Canada. Over time, narratives around the 
rationale have evolved to incorporate the goal of sponsoring refugees 
who do not have prior ties to Canada, the creation of additional 
resettlement spaces, improved ability for the community to provide 
refugees with support towards integration, and the ability to quickly 
mobilize sponsorship in response to humanitarian crises (i.e., “surge 
capacity”) as positive outcomes of the BVOR program. The lack of 
defined program objectives underlines the inconsistencies between 
the program’s original rationale and the perceived need for continuing 
the program, and presents challenges for measuring the success of 
the BVOR program.
Recommendation 1: IRCC should formally define objectives for the 
BVOR program, including how the BVOR program aligns with and 
supports the broader Resettlement program.

Theme 2: BVOR Program Awareness
Promotional funding for the BVOR funding is limited, and efforts are 
more focused on matching sponsors with refugees and providing 
information to pre-existing sponsors rather than focusing on marketing 
the program. The evaluation highlighted a lack of internal capacity to 
market the program and a lack of evidence on where marketing efforts 
should be focused. As well, the evaluation found that awareness and 
understanding of the BVOR program is limited in the current 
sponsorship community and that there is room for improvement in the 
current tools and training made available to sponsors.
Recommendation 2: IRCC should put in place a strategy to increase 
awareness of the BVOR program including promoting the program 
beyond its current sponsorship base.
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Theme 3: Financial Supports
The evaluation found that interviewees feel the level of financial 
support IRCC provides is not balanced with the level of financial 
support sponsors provide, as sponsors have the entire responsibility 
of start-up costs. More than half of sponsors surveyed as part of the 
evaluation indicated that they spent more money on sponsorship than 
was estimated, and the majority also indicated they continued to 
provide supports to refugees beyond the required sponsorship period. 
Moreover, evidence from interviews and the sponsor survey suggest 
that RAP supports do not adequately reflect the high cost of living 
(e.g., higher rent costs) and that these unexpected costs contribute to 
reduced re-engagement in the BVOR program.
Recommendation 3: IRCC should develop and implement a plan to 
improve supports provided to BVOR sponsors, which considers:

A. Examining how costs are shared between IRCC and sponsors;
B. Reviewing monthly income support rates to ensure supports 

provided to BVORs are appropriate; and
C. Enhancing information on sponsorship costs, including on 

challenges sponsors may experience in providing support.

Theme 4: Communications on Refugees’ Needs
Sponsors and interviewees highlighted some gaps in the information 
available to sponsors that would be helpful when selecting BVOR 
cases, preparing for BVORs’ arrival, and in meeting BVORs’ 
resettlement needs. In particular, sponsors identified detailed health 
needs as a current information gap that could help sponsors to better 
prepare for BVOR arrivals.
The evaluation highlighted pre-arrival contact between sponsors and 
BVOR cases as a promising practice to bridge this information gap, as 
it would allow the refugee the opportunity to share additional 
information with the sponsor.
Recommendation 4: IRCC should enhance mechanisms to facilitate 
disseminating information on refugees’ needs, including lines of 
communication between refugees and sponsors prior to arrival.

Theme 5: Sustainability
The evaluation found that the program sustainability is in a fragile 
state. The costs associated with processing BVORs exceed those 
associated with processing PSRs and GARs, and the program has a 
low uptake rate and limited awareness. The evaluation also identified 
that non-selected BVOR cases were previously reconverted to GARs. 
IRCC stakeholders noted that these reconversions had a substantial 
impact on planning and resourcing exercises, which created 
unexpected financial pressures. As well, this practice may deter 
prospective sponsors from participating given refugees will be 
resettled as GARs if they are not selected as BVORs. In 2018 and 
2019, the program benefitted from external funding to offset costs for 
sponsors and provided SAHs with administrative support to assist in 
coordinating BVOR sponsorships. The discontinuation of external 
funding, could negatively impact the achievement of levels targets.
Lastly, once the objectives for the program have been formally 
established, as per Recommendation 1, and program design 
improvements have been put in place as a result of 
Recommendations 2 to 4, the program would benefit from monitoring 
its sustainability, including the extent to which it is meeting its 
objectives.
Recommendation 5: Following the development of revised objectives 
and program design improvements suggested in recommendations 1 
to 4, IRCC should monitor the BVOR program’s sustainability, 
including considerations of:

A. whether the program is meeting its intended objectives, as 
defined per Recommendation 1;

B. whether the amount of departmental resources required to 
meet program objectives and admissions levels are 
appropriate;

C. whether the program should be retained in its current format.
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Evaluation of the Blended Visa Office-Referred (BVOR) 
Program – Management Response Action Plan (MRAP)
Rationale
The BVOR program’s original rationale was to save costs during a period of fiscal restraint, without reducing the overall number of refugees able to come to 
Canada.

Over time, narratives around the rationale have evolved to incorporate the goal of sponsoring refugees who do not have prior ties to Canada, the creation of 
additional resettlement spaces, improved ability for the community to provide refugees with support towards integration, and the ability to quickly mobilize 
sponsorship in response to humanitarian crises (i.e., “surge capacity”) as positive outcomes of the BVOR program.

The evaluation noted a lack of foundational documents articulating program objectives and aligning the BVOR program with the broader resettlement program. 
This lack of defined program objectives underlines the inconsistencies between the program’s original rationale and the perceived need for continuing the program. 
These inconsistencies present challenges for measuring the success of the BVOR program.

Recommendation 1: IRCC should formally define objectives for the BVOR program, including how the BVOR program aligns with and 
supports the broader Resettlement program.
Response: IRCC agrees with this recommendation.
In 2013, in order to decrease costs during a time of fiscal restraint, Canada simultaneously decreased Government-Assisted Refugee levels and introduced a cost-
sharing model via the BVOR program. In addition, an associated objective was to provide UNHCR-referred refugees with private sponsor support with the 
expectation that this would improve their settlement outcomes.

Since that time, the program has demonstrated a number of additional benefits, including allowing Canadians to respond to the world refugee crisis and work 
together with refugee newcomers to build communities that are stronger and more resilient. The program has also provided surge capacity in response to 
emerging and compelling crises (most recently during Operation Syrian Refugee).

The ultimate outcome for Canada’s Refugee Resettlement Program is for refugee newcomers to live independently in Canadian society. Achievement of this 
outcome in the context of the BVOR program is linked to other programs, including the Government Assisted Refugees (GAR) Program, the Private Sponsorship 
of Refugees (PSR) Program, the Resettlement Assistance Program, the Settlement Program, and the Immigration Loans Program. Identifying objectives specific 
to the BVOR program will involve consideration as to what extent it contributes to the achievement of the Refugee Resettlement Program’s ultimate outcome.

Action Accountability Completion date
Action 1A: Identify clear program objectives for approval by IRCC’s senior management. Lead: RAB

Support: RASO, Comms, SIP
Q1 2022-2023

Action 1B: Update public-facing materials to reflect updated program objectives. Lead: Comms
Support: RAB, RASO, SIP, R&E

Q4 2022-2023

Action 1C: Update the Resettlement logic model and performance indicators to reflect clarified 
BVOR objectives for review and endorsement by IRCC’s Performance Measurement Steering 
Committee.

Lead: RAB
Support: RASO, SIS (SIP&SN), R&E

Q4 2022-2023
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BVOR Program Awareness
IRCC funds the Refugee Sponsorship Training Program (RSTP) to promote sponsorship of refugees. Promotional funding for the BVOR program is limited as the 
RSTP is more focused on matching refugees with potential sponsors and providing information about the program to pre-existing sponsors, rather than marketing 
(i.e., promoting sponsorship, branding). The marketing gaps identified in the evaluation included a lack of capacity to market the program internally and a lack of 
evidence on where marketing efforts should be focused (i.e., to what populations of prospective sponsors).

Furthermore, awareness and understanding of the BVOR program is limited within the existing sponsorship community. The evaluation found that many PSR 
sponsors were not aware of the BVOR program, and some who were aware of the program cited their lack of understanding about the program as a reason for not 
sponsoring a BVOR.

The evaluation also highlighted room for improvement for tools and training available to sponsors. While training was largely viewed as sufficient by those who 
attended, training is not mandatory. About half of sponsors surveyed had received no sponsorship training. Moreover, some sponsors reported that the information 
materials IRCC provides to them are hard to understand. SAHs confirmed they often translate materials from IRCC to make them more user-friendly for sponsors. 
In particular, the evaluation identified training gaps with respect to responsibilities of sponsorship, essential skills for sponsors and conflict management.

Recommendation 2: IRCC should put in place a strategy to increase awareness of the BVOR program including promoting the program 
beyond its current sponsorship base.
Response: IRCC agrees with this recommendation.
The Global Refugee Sponsorship Initiative has used the BVOR Program as a model to successfully promote community sponsorship of refugees to other 
countries. However, the Department has not made complementary efforts to create program awareness in Canada.

While private sponsorship of refugees has a long and successful history in Canada, the BVOR program is unlike any of Canada’s other immigration streams in that 
it is driven by sponsor demand as opposed to demand from applicants themselves. The BVOR program to-date has had a limited sponsorship base, relying 
primarily on a few Sponsorship Agreement Holders who already face a high demand to sponsor refugees through the PSR program.

In order to consider how to increase sponsor mobilization for the program, the Department has been working closely with program partners and stakeholders, 
including the RSTP, which is funded by IRCC for BVOR sponsor training and matching activities.

Other partners include Ottawa-based organization Refugee 613, which is undertaking the “ReSpo project”, with the goal of providing evidence-based 
recommendations to IRCC for the purpose of improving BVOR program uptake. The Department has also funded an Environics market research proposal to 
develop a better understanding of Canadians’ motivations and barriers to sponsorship. The outcomes and recommendations presented in the report align well with 
the Evaluation and will help identify groups for targeted outreach, marketing and promotion.

Furthermore, given that the BVOR program has been most successful in obtaining broad public support when there has been a particularly compelling 
resettlement initiative (e.g. Operation Syrian Refugee), it is anticipated that establishing a theme would create more awareness and broaden the sponsorship base, 
and improve the matching of refugee needs to sponsor interests and expertise. The development of a proposed theme is underway, which would focus on 
“Keeping Kids in School”. Selected cases would include refugee families with school-aged children who face increased barriers to attending school such as girls 
due to forced/underage marriage, child labour, exploitation and abuse. The theme would not only provide a focus for promotional efforts, but can also be leveraged 
in the international context, for example it aligns with the Minister of International Trade’s mandate commitment to “lead an international campaign to ensure that 
all refugee and displaced children can get the education they need and deserve”; and, with Canada’s theme of the Protection and Empowerment of Women and 
Girls on the Move for the chairing of the Comprehensive Regional Protection and Solutions Framework (MIRPS) in 2021-2022.
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Action Accountability Completion Date
Action 2A: Undertake a communications strategy to raise awareness of the BVOR program in 
close partnership with the UNHCR, and civil society organizations. 

Lead: Comms
Support: RAB, RASO

Q3 2022-2023

Action 2A.1: Work with partners to implement strategy. Lead: RAB/ RASO
Support: Comms

Q2 2023-2024

Action 2A.2: Contingent on allocation of appropriate resources, the Department will pilot a theme 
for the BVOR program focused on “Keeping Kids in School” in partnership with the United Nations 
Refugee Agency.

Lead: RASO/IN-ROD/Comms
Support: RAB

Q1 2023-2024

Action 2B: Review existing information and material provided by IRCC and assess how it can be 
made more user-friendly and accessible. Following assessment, adapt IRCC material as 
necessary.

Lead: Comms
Support: RAB, RASO

Q4 2022-2023

Action 2C: Work with expert organizations to identify local opportunities for sponsorship 
community growth, and develop tools to increase their marketing and communications capacities.

Lead: RAB
Support: RASO, Comms

Q2 2023-2024

Financial Supports
The BVOR program encourages civil society engagement in resettlement through cost-sharing incentives, whereby IRCC and private sponsors both contribute 
financially to supporting refugee cases. Refugees resettled under the BVOR program receive income support through the Resettlement Assistance Program (RAP) 
for six months after their arrival in Canada (during months 2-7), and private sponsors offer another six months of financial support (during month 1 and months 8-
12), as well as the costs associated with initial start-up (e.g., groceries, furniture, household items) which can include in-kind contributions. The evaluation found 
that interviewees feel the level of financial support IRCC provides is not balanced with the level of financial support sponsors provide, as sponsors have the entire 
responsibility of providing start-up costs.

In addition, sponsors are not always prepared for the additional costs associated with the sponsorship. More than half of sponsors surveyed as part of the 
evaluation indicated that they spent more money on sponsorship than was estimated, and the majority also indicated they continued to provide supports to 
refugees beyond the required sponsorship period. Moreover, evidence from interviews and the sponsor survey suggest that RAP supports do not adequately 
reflect the high cost of living (e.g., higher rent costs) and that these unexpected costs contribute to reduced re-engagement in the BVOR program (i.e., sponsoring 
another BVOR).

Recommendation 3: IRCC should develop and implement a plan to improve supports provided to BVOR sponsors, which considers:
A. Examining how costs are shared between IRCC and sponsors; 
B. Reviewing monthly income support rates to ensure supports provided to BVORs are appropriate; and 
C. Enhancing information on sponsorship costs, including on challenges sponsors may experience in providing support.

Response: IRCC agrees with this recommendation.
The Department recognizes the importance of appropriately balancing resettlement and settlement services, along with financial support, to refugees to assist in 
their full participation in the economic, social, and cultural life in Canada. The services and financial support provided to resettled refugees are designed to 
recognize and accommodate their unique circumstances and needs.

Sponsorship groups must provide financial support at least equal to the current Resettlement Assistance Program (RAP) rates in the community where the refugee 
will settle. 
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RAP income support rates are guided primarily by prevailing provincial social assistance rates in the client’s province of residence.

Communication on Refugees’ Needs
The evaluation found that sponsors generally receive sufficient information before BVORs arrive, and that arrivals are well-coordinated overall. Moreover, sponsors 
are normally satisfied with the fit between their organization and the BVOR case(s) they have sponsored. In addition, there are a variety of mechanisms in place 
with stakeholders to communicate on BVOR program policies and procedures effectively. Nevertheless, sponsors and interviewees highlighted some gaps in the 
information provided that would be helpful when selecting BVOR cases, preparing for BVORs’ arrival, and in meeting BVORs’ resettlement needs. In particular, 
sponsors identified unexpected health needs as a key factor in preparing for BVOR arrivals. However, stakeholders and sponsors recognized the difficulty of 
collecting, storing and sharing sensitive health data due to privacy concerns.

Recognizing that it is not always possible to make contact with refugees before they arrive, the evaluation highlighted pre-arrival contact between sponsors and 
BVOR cases as a promising practice to bridge the information gap. In such cases, refugees are able to decide what information they feel comfortable sharing with 
their sponsors, without the need for IRCC involvement in collecting/storing/transmitting sensitive data.

Recommendation 4: IRCC should enhance mechanisms to facilitate disseminating information on refugees’ needs, including lines of 
communication between refugees and sponsors prior to arrival.
Response: IRCC agrees with this recommendation and has begun work to address some of the concerns related to information sharing.
The Department acknowledges that there can be a gap in pre-arrival communication between refugees and sponsors. While the Department does send a letter to 
all BVORs with detailed contact information about their sponsor, not all BVORs are able to initiate contact with their sponsors prior to arrival.

In 2019-2020 IRCC completed a survey with RAP SPOs to better understand their pre-arrival information needs. IRCC determined that inaccurate information 
shared in the Destination Matching Request (DMR) or Notification of Arrival Transmission (NAT) is an issue for all stakeholders and in 2020 the Resettlement 
Operations Center in Ottawa (ROC-O) developed a mechanism where RAP SPOs and sponsors are able to report inaccurate information from the DMR and/or 
NAT.

The Department continues to work with RSTP on how best to share refugee information with sponsors prior to arrival.. Previously, the Department made periodic 
adjustments to the information that is provided in the refugees’ ‘profile’ that is posted on the RSTP website. In an attempt to increase sponsorship interest, ROC-O 
previously created custom profiles for sponsor groups based on their identified specific interests, however the process resulted in no discernible increase in 
sponsor interest despite requiring additional resources to coordinate. Should detailed, comprehensive, interest-based profiles once again be developed for 
sponsors moving forward, additional resources will be required once more.

Action Accountability Completion Date
Action 3A: The Department will conduct an examination of the appropriateness of how 
costs are shared between the IRCC and sponsors and present recommendations to senior 
management.

Lead: RAB
Support: RASO, Finance, SIS (SIP&SN)

Q4 2022-2023

Action 3B.1: The Department will conduct a review of RAP income support rates to align 
with any changes in provincial social assistance rates made since the last review in 2019.

Lead: SN
Support: SIP RASO, RAB, Finance

Q3 2021-2022

Action 3B.2: The Department will conduct further review of RAP income support rates and 
national policy to explore whether additional measures are required to meet refugee needs.

Lead: SIP
Support: RASO, SN, RAB

Q4 2022-2023

Action 3C: The Department will work with RSTP to explore how their resources and 
training can be improved to further strengthen sponsors’ understanding of costs associated 
with a BVOR sponsorship, including encouraging BVOR sponsors to access the financial 
support calculator in order to calculate the level of financial support required.

Lead: RASO
Support: RAB, SIS (SIP&SN)

Q1 2022-2023
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While the Department is limited in the type of information it can collect and share due to privacy concerns, and communications with some refugees is limited and 
often facilitated through UNHCR or the IOM, IRCC will give further consideration to how direct contact between the sponsor and the refugee can be facilitated prior 
to arrival as refugees.

Action Accountability Completion Date
Action 4A: Explore ways to further improve the accuracy and details of medical needs 
captured in GCMS for resettlement clients pre-arrival.

Lead: MHB
Support: RASO, IN-ROD

Q4 2021-2022

Action 4B: Explore whether more detailed BVOR information can be shared with sponsors 
while adhering to privacy regulations, and present options to senior management, including 
resource considerations. Contingent on resource availability and senior management 
direction, proceed with the selected approach.

Lead: RASO
Support: IN-ROD, RAB, MHB

Q2 2022-2023

Action 4C: Explore further ways to facilitate pre-arrival communication between refugees and 
sponsors, and present options to senior management, including resource considerations. 
Contingent on resource availability and senior management direction, proceed with the 
selected approach.

Lead: RASO
Support: RAB, IN-ROD, MHB

Q2 2022-2023

Action 4D: Contingent on appropriate funding, translate the Sponsor Contact Information 
letter into additional common languages spoken by BVOR refugee populations for distribution.

Lead: RASO
Support: IN-ROD

Q1 2022-2023

Action 4E: Communicate and encourage sponsors through RSTP and engagement 
sessions/products of the existing formal mechanisms to report if and when they receive 
inaccurate information (in DMRs and/or NATs) to add to the quality assurance process and 
use in program improvement.

Lead: RASO
Support: RAB, Comms, MHB

Q3 2022-2023

Sustainability
The evaluation found that resettlement outcomes are strong for BVORs compared to GARs, though not as favourable as for PSRs. However, it also showed that 
program sustainability is in a fragile state. While the BVOR program allows for resettlement at a lower cost than the GAR program, when the costs associated with 
settlement services are considered, the costs associated with processing BVORs exceed the costs associated with processing PSRs or GARs. The evaluation 
also identified some factors that may contribute to increased processing costs such as the concierge service which has been shown to increase uptake at the cost 
of being resource intensive. Nonetheless, uptake of the BVOR program has been low and awareness of the program is limited among prospective sponsors.

The evaluation also identified that non-selected BVOR cases were previously reconverted to GARs. IRCC stakeholders noted that these reconversions had a 
substantial impact on planning and resourcing exercises, which created unexpected financial pressures. As well, this practice may deter prospective sponsors from 
participating given refugees will be resettled as GARs if they are not selected as BVORs. In 2018 and 2019, the program benefitted from external funding to offset 
costs for sponsors and provided SAHs with administrative support to assist in coordinating BVOR sponsorships. The discontinuation of external funding, could 
negatively impact the achievement of levels targets.

Lastly, once the objectives for the program have been formally established, as per Recommendation 1, and program design improvements have been put in place 
as a result of Recommendations 2 to 4, the program would benefit from monitoring its sustainability, including the extent to which it is meeting its objectives.
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Recommendation 5: Following the development of revised objectives and program design improvements suggested in recommendations 
1 to 4, IRCC should monitor the BVOR program’s sustainability including considerations of:

A. whether the program is meeting its intended objectives, as defined per Recommendation 1; 
B. whether the amount of departmental resources required to meet program objectives and admissions levels are appropriate;  
C. whether the program should be retained in its current format.

Response: IRCC agrees with this recommendation.
The BVOR program is directly dependent on demand from sponsors to meet targets. The Department recognizes that meeting targets may be an artificial way of 
assessing the success or sustainability of this program.

The Department also recognizes that although the BVOR program is the smallest resettlement stream, it has incurred higher processing costs than other 
resettlement streams.

The Department will continue to invest in the program in the short term as demonstrated by the action items outlined in recommendations 2 to 4.

Following these program improvements it will be important to assess to what extent these investments, together with an enhanced marketing strategy, can support 
the sustainability of the BVOR program as per the redefined objectives. This will take into consideration Canada’s broader resettlement objectives as well as the 
outcomes of the resettlement evaluation, which is currently scheduled to be completed by the Department in 2023.

Action Accountability Completion Date
Action 5A: The Department will review BVOR levels targets to ensure they are 
commensurate with demand.

Lead: RAB/SPPB
Support: RASO, SIP

Q2 2021-2022

Action 5B: The Department will monitor ongoing program costs and resources and any 
program integrity issues against defined program objectives, and report back to senior 
management.

Lead: RAB
Support: RASO, SIS (SIP&SN), R&E, Finance

Q3 2024-2025

Action 5C: The Department will undertake an assessment of the impact of promotion 
and program improvements outlined in recommendations 2 to 4. If the impact has been 
negligible, the Department will determine whether the BVOR program should be 
retained in its current format.

Lead: RAB/RASO
Support: IN, SIP, SN, Comms

Q1 2025-2026
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List of Acronyms
BVOR Blended Visa Office-Referred
CCB Canada Child Benefit
CS Community Sponsors
G5 Group of Five
GAR Government-Assisted Refugee
GCMS Global Case Management System
ICARE Immigration Contribution Agreement Reporting Environment
IFHP Interim Federal Health Program
IN International Network
IOM International Organization for Migration
IRCC Immigration, Refugees and Citizenship Canada
IRPA Immigration and Refugee Protection Act

LGBTI Lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, intersex
OSR Operation Syrian Refugee
PSR Privately Sponsored Refugee
PTSD Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder
RAP Resettlement Assistance Program
ROC-O Resettlement Operations Centre Ottawa
RSTP Refugee Sponsorship Training Program
SAH Sponsorship Agreement Holder
SIN Social Insurance Number
SPO Service Provider Organization
UNHCR United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees
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Program Profile
Departmental Context
Immigration, Refugees and Citizenship Canada (IRCC) helps maintain 
Canada’s humanitarian traditions by offering protection to refugees. 
The Immigration and Refugee Protection Act (IRPA) provides for the 
resettlement of Convention Refugees Abroad, and Humanitarian-
Protected Persons Abroad (i.e., country of asylum class).
Through its Resettlement Programs, IRCC works closely with 
domestic and international partners to identify and refer refugees from 
abroad for resettlement in Canada. Resettlement is an option for 
those who have no durable solution available within a reasonable 
period of time. Refugees fall into several categories, including 
Government-Assisted (GAR), Privately Sponsored (PSR) and 
Blended Visa Office-Referred (BVOR).

BVOR Program Description
The BVOR program is designed to make it easier for private sponsors 
to help refugees who have been identified as being the most 
vulnerable, by reducing the financial burden on private sponsors and 
by connecting sponsors with refugees who have previously been 
screened and interviewed (i.e., who are “travel-ready”).
To support sponsors, IRCC offers up to six months of financial 
support after refugees arrive in Canada through the Resettlement 
Assistance Program (RAP). RAP income support rates use provincial 
social assistance rates as a benchmark1. RAP is designed to cover 
basic needs such as food, incidentals and shelter, and includes 
additional allowances for housing, transportation and communication2.
Private sponsors are responsible for providing BVORs with funds to 
cover one-time start-up costs, with up to six months of financial 
support equivalent to RAP rates in the client’s province of residence, 
and the equivalent immediate and essential services that GARs 
receive under RAP.

                                               
1 RAP rates have not been adjusted since 2017.

BVOR Referral Process
The United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) and 
other referral agencies (e.g., Refugepoint, the Hebrew Immigrant Aid 
Society) refer GARs and BVORs to Canada based on vulnerability.
Prospective BVORs are posted on the Refugee Sponsorship Training 
Program (RSTP) website, where potential sponsors indicate their 
interest. When a potential sponsor selects a BVOR for sponsorship, 
they submit an application to assess their ability to provide adequate 
financial, emotional and settlement supports. If a sponsorship is not 
approved or submitted, the prospective BVOR is resettled to Canada 
as a GAR.

BVOR Program Objectives
The BVOR program strives to expand IRCC’s capacity to maintain the 
number of UNHCR-referred refugees resettled to Canada, while 
ensuring that these refugees receive sponsor supports. The program 
is intended to allow sponsors to directly respond to the world refugee 
crisis by sponsoring non-family linked refugee cases while having to 
meet fewer financial obligations than under the PSR program.

2 Other special allowances may be added based on need.
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Evaluation Context and Background
Overview
This report presents the results of the Evaluation of the Blended Visa 
Office-Referred (BVOR) Program.
The evaluation was conducted by IRCC’s Evaluation and 
Performance Measurement Division between July 2020 and April 
2021, in fulfillment of evaluation requirements under the Treasury 
Board’s Policy on Results.
The design and approach to the evaluation were determined in 
consultation with IRCC branches involved in the design, management 
and delivery of IRCC’s Resettlement Programs. The terms of 
reference were approved by IRCC’s Performance Measurement and 
Evaluation Committee in July 2020.

Evaluation Focus
The primary areas of focus were assessing the continued need for a 
BVOR program, as well as the extent to which the BVOR program is 
appropriately designed for resettling refugees.
The secondary area of focus for the evaluation was to examine 
stakeholders’ awareness of the BVOR program.
To a lesser extent, the evaluation also considered the services 
BVORs receive from their sponsors upon arrival in Canada, including 
sponsors’ capacity to provide needed supports during the first year of 
resettlement.

Evaluation Scope
The evaluation covered the period of 2016 to 20203.
While the subject of the evaluation is BVORs, the evaluation also 
includes comparisons to GARs and PSRs where appropriate.

                                               
3 2020 was a partial year as the data collection took place into the summer/fall of 

2020.

Evaluation Questions

Is there an ongoing need for the BVOR program?

To what extent are sponsors/SAHs and other external 
stakeholders aware of and participating in the BVOR 
stream?

Is the process for identifying BVOR cases 
appropriate?

Is the BVOR stream designed appropriately for 
efficient and effective resettlement?

To what extent do sponsors/SAHs have capacity to 
effectively support BVOR?

Are sponsors providing BVORs with adequate and 
timely resettlement services?

Are BVORs accessing and benefitting from settlement 
services?
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Methodology
Document Review
The document review was comprised of 38 internal and external 
documents including program delivery instructions, departmental 
results reports, reports on plans and priorities, presentations, tracking 
and monitoring documents, and meeting minutes.

Key Informant Interviews (n=21 interviews, 36 participants)
Interviews were conducted with representatives from IRCC branches, 
including Refugee Affairs, International Network (IN), Operations 
Planning and Performance, Settlement and Integration Policy, 
Settlement Network, and Grants and Contributions Financial 
Management.
Interviews were also conducted with external stakeholders, including 
representatives from UNHCR, the International Organization for 
Migration (IOM), Refugee 613, the University of Ottawa Refugee Hub, 
the Mennonite Central Committee Canada, the RSTP, as well as 
program donors.
Sponsors, including community sponsors (CS), groups of five (G5), 
and Sponsorship Agreement Holders (SAH) were also interviewed.

Administrative Data Review
Administrative data on refugees from IRCC’s Global Case 
Management System (GCMS) were used to develop a profile and 
contextualize trends in the number and profile of resettled refugees 
admitted between 2016 and May 2020 (i.e., the most recent data 
available at the time of data collection).
Administrative data on refugees from IRCC’s Immigration Contribution 
Agreement Reporting Environment (iCARE) were also used to 
examine trends in settlement service uptake.

Financial Data Review
The evaluation included a review of available financial data through 
the department’s Cost Management Model to compare costs 
associated with resettling and processing BVORs with other resettled 
refugees.

Sponsor Survey (n=2,891 sponsors, 224 BVOR sponsors)
The evaluation included an online survey of sponsors who had 
sponsored resettled refugees (BVOR and PSR) between 2016 and 
May 2020. The purpose of the survey was to learn about sponsors’ 
awareness, participation and experiences in, the program. Overall, 
22,198 sponsors for whom contact information was available were 
invited to participate to the survey and 2,891 answered the survey. A 
response rate of 13% overall was obtained, including 24% of BVOR 
sponsors.
The survey was available in English and French.

Refugee Survey (n=4,838 refugees, 257 BVORs)
The evaluation included an online survey of resettled refugees 
admitted to Canada between 2016 and May 2020 for whom contact 
information was available.
The survey covered a range of topics, including resettlement needs, 
relationships with sponsors, referrals to and access of supports, and 
living situations.
Overall, 43,866 resettled refugees were invited to participate in the 
survey and responses were received from 4,838 resettled refugees, 
including 257 BVORs, 1,091 GARs and 3,490 PSRs. This represents 
an 11% response rate of refugees contacted overall, including 13% of 
BVORs contacted.
The survey was available in English, French, Arabic, Tigrinya, 
Kurmanji, Somali and Dari.
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Limitations
Overall, the evaluation design employed complementary quantitative and qualitative data to reduce information gaps and to create integrated 
findings based on numerous lines of evidence. To the extent possible, the evaluation also implemented a variety of mitigation strategies to ensure 
findings were reliable and could be used with confidence.
Nevertheless, 4 limitations of note and their corresponding mitigation strategies have been identified.

Representativeness of Refugee 
Survey Respondents
For many reasons, (e.g., access to 
technology, language capacity) resettled 
refugees are a hard to reach population.
The evaluation strove to make the survey 
accessible by translating it into five non-
official languages commonly spoken in 
BVORs’ home countries. The survey was 
active for three weeks to allow respondents 
ample time to complete the survey.
Given the modest BVOR admissions since 
2016, and despite achieving a 13% 
response rate, the survey is not 
representative of the larger BVOR 
population.
With respect to representativeness, the 
respondents overrepresented:

· Admission years 2019-2020

· Refugees with knowledge of at least 
one official language

· Refugees with at least some post-
secondary education

· Males
In summary, results from the refugee survey 
should be considered exploratory, to be 
used in conjunction with other lines of 
evidence.

Representativeness of Sponsor 
Survey Respondents
The evaluation team did not have 
accessible information on the characteristics 
of the sponsor population, and as such, it 
was impossible to determine whether 
survey respondents were representative of 
the sponsor population targeted by the 
survey.
As a result, the results from the sponsor 
survey should be considered exploratory, to 
be used in conjunction with other lines 
evidence.

Sponsor Interviewee Composition
Internal IRCC stakeholders identified 
prospective sponsors as interviewees. This 
introduces an element of bias in that 
interviewees could not be randomly 
selected for participation, and their 
responses may reflect specific viewpoints 
(e.g., positive experiences with the 
program).
It is important therefore to triangulate 
findings from interviewed sponsors with 
other lines of evidence, such as the diverse 
views from the sponsor survey.

COVID–19
Data collection for the BVOR evaluation 
coincided with the COVID–19 global 
pandemic. The pandemic presented a 
challenge for some traditional interview 
methods (e.g., in-person interviews and 
focus groups), and likely contributed to 
difficulties in accessing online surveys (e.g., 
refugees who need help from their Service 
Provider Organization (SPO) to complete 
the survey).
To mitigate the problems raised by  
COVID–19, data collection was moved 
entirely to online or virtual (e.g., call-in) 
methods, and survey timelines were 
extended to allow for a more timely 
completion.
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Profile of BVOR Admissions 2016 to 2020
Overall
Between January 2016 and May 2020, 7,855 BVORs were admitted 
to Canada4.

Admission Year
Over half of BVORs were admitted in 2016, coinciding with Operation 
Syrian Refugee (OSR). The number of BVORs has declined in each 
subsequent year from 2016 to 2020.

Age
Just over half of BVORs were younger than 18 years of age.

Gender
Slightly more than half of BVORs were male (51%).

Knowledge of Official Languages
The majority of adult BVORs did not speak English or French at 
admission.

Education
Among adult BVORs (i.e., those aged 18 or older), nearly four-fifths 
had secondary education or less.

Family Size / Case Composition
Half of cases (50%) were comprised of four or more individuals. About 
a third of cases were single individuals (35%). The remainder (17%) 
were cases of two or three individuals.

Figure 1: Age of BVORs

Source: GCMS

Figure 2: Knowledge of Official Languages of Adult BVORs

Source: GCMS

Figure 3: Education Status of Adult BVORs

Source: GCMS

                                               
4 BVOR Profile information was obtained through GCMS data for the period of 

January 2016 to May 2020. A complete profile of admitted BVORs is presented in 
Annex E, and a profile of adult BVORs is in Annex F.
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Country of Birth
Nearly three-fifths of BVORs were born in Syria5. After Syria, the most 
common countries of birth were Iraq, Eritrea, the Democratic Republic 
of Congo and Jordan.

Figure 4: Top 5 Countries of Birth of BVORs

Source: GCMS

Sponsor Type
Nearly all BVORs are sponsored by SAHs6, (95%). Very few are 
sponsored by G5 (3%) or CS (2%) sponsors.

Province of Intended Destination
More than half of BVORs were initially destined to Ontario, followed 
by British Columbia and Alberta.

Figure 5: Provinces of Intended Destination of BVORs

Source: GCMS

Comparison to Profile of PSRs and GARs7

Between January 2016 and May 2020, Canada admitted 44,549 GARs and 57,814 PSRs.
Compared to BVORs, a greater share of PSRs were adults (67%), had some knowledge of English and/or French at admission (63%), and had 
education beyond secondary school (34%). Case composition of PSRs also differed from BVORs in that they were generally smaller in size with the 
majority of cases (57%) comprised of a single adult. GARs had a similar profile to BVORs with respect to country of birth, gender, age, education, 
knowledge of official languages at admission, and case composition.

                                               
5 As over half of BVORs were admitted during OSR, Syria comprises a large share of 

countries of birth, which does not reflect later admission years.
6 BVOR applications that have both a SAH and a CS or G5 sponsor associated to 

them are coded in administrative data as SAH sponsorships.
7 Annex E and F provide a full comparison of PSRs, GARs and BVORs.
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Rationale and Need for the BVOR Program
Finding 1:  The BVOR program was introduced as a cost-saving measure. However, while not formalized, the program rationale appears 

to have shifted over time. Interviewees indicated a continued need for the BVOR program, as it makes sponsorship more 
accessible to civil society, allows for sponsoring of individuals with no ties to Canada and allows Canada to maintain 
commitments to resettling those among the most vulnerable.

Rationale
Interviews and document review confirmed the BVOR program was 
introduced as a cost-saving measure, during a period of fiscal 
restraint. However, the evaluation was unable to identify any 
definitive, standalone documents (e.g. Memoranda to Cabinet or 
Treasury Board Submissions) related to BVOR’s rationale8.
In 2013, the Government of Canada reduced the level of GARs to be 
admitted to Canada. To offset this reduction, the levels for PSRs were 
increased and the BVOR program was introduced. In other words, the 
BVOR program was intended to decrease the costs to the 
Government of Canada associated with GARs, without reducing the 
overall number of refugees able to come to Canada.
While cost-savings was the dominant rationale for introducing the 
BVOR program, interviews and document review suggested that the 
intent of the BVOR program evolved over time. Internal and external 
stakeholders highlighted the “sponsor a stranger” model, creation of 
additional resettlement spaces, improved ability for the community to 
provide refugees with support towards integration, and ability to 
quickly mobilize sponsorship in response to humanitarian crises (i.e., 
“surge capacity”) as positive outcomes of the BVOR program.

                                               
8 Rationale is often confirmed in evaluations through examining foundational 

documents such as Memoranda to Cabinet or Treasury Board Submissions. As 
BVOR is part of IRCC’s broader Resettlement Program and BVOR levels are 
determined through annual Levels planning, the evaluation was not able to identify 

any definitive, standalone documents related to BVOR’s rationale. Instead, internal 
documents, placemats and key informant interviews were used to confirm the 
rationale for the program.

Need for the BVOR Program
Interviewees felt the program provides an opportunity for civil society 
to engage in resettlement by allowing those with no previous 
connections to a refugee to “sponsor a stranger”. This model refers to 
directly involving private sponsors in supporting refugees identified as 
most in need of resettlement, without the need to have a previous 
relationship with the refugee.
The BVOR program also encourages civil society engagement in 
resettlement through cost-sharing incentives with IRCC. Interviewees 
noted the program’s streamlined application process (e.g., pre-
screening, matching BVORs with sponsors) further encourages 
engagement.
Internal interviewees noted that discontinuing the program would be 
perceived negatively by stakeholder groups such as SAHs. 
Discontinuing the program would leave only named sponsorships (i.e., 
the PSR stream) for civil society to participate in resettlement. As the 
PSR program does not incorporate cost-sharing flexibility like the 
BVOR program, discontinuing the BVOR program would introduce 
barriers to sponsors who rely on cost-sharing.
External stakeholders lauded the program as they felt it was providing 
additional resettlement spaces without increasing the funding required 
in the resettlement program, or lowering the number of PSR spaces 
allocated to SAHs.
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Targets
Finding 2:  Uptake in the BVOR program has been low and outside of 2016, BVOR operational targets were not met.
Finding 3:  While targets demonstrate commitment to the program, internal stakeholders feel they are ambitious and that alternatives to 

targets should be explored.

Targets
Aside from 2016, BVOR admissions have been modest 
(i.e., between 1,284 in 2017 and 993 in 2019).
While IRCC exceeded its operational target in resettling 
BVORs in 2016 by 2,039 BVORs, all subsequent years 
have produced BVOR admissions lower than targets. Of 
note, 2016 coincides with OSR.
Whereas targets reflect operational realities, planned 
admissions are reported to Parliament as a range. In 
2016, BVOR admissions exceeded the upper level of its 
planned admission range by 1,439 BVORs. BVOR 
Admissions were within planned admission ranges in 
2017 and 2018, but were just under the planned 
admission range in 2019 (i.e., -7).
Interviewees acknowledged that target-setting 
demonstrates commitment to the BVOR program. 
However almost all IRCC interviewees expressed 
concerns that the targets were not realistic, as the 
program struggles to meet yearly targets.
Interviewees suggested several alternatives to target 
setting, including a move to a demand-driven target, 
and even removing targets altogether and transitioning 
the program into a way to resettle refugees above 
formal commitments.

Figure 6: Actual Admissions, Targets and Planned Admission Range by year

Sources: Targets/Ranges: Supplementary Information Immigration Levels Plans 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018-
2020, 2019-2021; Actual Admissions: GCMS
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Program Costs
Finding 4: The BVOR program allows for refugee resettlement at a lower cost to the Government than the GAR program. However, as 

there was a need to convert BVORs to GARs due to lack of uptake by sponsors, the BVOR program has had an impact on the 
Resettlement Assistance Program Budget.

Processing Costs per Refugee
Processing costs were calculated based on a three year average cost 
(FY17-18, FY18-19 and FY19-20) taken from IRCC's Cost 
Management Model (CMM) data that include both IRCC and OGD 
costs9. The average processing costs for BVOR ($3,750) was higher 
than for GARs ($2,350) and PSRs ($2,050).

Resettlement Costs per Refugee
When considering the RAP costs10 for a refugee during their first year 
in Canada, costs are lower for BVORs than for GARs. In line with the 
differences in RAP requirements for BVORs and GARs, the RAP cost 
per unit in FY19-20 for BVORs ($5,800) is just over on third of the 
cost per unit for GARs ($16,000)11. This is consistent with the original 
intent of the program which was to decrease the costs to the 
Government of Canada associated with GARs.

                                               
9 Processing costs include IRCC processing, program management and internal 

services costs as well as OGD costs. The unit cost is based on the number of 
admissions. CMM cost data is normally divided by the number of final decisions (for 
fee monitoring purposes), but to be consistent with the other elements that 
comprise the total unit cost presented in this section, the denominator/volume was 
the number of admissions.

Figure 7: Per Refugee Total Resettlement Assistance Program Costs, 
based on FY2019-2020

Source: Financial Strategy Branch Data

10 RAP costs include financial support, referrals, overseas processing, loans program 
assistance, in-Canada reception, as well as immediate and essential services.

11 RAP provides BVORs with up to six months of income support, while it provides 
GARs with up to 12 months of income support, start-up costs and immediate and 
essential services delivered by IRCC-funded SPOs.
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Overall Resettlement Costs
The overall cost for resettling a refugee through the BVOR program is 
currently 44% less than resettlement through the GAR program 
($26,150 compared to $47,150). The Government of Canada saves 
approximately $12,200 in settlement costs and $10,200 in 
resettlement costs when a refugee is admitted as a BVOR rather than 
as a GAR. These costs include resettlement costs for up to one year, 
interim federal health costs12 and processing costs. It also includes 
settlement costs for up to 15 years for GARs, and settlement costs for 
just 8 years for BVORs as the program has not been around for 15 
years13.
It is expected that as more annual data becomes available, the large 
gap in settlement and overall resettlement costs between BVORs and 
GARs may become smaller due to an increase in settlement costs. 
However, it is important to note that settlement service use decreases 
overtime, so it is difficult to predict how much smaller that gap will 
become.

                                               
12 These estimates are based on data from IFHP claims reimbursed in FY19-20. 

These costs represent total costs per beneficiary for the entire time they remain on 
the IFHP – which can include several years in the case of asylum seekers. It 
includes the costs for the Immigration Medical Examination and Pre-Departure 
Medical Services, health claims in Canada and administrative fees.

Financial Impact of Converting BVORs to GARs on the 
Resettlement Assistance Program Budget
Although the BVOR program offers a cost-effective option for 
resettling refugees, it becomes less so when targets are not met, as 
prospective BVOR cases that have not been chosen have previously 
been converted back to GARs. Since it is not possible to know the 
exact number of BVORs that will be sponsored each year, it was 
difficult to plan for the additional costs associated with converting 
BVORs to GARs at the end of the fiscal year. In 2017, 14% of BVOR 
admission levels were not used and spaces were reconverted back to 
GAR. The share of unused resettlement spaces that were converted 
back to GARs was higher in 2018 (23%) and in 2019 (40%).
In the past, these additional costs were absorbed internally by the 
RAP budget. The size of the RAP budget is based on the amount of 
income support needed for approved levels targets for GARs and 
BVORs, as well as the SPOs that serve them. While the RAP budget 
has historically accommodated the extra funding pressure caused by 
BVOR-to-GAR conversions, this approach can no longer be 
accommodated due both to the uncertainty associated with the 
approach and funding pressures such as increased GAR targets and 
impacts of COVID–19.

13 Based on IRCC’s settlement costing tool for FY19-20 which uses a three-year 
average unit cost multiplied by the average take-up rate over a 15-year period (data 
source: iCARE), except for the BVOR program which was introduced in 2013 (for 
which only 8 years of data was available). Settlement costs include pre-arrival 
settlement services as well as settlement services provided post-admission.
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Financial Sustainability
Finding 5:  The conversion of BVORs not chosen for sponsorship back to GARs, as well as changes to the external funding available to 

the program, introduce risks to the sustainability of the program.

Effect of BVOR Conversion to GARs on Sustainability
Some interviewees were optimistic about the financial sustainability of 
the BVOR program, as long as there continued to be financial 
flexibility in the overall resettlement program to allow for the 
conversion of prospective BVORs back to GARs. However, as 
previously discussed, this practice of converting BVORs not selected 
for sponsorship back to GARs has introduced funding pressures on 
the RAP budget that are no longer sustainable.

Impact of External Funding on Program
A BVOR fund was created in 2018 by generous donors that offered 
funding to SAHs to cover a portion of their BVOR sponsorship costs, 
which increased program uptake by sponsors. In 2019, the fund 
offered SAHs $5,000 for each BVOR sponsored in order to help with 
the additional administrative costs they would incur by taking on 
additional cases.
Some interviewees expressed concerns that external funding is 
needed to maintain the program’s sustainability. While external 
funding introduced incentives to sponsor, some sponsors have come 
to rely on this funding and this reliance has raised the question among 
interviewees of whether the program could maintain a sponsor base 
without external funding.

Perceived Value of Program
According to interviewees, the perceived value of the BVOR program 
is not in the financial savings it can offer, rather, the value is perceived 
to be in the program’s ability to provide additional resettlement 
spaces, its ability to sponsor a stranger and the program’s potential to 
build stronger and more welcoming communities for sponsorship.
Outside of the period spanning the Syrian refugee crisis, the program 
has had relatively modest uptake, providing roughly 1,000 spaces to 
refugees each year. As well, interview analysis suggested that for 
many sponsors, participation in the BVOR program can be contingent 
on the availability of external funding. This indicates that while the 
program has perceived value, the sustainability of the program is 
fragile in that it relies on the participation of sponsors, many of whom 
may rely on external funding to enable their participation.
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Awareness
Finding 6:  There is limited awareness of the BVOR program within the sponsorship community and limited outreach to new prospective 

sponsors. While the RSTP is the primary promoter of the BVOR program, there is limited promotion overall and promotional 
activities mainly target the current sponsorship community. Moreover, IRCC lacks the capacity to conduct further 
promotional activities.

Promotion
Document review and interviews noted the RSTP is the main 
promoter of the BVOR program, though their main focus is to match 
refugees with sponsors. Some of its promotional activities include 
holding information sessions, performing social media outreach, and 
notifying SAHs and prospective sponsors on the availability of BVOR 
profiles and highlighting urgent cases. While the RSTP has made 
efforts to promote the program to the general public through various 
means, much of its current promotional efforts target those who have 
existing knowledge of the BVOR program.
Most interviewees felt that the RSTP outreach covers the basics of 
taking part in BVOR sponsorship, but more specific information (e.g., 
planning for BVOR arrival) is desired. Similarly, external interviewees 
and stakeholder documents suggest the majority of promotional 
activities focus on BVOR program policies and procedures (e.g., what 
the program is, how to get involved) as opposed to marketing the 
program (i.e., promoting reasons to engage in the program).
Within IRCC and the RSTP, there is a lack of capacity to further 
market the program. Interviewees noted a need for evidence on who 
the program should be targeting as sponsors.
Another difficulty in promoting the program is a perceived lack of 
urgency to support a BVOR, as prospective sponsors understand that 
BVORs will be converted to GARs if they are not selected.
An additional challenge for the BVOR program is the “echo effect”. 
This refers to the greater likelihood that an existing sponsor will 
choose a named sponsorship of friends/family of their existing BVOR 
sponsorship case, rather than re-engaging with the BVOR program.

Awareness
The sponsor survey found less than three-fifths (53%) of sponsors 
(excluding BVOR sponsors) were aware of the program. Just over two 
thirds of sponsors (68%) reported having used the IRCC website to 
get information about the BVOR program and about a fifth (18%) 
reported having used the RSTP website. A further fifth (20%) reported 
having attended information sessions and about one in ten (11%) 
referred to using promotion materials. Notably, more than half (53%) 
reported having first learned about the program through the IRCC 
website.

Figure 8: First (i.e., initial) Sources of information used by sponsors

Source: Sponsor Survey

For those refugees surveyed who were asked to participate in the 
BVOR program but did not agree to participate, two-thirds (67%) 
“didn’t understand what the program was about”.
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Sponsor Participation
Finding 7:  Altruism, specifically in response to humanitarian causes encourages BVOR sponsorship. Unexpected financial, emotional 

and time costs and competing interests with the PSR program demotivate sponsors from sponsoring new BVORs.

Reasons to Engage in the Program
The majority of interviewees felt sponsors engage in the BVOR 
program for altruistic reasons, such as responding to a compelling 
cause or wanting to help a stranger in need. Results from the sponsor 
survey also suggested altruistic motivations for engaging.

Figure 9: Reasons for sponsoring through the BVOR program

Source: Sponsor Survey

Engagement over Time
Results from the sponsor survey showed that 63% of BVOR sponsors 
who participated in the BVOR program were one-time BVOR 
sponsors, but 63% of this group would consider participating again.
Among the 33% of BVOR sponsors who had sponsored more than 
one BVOR case, the top reasons were because the sponsor felt they 
could do more to help refugees (64%) and because the sponsor liked 
their first experience (31%). An analysis of open-ended survey 
responses showed repeat sponsors also engaged in the program 
because of financial incentives (e.g., the BVOR fund), their 
organization having enough resources to sponsor multiple cases, 
cost-sharing, and/or wanting to help vulnerable families.

Figure 10: Reasons for sponsoring more than one BVOR case

Source: Sponsor Survey

Reasons not to Engage in the Program
Interviewees noted those who engage in the program but end their 
engagement after one BVOR sponsorship may do so because of time 
commitments, financial stress and emotional costs, for which they 
may not have been fully prepared. Interviewees also felt potential 
sponsors feel that sponsoring a stranger is daunting and that they 
may not know enough about the program to participate. There are 
also competing interests with the PSR program, as sponsors may 
want to name who they sponsor or have prior sponsorship 
commitments. Survey analysis of sponsors who did not participate in 
the BVOR program between 2016 and 2020 indicated similar reasons 
for not participating.

Figure 11:  Reasons for not sponsoring through the BVOR program

Source: Sponsor Survey
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Selection Criteria
Finding 8:  Criteria for BVOR selection are well established. In 2016 criteria were amended to align better with program demand, and 

have remained relatively stable since.

BVOR Selection
Each year, once refugee targets are set, UNHCR refers an inventory 
of refugees who require resettlement and who may be eligible to 
become GARs. IRCC’s Resettlement Operations Centre Ottawa 
(ROC-O) selects BVORs based on internal guidance.
As all BVORs come from the GAR inventory and often have high 
needs, selection criteria attempt to screen out complex refugee cases 
and respond to the interests of the sponsorship community, to 
increase the likelihood of these cases being matched with a sponsor. 
In general, when cases are selected for the BVOR program, they are 
made available in a database that the RSTP manages, for prospective 
sponsors to browse or for the RSTP to use to match sponsors with 
cases.
IRCC also offered a Concierge Service in 2018 and 2019. This was 
an arrangement with IRCC and some SAHs, where SAHs provided a 
list of sought characteristics of BVOR cases (e.g., family size, country 
of origin) and IRCC searched the available profiles to match a BVOR 
case to the sponsor. As this approach was resource intensive, it is no 
longer used.

Criteria for Selection as a BVOR
Program Delivery instructions, internal communications and other 
departmental intranet resources clearly lay out selection criteria for 
BVORs. In general, these criteria include:

· referral by UNHCR or another third party referral agency;
· small family size;
· low settlement and health needs;
· travel-ready; and
· no family ties in Canada.

Flexibility in the BVOR Program
The evaluation confirmed selection criteria for BVOR have been 
flexible as required to align with program demands and sponsor 
interests. This is best exemplified via changes made to selection 
criteria in responding to OSR in 2016. Changes to criteria included:

· removing criteria on family size;
· officer discretion for sponsors willing to take on cases of higher 

settlement needs;
· some acceptable medical needs, including mental health (e.g., 

Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD)); and
· acceptable family ties, ideally if matched to the same city.

Operational guidance for missions from early 2017 further suggested 
qualities of good candidates included cases where:

· the principal applicant is a single woman;
· the principal applicant is a self-declared member of the LGBTI 

community, who does not declare any specific affiliation with 
groups/persons in Canada providing supports to the LGBTI 
community; and

· the case is composed of members of a religious/cultural 
minority group with a support network in Canada, but the client 
does not declare any specific contacts in Canada.
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Sponsor and Refugee Fit
Finding 9  Sponsors are generally satisfied with the fit between their sponsorship group and the BVOR(s) they have sponsored.

Fit between sponsor and sponsored refugee
Nearly all BVOR sponsors who were surveyed (91%) were satisfied 
with the fit between their organization/group and the BVOR(s) they 
sponsored, and nearly two-thirds (64%) reported they were able to 
develop social and emotional connections with the refugee(s) they 
sponsored.

Similarly BVORs who were surveyed overwhelmingly agreed that they 
could express their feelings with their sponsor (86%), that they get 
along well with their sponsor (88%), that their sponsor listens to them 
(89%), that their sponsor supports them as a friend (86%) and that 
overall their sponsor is meeting their social/emotional needs (81%).

For those sponsors who were not able to fully develop a social and 
emotional connection, over half (55%) felt different personalities and 
language barriers (46%) hindered social/emotional connections. 
Open-ended responses suggested that high expectations and 
demands of BVORs, trust issues related to PTSD, and confusion over 
the BVOR sponsorship (e.g., who the sponsor was, how they were 
matched) also hindered these connections.

Interviewees noted that sponsor preferences are generally well 
aligned with selection criteria. For example, sponsors generally prefer 
cases with small family sizes and low medical/special needs.

Interviewees also noted that sponsors/SAHs may express a 
preference for some characteristics (e.g., religion), but that such 
requests are not considered.

Sponsorship Breakdowns
Most sponsors surveyed (81%) had not experienced a sponsorship 
breakdown. Of sponsors who had experienced a breakdown, the most 
common reasons provided were unclear expectations from BVORs 
(46%) or moving to be with other family members (39%). A variety of 
open-ended responses were also provided. Open-ended responses 
indicated that some additional reasons were because the refugee 
wanted to live in a city, the refugee wanted to be independent or 
refused help, the refugee did not follow the sponsorship rules and 
interpersonal problems among the sponsoring group as they were not 
expecting the level of work involved in refugee sponsorship.
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Timeliness and Effectiveness
Finding 10: The BVOR program offers a mechanism for those who wish to resettle refugees in a timelier manner than is offered through 

private sponsorship. As well, supporting sponsors throughout the application process is effective for program uptake, 
although resource intensive.

Timeliness of BVOR Resettlement
When comparing the time it takes to process a BVOR application (i.e., 
from the date the application is submitted to IRCC to the time when a 
final decision is made on the case), BVOR cases are generally 
finalized more quickly than PSR cases.

Table 1: Average processing time* (in months) by Refugee category 
and year

Year BVOR PSR GAR

2016 14.1 54.0 14.3

2017 28.1 48.3 27.4

2018 28.1 23.9 30.6

2019 14.1 21.1 14.8
Source: IRCC-EDW (CBR) as of February 18, 2021

Timeliness of Sponsorship
When a refugee is included in the GAR inventory, it means they have 
been pre-screened for eligibility to enter Canada and are travel 
ready14. As BVORs are chosen from the GAR inventory and are travel 
ready when they become available to sponsors, BVOR sponsors wait 
less for the refugee to arrive compared to the PSR program, where 
sponsors engage with the refugee prior to IRCC assessing the 
refugee for resettlement.

                                               
14 A refugee is considered ready to travel if their medical examination, as part of the 

immigration process, is valid for a minimum of six months, and if they have passed 
relevant security screening.

The BVOR program has allowed sponsors to engage promptly in 
refugee sponsorship when they desire to do so. While external 
stakeholders appreciate the program’s ability to allow for rapid 
sponsorship, some stakeholders indicated that sometimes there is a 
lack of communication during the time from which a sponsor is 
matched with a BVOR to when the BVOR arrives. Sometimes arrival 
happens unpredictably and there is little notice given to plan for 
arrival15. Results from the sponsor survey suggest this may be the 
case for 24% of sponsors, whereas 75% felt arrival time information 
was provided early enough to allow their organization to plan for 
arrival.

Effectiveness of the Concierge Service
Many interviewees discussed the effectiveness of the concierge 
service that was offered by the program until 2019. Overall, the 
concierge service was viewed as beneficial for supporting sponsors 
throughout the sponsorship process, as it allowed for sponsors to be 
matched with refugees that aligned with the exact criteria (i.e. family 
size, gender, region) of interest to those sponsors. Interviewees felt 
the concierge service was an effective way to promote BVOR cases 
and that it increased or maintained program uptake among some 
sponsors. However, some have questioned the concierge services 
value for money, as it was a resource intensive service for a program 
with small targets.

15 Interviews suggested that unpredictability may have been more common during 
OSR and that arrival notifications may have improved over time.
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Coordination of Arrivals
Finding 11: Sponsors generally receive sufficient information before arrival and arrivals are well-coordinated. However, sponsors would 

like more information, particularly around health and language needs, as what is provided is not always consistent or 
complete.

Information Sharing Prior to Arrival
In general, the majority of sponsors (84%) surveyed felt that BVOR 
arrivals were well-coordinated and ratings of other aspects around 
arrival such as information about BVORs’ needs and information 
around arrival time were also largely positive.
Internal and external stakeholders interviewed noted sponsors get 
limited information about BVORs before they are matched (e.g., 
country of origin, languages spoken, family size), and that information 
on language and interpretation needs could be inadequate and 
unreliable. Interviewees highlighted medical/mental health needs and 
undeclared relatives needs as a gap, but noted privacy concerns 
around sharing medical information. Similarly, surveyed sponsors 
noted information gaps with essential medical information (15%; e.g., 
disabilities, mobility aids), information on official language proficiency 
being inaccurate (15%), and information on other 
language/interpretation needs (14%).

The evaluation identified best practice of communicating with 
refugees before they arrive, as it mitigates information gaps. 69% of 
surveyed sponsors felt there were insufficient opportunities to 
communicate with refugees prior to arrival. Interviewees noted when 
communication is possible, BVORs may (but are not required to) 
disclose information which IRCC cannot disclose or collect (e.g., 
specific medical information, pregnancy).
When the program was launched in 2013, sponsors were encouraged 
to send a welcome letter to the BVOR overseas. This was identified 
as an important way to help prepare the refugees and manage their 
expectations. Some sponsors are able to contact BVORs (e.g., via 
text, via letter) before they arrive, but logistical challenges prevent this 
from happening in all cases. Since 2018, ROC-O has added refugee 
contact information (where available) to sponsor approval letters. 
Since March 2019, (when possible), all refugees also receive a letter 
from IRCC to provide limited information about sponsor 
responsibilities, including their sponsor’s contact information.

Figure 12: Sponsors’ ratings of information and coordination prior to BVOR arrival

Source: Sponsor Survey
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Communicating Procedures
Finding 12: Effective mechanisms are in place with stakeholders to communicate BVOR program information, though information could 

be better adapted for sponsors and SAHs to be more user-friendly.

Communication procedures
Document review highlighted a variety of program delivery instructions 
for the BVOR program internally, including how to assess prospective 
refugees for selection, final selection, arrangements for resettlement 
and supports in Canada. There are also internal guidelines for more 
specific issues like notification of arrival transmissions, secondary 
migration and income support. Further, IRCC’s IN sends instructions 
for procedural changes to IRCC staff.
While training activities are covered later in the Sponsor Capacity 
Section, it is worth noting outreach, training and best-practice sharing 
activities as a means to communicate about the program externally. 
Such mechanisms include the National SAH Conference, and 
workshops led by the RSTP, which cover a diverse range of issues, 
including eligibility to sponsor, eligibility of refugees, refugee 
empowerment, breakdowns and settlement services.
When asked about the effectiveness of mechanisms for 
communicating BVOR program policies and procedures to 
stakeholders, interviewees agreed that the mechanisms in place are 
effective. Document review and interviews highlighted the RSTP as 
the primary communicator to external stakeholders, but also noted 
regular meetings for SAHs, sponsors and IRCC representatives 
organized through the SAH Council, monthly meetings with UNHCR, 
and meetings with grassroots organizations like Refugee 613 as 
mechanisms for communication. Interviewed sponsors also agreed 
that policies and procedures were clearly communicated with them, 
and highlighted efforts to communicate from their affiliated SAHs.
Although the majority of sponsors interviewed felt they could reach the 
RSTP for assistance when required and many reported positive 
experiences related to communication, some mentioned they hadn’t 
fully understood the reading materials they were recommended.

Similarly, external stakeholders felt that while communication around 
guidelines and policies was often timely, in many cases SAHs were 
required to interpret them for sponsors. Further, external stakeholders 
felt the program would benefit from more communication to sponsors 
around non-process related information, such as information about 
how to address BVOR mental health issues and navigating 
resettlement resources to ensure positive BVOR outcomes.
The sponsor survey also provided evidence that procedures are 
communicated effectively. 87% of BVOR sponsors were satisfied with 
the information they received from IRCC on the BVOR application 
process and 90% were satisfied with the information they received on 
the BVOR program overall. However, open-ended survey responses 
suggested IRCC-provided information is not easy for sponsors to 
navigate.

Figure 13: BVOR sponsors’ level of satisfaction with IRCC-provided 
information

Source: Sponsor Survey
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Sponsor Training
Finding 13: Training sessions generally meet the needs of sponsors who participate in them, though sponsors highlighted areas for 

improvement with respect to supports from IRCC.

Training Available
Interviews with stakeholders and document review highlight that IRCC 
funds the RSTP to provide training resources, although some SAHs 
provide additional training to sponsors through their own training 
sessions. Training made available to sponsors through the RSTP 
include the following:

· Training Workshops/Information Sessions: These sessions are 
aimed at private sponsors, but include topics of welcoming and 
sponsoring BVORs and priority refugee populations. These 
sessions cover various issues of sponsorship and can be based 
on identified needs of specific groups, or broader local/regional 
needs. They address understanding of program requirements and 
post-arrival supports (e.g., eligibility to sponsor, refugee eligibility, 
refugee empowerment, ethical issues of sponsorship, sponsorship 
disputes, breakdowns, settlement services, application forms, 
processing and sponsorship of specific refugee populations).

· Regional Trainers / Regional Training and Networking Events: 
These events bring together sponsoring groups, SPO staff, 
umbrella organizations, local experts and local IRCC staff. They 
are aimed at topics such as helping sponsoring groups learn more 
about available services / developing rapport; promoting locally 
available specialized services; providing a platform for sharing 
experiences and providing advice in dealing with post-arrival 
challenges.

· E-training: Two e-training courses (introductory and advanced 
sponsorship) that focus on what is necessary to start sponsoring, 
post-arrival issues, etc.

· Webinars: conducted to enable access to a wider audience 
including sponsors and resettled refugees in rural and remote areas.

Uptake of Training
While the RSTP offers training, it is not mandatory, but is highly 
recommended. As a result, some sponsors do not attend any training. 
The sponsor survey found slightly more than half of BVOR sponsors 
(53%) had training to prepare for the BVOR arrival.

Figure 14: Sponsors receiving training to prepare for a BVOR's arrival

Source: Sponsor Survey
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Sufficiency of Training
About half of those who participated in training did so through the 
RSTP (55%) or their SAH (51%). Training was largely viewed as 
sufficient, as about four in five (78%) felt the training completely or 
mostly met their needs.

Figure 15: Sponsors rating of the training received

Source: Sponsor survey

Areas for Improvement
Though most sponsors felt training was sufficient, the survey 
highlighted room for improvement in the area of tools for sponsors to 
support BVOR refugees. Roughly half (55%) of BVOR sponsors felt 
IRCC provided all the tools needed to support BVORs, about a 
quarter (22%) felt IRCC did not provide all the necessary tools, and 
the remainder were unsure.
Open-ended survey responses indicated three main areas where 
IRCC could provide more support for sponsors. Sponsors would like:

· IRCC to better connect them with specific and accessible 
services in their region.

· Improved communication lines with IRCC, as they feel it is 
difficult to reach IRCC representatives in a timely manner.

· IRCC to ensure that more accurate and timely information is 
shared with them regarding the sponsored refugee.

Several external stakeholders and sponsors noted that while training 
is available, there could be improvement in the training provided to 
sponsors. Suggestions included more training surrounding the 
responsibilities and essential skills of sponsors, as well as conflict 
management and interpersonal relationships training. Stakeholders 
noted that often, sponsors will experience conflict within their sponsor 
group, with SAHs, or with the BVORs. Stakeholders noted that 
additional training in these areas could help reduce the stress 
sponsors feel when situations of conflict arise.
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Sponsor Capacity to Provide Support to Refugees
Finding 14: Sponsors often spend more money than they initially expect, which can be partially attributed to the need to absorb start-up 

costs and higher than expected housing costs.

Financial Costs of Sponsorship
Approximately half (52%) of the sponsors surveyed indicated that they 
spent more money on the sponsorship than they had initially 
estimated. Interview analysis found that high rental costs, particularly 
in urban environments, has led sponsors to spend more money than 
what they are responsible for as per their sponsorship agreement. As 
well, interviewees noted throughout interviews that the level of 
financial support for resettlement provided by IRCC and sponsors is 
not balanced, as sponsors are responsible for providing the start-up 
costs16 in addition to six months of financial support. Sponsors 
indicated a preference for IRCC to split the start-up costs with them to 
better balance the responsibility between IRCC and sponsors.

Additional Costs of Sponsorship
Interviews with stakeholders indicated that sponsors are not always 
fully prepared for additional costs of refugee sponsorship, which 
include time commitments, financial pressure, and emotional stress. It 
was believed among some interviewees that these additional costs 
explain why most BVOR sponsors decide to not participate in the 
BVOR program once their initial sponsorship has ended. Additionally, 
survey analysis showed that the majority (84%) of sponsors continue 
to provide support to BVOR refugees beyond the sponsorship period, 
which may be another unexpected cost of sponsorship.

                                               
16 E.g., household items, furniture, linens, food staples, clothing, utilities deposits, 

phone installation.

Sponsor Capacity from the Refugee’s Perspective
Though some BVOR sponsors may find the various costs of 
sponsorship to be a challenge, 81% of BVOR refugees surveyed 
agreed or strongly agreed that their sponsor met their emotional and 
social needs. In comparison, more PSRs agree or strongly agree with 
this statement (93%). When asked, most (91%) BVOR refugees 
surveyed indicated that they were overall very happy or a little happy 
with their sponsor. In comparison, 97% of PSRs indicated they were 
overall very happy or a little happy with their sponsor.

Table 2:  Level of agreement with statement “Overall, my sponsor 
meets my emotional and social needs”, by immigration 
category

Level of agreement BVOR (n=257) PSR (n=3,490)

Strongly Agree 46% 69%

Agree 35% 24%

Disagree 15% 5%

Strongly Disagree 4% 2%
Source: Refugee Survey

Table 3:  Extent of happiness with sponsor, by immigration category
Extent of happiness BVOR (n=257) PSR (n=3,490)

Very Happy 72% 89%

A Little Happy 19% 8%

A Little Unhappy 5% 2%

Very unhappy 4% 2%
Source: Refugee Survey
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Responsiveness
Finding 15: Sponsors are responsive to the needs of BVORs and BVOR resettlement needs are being met overall.

Timing of Services
With respect to timing for services, about two-thirds of surveyed 
BVORs (66%) felt they received resettlement services when they 
were needed rather than too soon (17%) or too late (17%).

The proportion of refugees who reported resettlement services were 
received too late was smaller for PSRs (8%) relative to BVORs (17%) 
and GARs (19%).

Duration of Services
Interviewed stakeholders mostly felt the duration of supports (i.e., the 
length of time for which a BVOR can receive resettlement services) 
are sufficient, especially for BVORs who were connected to 
appropriate services throughout their sponsorship (e.g., referrals to 
settlement services).

Some interviewed sponsors reported providing support (e.g., social, 
emotional, financial) to BVORs beyond the required sponsorship 
period. Interviewees felt that supporting BVORs beyond the required 
period indicates strong commitment to the refugee, but noted that it 
can lead to sponsor burnout, and reduces the pool of available 
sponsors.

Sponsor Responsiveness
Program stakeholders generally agreed sponsors are responsive to 
the needs of BVORs, and able to meet most needs. However, they 
expressed some concerns that sponsors are not always aware of 
high/complex needs in advance of arrival and therefore can be 
underprepared at arrival.

Figure 16:  Comparison of GAR ratings of their SPO’s responsiveness 
to BVOR ratings of their sponsor’s responsiveness

Source: Refugee Survey
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Refugee Needs
Finding 16: Level and types of needs vary across refugee categories, with BVORs and GARs having higher needs than PSRs.

Immediate and Essential Needs
Interviewees felt that BVORs’ basic needs were met, with SAHs 
expressing more confidence of this due to their experience and 
resources. Similarly, 96% of sponsors surveyed felt the immediate 
needs of BVORs were being met by their organization/group. 
Similarly, the refugee survey found that nearly all who reported 
needing support with immediate/essential needs were able to receive 
support, with no major differences between BVORs, GARs and PSRs 
with respect to incidence of receiving immediate and essential need 
supports.

Table 4:  Percentage of refugees who reported receiving supports for 
immediate and essential needs, by category

Need Type BVOR 
(n=257)

PSR 
(n=3,490)

GAR 
(n=1,091)

Immediate needs (e.g., temporary 
housing, food, clothing) 98% 96% 97%

Information on general health care 98% 97% 97%

Information on money and finances 98% 96% 95%

Information on living in Canada 97% 96% 95%

Support services for transportation 97% 95% 91%

Urgent medical needs 95% 94% 93%

Help finding permanent housing 94% 92% 91%

Info on settlement/community services 93% 95% 92%

Translation/interpretation support 93% 92% 93%

Information on cultural/religious 
communities 89% 92% 86%

Childcare 75% 79% 74%
Source: Refugee Survey

Just under two-thirds of sponsors surveyed (66%) felt they were able 
to meet the needs of the BVORs they sponsored “to a great extent”, 
including social and emotional needs. Moreover, most BVORs
reported that the supports they received for immediate and essential 
needs met “all” or “most” of their needs. A greater share of PSRs 
reported the help they received for immediate and essential needs 
met “all” or “most” of their needs, followed by BVORs, followed by 
GARs.

Table 5:  Percentage of refugees who reported the help they received 
met “all” or “most” of their immediate and essential needs, 
by category

Need Type BVOR PSR GAR

Childcare 89% 92% 79%

Information on general health care 86% 92% 79%
Immediate needs
(e.g., housing, food, clothing) 85% 93% 76%

Urgent medical needs 84% 92% 79%
Transportation 83% 91% 74%

Finding permanent housing 81% 88% 70%

Info on settlement/community services 80% 86% 72%

Information on living in Canada 80% 89% 76%

Information on money and finances 79% 89% 73%
Information on cultural/religious 
communities 79% 90% 72%

Translation/interpretation support 79% 92% 78%
Source: Refugee Survey
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Needs during the Sponsorship Period
The majority of stakeholders interviewed felt that BVORs had higher 
needs than PSRs and similar needs to GARs. Some stakeholders felt 
BVORs had less needs than GARs because of selection criteria that 
ensure higher needs GARs are not selected to become BVORs. The 
refugee survey included questions about a variety of resettlement 
supports provided (e.g., opening a bank account, how to shop for 
food, cultural differences in Canada, getting help from community 
resources, finding employment). For BVORs and PSRs, the survey 
question asked about supports received throughout the sponsorship 
period, whereas for GARs, the survey asked about the first 4-6 weeks 
after arriving in Canada. All refugee streams reported high levels of 
need across categories.
In general, the majority of BVORs (i.e., between 76% and 97%), were 
able to receive supports they needed and across nearly all support 
areas during their sponsorship period. Moreover, at least two-thirds of 
BVORs (i.e., between 67% and 88%) who received supports in the 
longer term reported that the supports they received “mostly” or 
“completely” met their needs. Aside from help looking for a place to 
live (69%) and help with how to budget money (67%), at least three-
quarters of BVORs surveyed reported the supports they received 
“mostly” or “completely” met their needs. Tables showing the 
percentage of refugees who reported needing supports, receiving 
supports (when help was needed) as well as the extent to which those 
supports met their needs are presented in Annex B.

Specialized Needs
Program stakeholders also identified a range of specialized services 
which were reported to be commonly needed by refugees. Refugees 
were then surveyed as to whether they needed and/or received 
referrals for the specialized services identified. The most common 
specialized supports BVORs reported needing included 
social/community supports (44%), supports with legal information and 
services (38%), and family supports (28%).
Compared to PSRs and GARs, a smaller proportion of BVORs who 
needed referrals to special schools, special health centers and 
women’s shelters/transition houses were able to receive referrals. 
However, in general, a greater share of BVORs were able to receive 
referrals for specialized services relative to GARs, whereas a greater 
share of PSRs were able to receive referrals compared to BVORs. 
Tables showing the percentage of refugees who reported needing 
referrals to specialized services, as well as the percentage of 
refugees who reported receiving referrals to specialized services are 
presented in Annex C.
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Gaps and Challenges
Finding 17: Finding appropriate housing was a prevalent challenge. Other gaps included accessing specialized services and services in a 

language of proficiency, as well as insufficient income support.

Appropriate Housing
Interviewed stakeholders felt finding appropriate housing could be 
challenging. Housing as a challenge was raised as a systemic issue 
(i.e., housing funds are not sufficient), but also as an issue that varied 
by refugee characteristics (e.g., larger family sizes, desire to live in a 
city).
Sponsors surveyed were moderately satisfied with housing 
affordability (71%) and housing size (76%), and were largely satisfied 
with convenience of housing location (91%). Overall though, more 
than two in five sponsors (41%) were not satisfied with the housing 
available in their community.
At the time of taking the survey, 89% of BVORs reported they had a 
permanent place to live. This was comparable to GARs (91%) and 
PSRs (94%). Of BVORs who found a permanent place to live, the 
majority (88%) were able to find this place within three months of 
arriving in Canada. Those BVORs who found permanent housing 
were also generally happy with the amount of time it took them to find 
the permanent place to live (88%) and with their permanent housing 
overall (90%).
When asked how their permanent housing situation could be 
improved, the most common issues raised by BVORs were that 
housing could be more affordable (48%), bigger (34%) and in better 
condition (28%).

Specialized Services and Complex Needs
Interviewees felt that complex health needs could be a challenge, 
particularly for BVORs with high mental health needs, for BVORs who 
live outside of cities (i.e., no services are available) and for those who 
are not able to receive services in a language of proficiency. Mental 
health needs and dental needs were commonly mentioned by 
interviewees as two such complex needs.
While a greater share of BVORs were able to receive referrals to 
specialized services compared to GARs, there is a gap between 
BVORs and PSRs with respect to receiving referrals for specialized 
services. More information on specialized services can be found in 
Annex C.
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Income Support
87% of BVORs surveyed reported receiving income support from 
IRCC and 81% reported receiving income support from their sponsor. 
78% of BVORs also reported receiving in-kind supports (e.g., clothing, 
groceries, furniture).
The Section on Sponsor Capacity highlights that interviewees felt 
IRCC should split start-up costs with sponsors. In addition, costs of 
living in urban environments, specifically rent, were noted as an area 
that often requires additional monetary contributions on the part of 
sponsors.
In line with interviewee views, half of surveyed sponsors (52%) 
reported spending more than the estimated sponsorship costs, and 
only just over half (55%) of surveyed sponsors agreed that the 
monthly income support that BVORs receive from IRCC is 
appropriate17. Open-ended responses from the sponsor survey 
showed that housing costs are a key reason sponsors feel income 
support is inadequate.
BVORs may also receive in-kind contributions in addition to income 
support. When asked how well the combination of income support 
and/or in-kind contributions met their needs, 71% of BVORs reported 
their needs were “all” or “mostly” met. This represents a smaller share 
than for PSRs (78%) and a larger share than GARs (61%). Moreover, 
with respect to magnitude, more than half of PSRs (54%) reported 
“all” their needs were met by the combination of income support and 
in-kind contributions they received, compared to just over a third of 
BVORs (34%) and a quarter of GARs (25%).

                                               
17 Monthly income support is designed to be aligned with provincial social assistance 

rates.

Food Bank Use
Another indicator that income support is not sufficient can be seen in 
need to use the foodbank. Within a year of arriving, nearly two-fifths of 
BVORs (39%) needed to use the foodbank, and after the first year, 
the proportion was still a third (33%). While a greater share of BVORs 
needed to use the foodbank within and following their first year in 
Canada compared to PSRs, a much larger share of GARs needed to 
use the foodbank at both time intervals.

Figure 17:  Food bank use within a year of arriving in Canada and after 
the first year in Canada, by refugee type

Source: Refugee Survey
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Referrals to Settlement Services
Finding 18: BVORs are being referred to settlement services in addition to community supports and sponsors are satisfied overall with 

service availability.

IRCC-funded Settlement Services
Overall, 69% of sponsors surveyed reported referring their refugees to 
“any” IRCC-funded settlement service. More than three-fifths of 
sponsors (63%) reported referring BVORs to IRCC-funded language 
training, and slightly less than three-fifths (56%) reported referring 
BVORs to other IRCC-funded settlement services (e.g., information and 
orientation services, community connections).
For their part, most BVORs surveyed (86%) said their sponsor referred 
them to settlement services, with most reporting these referrals 
occurred within the first three months (80%) or six months (93%) of 
arriving. The most common supports mentioned by BVORs were 
English/French language classes (88%) and employment supports 
(82%).
Interviewees noted that in areas outside of cities, IRCC-funded 
settlement services are the only services available, therefore use of 
IRCC services may be higher in rural areas.

Other Settlement Services
Interviewees were unsure of the extent to which BVORs were 
connected to non-IRCC funded services. Some stakeholders felt this 
was a knowledge gap for sponsors (i.e., sponsors do not always know 
what services are available). The sponsor survey asked questions on 
the awareness of other services available in the community.

The most common other services sponsors were aware of included:

· primary health care services (86%);
· public schools for children (85%);
· medical services that recognized the Interim Federal Health 

Program (IFHP) (82%);
· federally or provincially-funded language training (80%); and
· education for adults/skill development (75%).

Sponsors were also surveyed about a wide-range of other supports they 
may provide to refugees. A large majority of sponsors reported having 
provided supports with respect to obtaining or providing information on:

· Provincial Health Care Cards (92%);
· Social Insurance Numbers (SIN) (87%);
· School registration for children (82%);
· Canada Child Benefit (CCB) (82%);
· IFHP (81%)

In line with sponsor perspectives, a very small proportion of BVORs 
reported that they had not received support with getting a SIN (2%), 
provincial health care card (5%), IFHP (8%) or the CCB (13%).

Settlement Services Overall
The majority of sponsors (93%) were satisfied with the appropriateness 
of the programs/services to which they referred BVORs.
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Access to Settlement Services
Finding 19:  Almost all BVORs accessed at least one settlement service, with most BVORs receiving some type of service within the first 

few months of arrival. Some barriers for accessing services were related to language proficiency and official languages, 
location, and technology access.

Service Access
Based on the analysis of administrative data (iCARE), 99% of BVOR 
adults admitted between 2016 and 2019 accessed at least one 
settlement service, with the majority of BVORs who accessed those 
services (64%) doing so within their first month of arrival, and also 
accessing those services sooner than other types of refugees.
The majority of BVORs have accessed Needs and Assets Assessment 
and Referrals Services and Information and Orientation services. The 
majority also accessed language assessments, though fewer undertook 
IRCC-funded language training. Approximately half of BVORs accessed 
Community Connections services.

Table 6: Access to settlement services18 for resettled refugees 
admitted between 2016 and 2019 - Adults only

Settlement service
BVOR

(n=7,837)
PSR

(n=55,876)
GAR

(n=43,158)

Any Settlement Services 99% 94% 100%

Needs and Assets Assessment and 
Referrals 87% 78% 94%

Information and Orientation 94% 89% 99%

Language Assessment 90% 75% 91%

Language Training 74% 49% 77%

Employment-Related Services 28% 31% 33%

Community Connections services 51% 21% 69%
Source: iCARE

                                               
18 Excluding pre-arrival services

Table 7:  Timing of access to settlement services for adult refugees 
admitted between 2016 and 2019 who accessed settlement 
services

Length of time BVOR PSR GAR

4 weeks or less 86% 78% 82%

5 to 8 weeks 8% 9% 14%

9 to 12 weeks 2% 3% 3%

13 to 26 weeks 2% 5% 1%

27 to 52 weeks 1% 3% <1%

More than 52 weeks 2% 2% <1%
Source: iCARE

Barriers to Access
Interviews with stakeholders highlighted that refugees’ location as well 
language and literacy skills impact the ability to access and make use of 
the services available. Technology barriers also exist, as refugees may 
not have access to internet and computer services right away, or know 
how to use them.
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Conclusions and Recommendations
Conclusions
The primary areas of focus for the evaluation were assessing the 
continued need for the BVOR program, and the extent to which the 
BVOR program is designed appropriately for resettling refugees. While 
the BVOR program was introduced as a cost-saving measure, 
stakeholders indicated there is a continued need for the BVOR program, 
as it makes sponsorship more accessible to civil society, allows for 
sponsoring individuals with no ties to Canada, and allows Canada to 
honour commitments to resettling refugees identified as the most 
vulnerable.
The evaluation also found that an added benefit of the BVOR program 
is that the sponsorship process can be fast, and allows for more timely 
arrival of sponsored refugees than through the PSR program. Given the 
perceived need for the program, the evaluation highlighted some 
prospective areas for improvement around program design, notably with 
respect to the program’s financial sustainability and achieving the 
program’s target levels.
The secondary focus for the evaluation was to examine stakeholders’ 
awareness of the BVOR program, and to a lesser extent, sponsors’ 
capacity to provide the supports BVORs need during their first year of 
resettlement. The evaluation found awareness of the BVOR program 
needs to be improved within the sponsorship community, and efforts 
could be made to ensure outreach is extended to new prospective 
sponsors. The evaluation also highlighted some informational gaps 
sponsors experience prior to a BVOR’s arrival and throughout the 
BVOR sponsorship process.
More broadly, the evaluation found that sponsors are responsive to the 
needs of BVORs, and that BVORs’ resettlement needs are being met 
overall. Moreover, BVORs are referred to and access settlement 
services and community supports.
In response to the evaluation’s findings, and in support of continued 
improvement of the program, five recommendations are proposed.

Recommendations
Theme 1: Rationale
The BVOR program’s original rationale was to save costs during a 
period of fiscal restraint, without reducing the overall number of 
refugees able to come to Canada.
Over time, narratives around the rationale have evolved to incorporate 
the goal of sponsoring refugees who do not have prior ties to Canada, 
the creation of additional resettlement spaces, improved ability for the 
community to provide refugees with support towards integration, and the 
ability to quickly mobilize sponsorship in response to humanitarian 
crises (i.e., “surge capacity”) as positive outcomes of the BVOR 
program.
The evaluation noted a lack of foundational documents articulating 
program objectives and aligning the BVOR program with the broader 
resettlement program. This lack of defined program objectives 
underlines the inconsistencies between the program’s original rationale 
and the perceived need for continuing the program. These 
inconsistencies present challenges for measuring the success of the 
BVOR program.
Recommendation 1: IRCC should formally define objectives for the 
BVOR program, including how the BVOR program aligns with and 
supports the broader Resettlement program.
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Theme 2: BVOR Program Awareness
IRCC funds the Refugee Sponsorship Training Program (RSTP) to 
promote sponsorship of refugees. Promotional funding for the BVOR 
program is limited as the RSTP is more focused on matching refugees 
with potential sponsors and providing information about the program 
to pre-existing sponsors, rather than marketing (i.e., promoting 
sponsorship, branding). The marketing gaps identified in the 
evaluation included a lack of capacity to market the program internally 
and a lack of evidence on where marketing efforts should be focused 
(i.e., to what populations of prospective sponsors).
Furthermore, awareness and understanding of the BVOR program is 
limited within the existing sponsorship community. The evaluation 
found that many PSR sponsors were not aware of the BVOR 
program, and some who were aware of the program cited their lack of 
understanding about the program as a reason for not sponsoring a 
BVOR.
The evaluation also highlighted room for improvement for tools and 
training available to sponsors. While training was largely viewed as 
sufficient by those who attended, training is not mandatory. About half 
of sponsors surveyed had received no sponsorship training. 
Moreover, some sponsors reported that the information materials 
IRCC provides to them are hard to understand. SAHs confirmed they 
often translate materials from IRCC to make them more user-friendly 
for sponsors. In particular, the evaluation identified training gaps with 
respect to responsibilities of sponsorship, essential skills for sponsors 
and conflict management.
Recommendation 2: IRCC should put in place a strategy to increase 
awareness of the BVOR program including promoting the program 
beyond its current sponsorship base.

Theme 3: Financial Supports
The BVOR program encourages civil society engagement in 
resettlement through cost-sharing incentives, whereby IRCC and 
private sponsors both contribute financially to supporting refugee 
cases. Refugees resettled under the BVOR program receive income 
support through the Resettlement Assistance Program (RAP) for six 
months after their arrival in Canada (during months 2-7), and private 
sponsors offer another six months of financial support (during month 1 
and months 8-12), as well as the costs associated with initial start-up 
(e.g., groceries, furniture, household items) which can include in-kind 
contributions. The evaluation found that interviewees feel the level of 
financial support IRCC provides is not balanced with the level of 
financial support sponsors provide, as sponsors have the entire 
responsibility of providing start-up costs.
In addition, sponsors are not always prepared for the additional costs 
associated with the sponsorship. More than half of sponsors surveyed 
as part of the evaluation indicated that they spent more money on 
sponsorship than was estimated, and the majority also indicated they 
continued to provide supports to refugees beyond the required 
sponsorship period. Moreover, evidence from interviews and the 
sponsor survey suggest that RAP supports do not adequately reflect 
the high cost of living (e.g., higher rent costs) and that these 
unexpected costs contribute to reduced re-engagement in the BVOR 
program (i.e., sponsoring another BVOR).
Recommendation 3: IRCC should develop and implement a plan to 
improve supports provided to BVOR sponsors, which considers:

A. Examining how costs are shared between IRCC and sponsors;
B. Reviewing monthly income support rates to ensure supports 

provided to BVORs are appropriate; and
C. Enhancing information on sponsorship costs, including on 

challenges sponsors may experience in providing support.
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Theme 4: Communication on Refugees’ Needs
The evaluation found that sponsors generally receive sufficient 
information before BVORs arrive, and that arrivals are well-
coordinated overall. Moreover, sponsors are normally satisfied with 
the fit between their organization and the BVOR case(s) they have 
sponsored. In addition, there are a variety of mechanisms in place 
with stakeholders to communicate on BVOR program policies and 
procedures effectively. Nevertheless, sponsors and interviewees 
highlighted some gaps in the information provided that would be 
helpful when selecting BVOR cases, preparing for BVORs’ arrival, 
and in meeting BVORs’ resettlement needs. In particular, sponsors 
identified unexpected health needs as a key factor in preparing for 
BVOR arrivals. However, stakeholders and sponsors recognized the 
difficulty of collecting, storing and sharing sensitive health data due to 
privacy concerns.
Recognizing that it is not always possible to make contact with 
refugees before they arrive, the evaluation highlighted pre-arrival 
contact between sponsors and BVOR cases as a promising practice 
to bridge the information gap. In such cases, refugees are able to 
decide what information they feel comfortable sharing with their 
sponsors, without the need for IRCC involvement in 
collecting/storing/transmitting sensitive data.
Recommendation 4: IRCC should enhance mechanisms to facilitate 
disseminating information on refugees’ needs, including lines of 
communication between refugees and sponsors prior to arrival.

Theme 5: Sustainability
The evaluation found that resettlement outcomes are strong for 
BVORs compared to GARs, though not as favourable as for PSRs. 
However, it also showed that program sustainability is in a fragile 
state. While the BVOR program allows for resettlement at a lower cost 
than the GAR program, when the costs associated with settlement 
services are considered, the costs associated with processing BVORs 
exceed the costs associated with processing PSRs or GARs. The 

evaluation also identified some factors that may contribute to 
increased processing costs such as the concierge service which has 
been shown to increase uptake at the cost of being resource 
intensive. Nonetheless, uptake of the BVOR program has been low 
and awareness of the program is limited among prospective sponsors.
The evaluation also identified that non-selected BVOR cases were 
previously reconverted to GARs. IRCC stakeholders noted that these 
reconversions had a substantial impact on planning and resourcing 
exercises, which created unexpected financial pressures. As well, this 
practice may deter prospective sponsors from participating given 
refugees will be resettled as GARs if they are not selected as BVORs. 
In 2018 and 2019, the program benefitted from external funding to 
offset costs for sponsors and provided SAHs with administrative 
support to assist in coordinating BVOR sponsorships. The 
discontinuation of external funding, could negatively impact the 
achievement of levels targets.
Lastly, once the objectives for the program have been formally 
established, as per Recommendation 1, and program design 
improvements have been put in place as a result of 
Recommendations 2 to 4, the program would benefit from monitoring 
its sustainability, including the extent to which it is meeting its 
objectives.
Recommendation 5: Following the development of revised objectives 
and program design improvements suggested in recommendations 1 
to 4, IRCC should monitor the BVOR program’s sustainability, 
including considerations of:

A. whether the program is meeting its intended objectives, as 
defined per Recommendation 1;

B. whether the amount of departmental resources required to 
meet program objectives and admissions levels are 
appropriate;

C. whether the program should be retained in its current format.
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Annex A: Resettlement Program Logic Model
Figure 18: Refugee Program Logic Model
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Refugee Program Logic Model – Accessible text version
The logic depicted in the previous figure aims to meet the following policy objectives of the program, to:

· Save lives and offer protection to the displaced and persecuted;
· Meet Canada’s international obligations with respect to refugees; and
· Respond to international crises by providing assistance to those in need of resettlement.

Activities
The logic model for the Refugee Resettlement Program contains three main functional areas, or pillars. Program Management encompasses 
policy development, priority setting, governance and stakeholder engagement. Resettlement Processing refers to pre-arrival activities, which 
encompass sponsorship, PSR/BVOR/GAR processing and destining GARs. Resettlement Support occurs post-arrival, and encompasses 
providing support to PSRs and BVORS as well as providing RAP and IFHP support to GARs.
Collectively, the activities and subsequent outputs from each pillar facilitate progress towards achieving program outcomes.
Expected Outcomes
Outcomes are defined as external consequences attributed to an organization, policy, program or initiative, which are generated as a result of its 
activities and outputs. There are three levels of outcomes in the Refugee Resettlement Program logic model: immediate, intermediate and ultimate.

Immediate Outcomes
As a result of the outputs produced by the Refugee Resettlement 
Program, it is expected that timely protection of resettled refugees 
will occur, and that their immediate and essential needs are met. 
These two immediate outcomes reflect the direct benefits expected for 
eligible refugees and are fundamental to the eventual successful 
settlement and integration of refugees, a key principle of Canada’s 
Refugee Resettlement Program. The Immigration Loan Program (ILP) 
stream supports both immediate outcomes through its provision of 
transportation loans to support timely protection, and through its 
assistance loans to support immediate and essential needs of 
refugees. This support is depicted on the logic model by using a 
dotted box around the two immediate outcomes.
Timely protection of resettled refugees is expected to be achieved 
through sound program management and governance and 
stakeholder engagement activities and outputs. Canada has a strong 
and longstanding humanitarian tradition of resettling vulnerable 
people from around the world who have been persecuted and 
displaced and who seek our country’s protection. Maintaining that 
humanitarian tradition and ensuring that Canada continues to provide 
protection to those who are most vulnerable is one of IRCC’s central 
mandates. Along with the United States and Australia, Canada is one 
of the top three resettlement countries in the world; it is currently one 

of the only countries that accepts private sponsorship of refugees. 
While a single country cannot help everyone who could benefit from 
protection, Canada has and will continue to undertake significant 
efforts to address the protection needs of vulnerable populations 
across the globe, including those who are victims of emerging crises. 
This outcome is linked to the broader Departmental Results 
Framework, through the number of refugees who are admitted against 
the annual immigration levels plan.
The program also strives to offer protection to resettled refugees in a 
timely manner. Years of waiting in difficult and sometimes life 
threatening circumstances create adverse effects on refugees’ 
emotional, mental and physical health, increasing their need for health 
and social services once they finally arrive, which only adds to the 
challenges inherent in the integration of new refugees in Canada. 
Ensuring a timely and adequate response to global humanitarian 
crises is fundamental to the eventual success and integration of 
resettled refugees. Through its engagement with implementation 
partners, IRCC works to ensure that effective processes are in place 
to identify, process, and in the case of GARs, appropriately destine 
refugees that are identified for resettlement to Canada. At the same 
time, lessons learned from Operation Syrian Refugees stress the 
need to work at a pace that allows for the delivery of pre-arrival 
orientation, linked family groups to travel together, proper needs 
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assessments and links to settlement services, federal and provincial 
government programs, and other supports upon arrival to ensure 
resettlement does not cause further trauma. Timely protection, 
therefore, requires a balance between the competing priorities of 
settlement readiness and adhering to processing timelines.
Finally, as a result of activities and outputs under the Resettlement 
Support pillar, it is expected that immediate and essential needs of 
resettled refugees will be met. Resettled refugees face complex 
needs that set them apart from other immigrants and which must be 
addressed immediately given their vulnerability. For some resettled 
refugees who have experienced extreme trauma, these needs are 
acute and psycho-social supports need to be available in the host 
community, to ensure resettlement does not cause further trauma. 
The fulfillment of these needs is directly dependent on the provision of 
financial and other supports by the federal government and/or 
sponsors. IRCC provides GAR with direct financial support (including 
start-up income support and monthly allowances), and funds Service 
Provider Organizations under the RAP stream to provide GARs with 
Port of Entry Airport services, temporary accommodation, information 
and orientation, links to health services (including mental health 
services), IRCC-funded Settlement services, community services, and 
essential federal or provincial programs, , assistance with locating 
permanent accommodation, and life skills training. Support services 
such as childcare, transportation allowances, translation and 
interpretation may also be provided. All categories of refugees will 
also receive basic and/or supplemental healthcare coverage through 
the IFHP stream.
Intermediate Outcome
As a result of timely protection of refugees and their immediate and 
essential needs being met through support services, it is expected 
that resettled refugees have tools to live independently in 
Canadian society. A humanitarian approach to resettlement not only 
provides protection for refugees, but also creates the conditions for 
them to rebuild their lives and livelihoods so that they may become full 
members of Canadian society. After receiving temporary housing, 

start-up income support, and healthcare coverage at the immediate 
outcome level, it is expected that resettled refugees will then secure 
permanent housing, be able to report food security, and access the 
health services (including counselling services) available to them to 
provide them with the tools they may require to someday reach full 
independence and integrate into Canadian society.
Ultimate Outcome
As a result of gaining tools to live independently in Canadian society, 
it is expected that resettled refugees live independently in 
Canadian society. A humanitarian approach to resettlement is a 
commitment to paving economic, social and political pathways to 
integration and to a meaningful and productive life. Successful 
integration allows refugees to achieve their goals and allows Canada 
to share in the rewards of the knowledge, skills and cultural diversity 
that refugees bring with them, which benefits all Canadians. While this 
eventual integration is ultimately the purview of the IRCC Settlement 
Program, the Refugee Resettlement Program is expected to 
contribute in some way to achieving this outcome down the road 
through the immediate and essential protection, services, supports 
and tools it offers to resettled refugees.
While some refugees may move through all causal linkages presented 
in the logic model by receiving timely protection, having their 
immediate and essential needs met (through temporary housing, 
start-up income support, healthcare coverage provided through the 
IFHP, and other supports), and acquiring the tools they may need to 
someday live independently, others may have their needs met very 
quickly; others still may already have the tools they need to live 
independently. In these cases, in addition to receiving pre-arrival 
settlement services, resettled refugees may begin to access IRCC 
Settlement Program supports at any time after their arrival to Canada 
based on their initial needs assessments. This unique aspect of the 
Refugee Resettlement Program has been depicted on the logic model 
by a supportive bar to the right of all expected outcomes, with arrows 
connecting to Settlement at all levels.
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Annex B: Refugee Needs during the Sponsorship Period
Table 8:  Percentage of refugees who reported needing support 

throughout the period of service provision, by category

Need Type BVOR
(n=257)

PSR
(n=3,490)

GAR
(n=1,091)

How to find a doctor 99% 93% 96%

Looking for a place to live 98% 89% 94%
How to rent a place 98% 86% 95%

How to open a bank account 98% 93% 97%

How to do taxes 96% 90% 95%
How to get help from other community 
resources 95% 88% 92%

How to find employment 95% 89% 92%
How to use public transportation 94% 83% 91%

Setting up utilities 93% 78% 83%

How to shop for food 93% 82% 82%

How to buy clothes, furniture etc. 91% 81% 82%

Cultural differences in Canada 91% 85% 93%

How to use Canadian money 89% 78% 82%

How to use a bank machine 89% 75% 87%

How to budget money 87% 75% 81%

Using appliances 86% 70% 74%

How to find child care 75% 58% 77%
How to sign children up for school 72% 61% 75%

Source: Refugee Survey

Table 9: Percentage of refugees who reported receiving supports 
(when support was needed)

Need Type BVOR PSR GAR
How to open a bank account 97% 98% 97%

Using appliances 95% 95% 76%

How to shop for food 95% 96% 82%
Looking for a place to live 94% 96% 87%

How to rent a place 94% 95% 88%

How to sign your children up for school 93% 93% 86%

Setting up utilities 92% 94% 79%

How to use Canadian money 92% 95% 82%
How to buy clothes, furniture or other 
things 91% 95% 74%

How to use a bank machine 91% 95% 85%

How to find a doctor 91% 94% 84%

How to use public transportation 90% 95% 86%

How to budget money 89% 91% 68%

How to find child care 88% 91% 82%
How to get help from other community 
resources 82% 90% 73%

How to find employment 82% 90% 66%

Cultural differences in Canada 78% 91% 77%

How to do taxes 76% 89% 67%
Source: Refugee Survey
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Table 10:  Percentage of refugees who received support and reported the support they received “completely” or “mostly” met their needs 
Need Type BVOR PSR GAR

How to find a doctor 88% 92% 81%

How to sign your children up for school 87% 92% 82%

How to open a bank account 86% 92% 80%

How to use a bank machine 86% 92% 82%

How to do taxes 86% 91% 79%

How to use public transportation 86% 92% 80%

Cultural differences in Canada 85% 91% 80%

How to find child care 85% 92% 80%

How to buy clothes, furniture or other things 83% 90% 76%

How to use Canadian money 83% 91% 80%

Using appliances 82% 90% 80%

How to shop for food 82% 90% 78%

How to get help from other community resources 81% 91% 76%

Setting up utilities 79% 89% 74%

Employment 79% 88% 71%

How to rent a place 75% 88% 70%

Looking for a place to live 69% 85% 64%

How to budget money 67% 67% 47%
Source: Refugee Survey
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Annex C: Refugee Needs for Specialized Services
Table 11:  Percentage of refugees who reported needing referrals to 

specialized services

Specialized Service Type BVOR
(n=257)

PSR
(n=3,490)

GAR
(n=1,091)

Social/community support 44% 23% 38%

Legal information and services 38% 20% 32%

Family support 28% 14% 28%

Special hospitals
(e.g., for women or children) 18% 9% 20%

Psychotherapy 15% 7% 15%

Centres for victims of trauma and/or 
torture 14% 4% 11%

LGBTI Organizations 14% 3% 7%

Special health centres
(e.g., cancer, blood disorders) 10% 5% 9%

Mental health centres 9% 4% 8%
Special schools
(e.g., hearing impaired, sight impaired, 
learning disabilities)

9% 4% 9%

French community/services in French 7% 4% 8%

Women's shelter / transition house 7% 3% 6%

Sexual assault centres 5% 2% 4%
Source: Refugee Survey

Table 12:  Percentage of refugees who received referrals to specialized 
services (when such referrals were needed)

Specialized Service Type BVOR PSR GAR

Special hospitals
(e.g., for women or children) 81% 81% 73%

Family support 76% 74% 64%

Social/community support 72% 81% 69%

French community/services in French 72% 63% 58%

LGBTI Organizations 69% 73% 55%

Legal information and services 68% 78% 60%

Mental health centres 68% 64% 46%

Psychotherapy 61% 65% 52%

Sexual assault centres 57% 63% 38%

Special schools
(e.g., hearing impaired, sight impaired, 
learning disabilities)

50% 72% 60%

Special health centres
(e.g., cancer, blood disorders) 48% 72% 60%

Women's shelter / transition house 44% 69% 50%

Centres for victims of trauma and/or 
torture 40% 45% 34%

Source: Refugee Survey
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Annex D: Profile of BVOR Sponsors who sponsored a refugee 
between 2016 and May 2020
Information on the profile of BVOR sponsor respondents was obtained 
through the sponsor survey.

Sponsor Survey Respondent Group Types
Over half of the respondents (56%) were SAHs, a third were G5s, and 
8% were community sponsors.

Figure 19: Sponsorship Group Types 19

Source: Sponsor Survey

Descriptions of Respondent Organizations/Groups
When asked how they would describe their organization/group, half of 
the BVOR sponsor respondents described themselves as faith-based 
organizations/groups. Community or neighborhood-based 
organization/groups was the second most common response for 
about two-fifths sponsor respondents, and a tenth of the respondents 
described themselves as family-based organizations/groups.

Figure 20: Description of Organization/Groups

Source: Sponsor Survey

Comparison of the Profile of BVOR sponsors and PSR sponsors
Comparatively two-thirds (67%) of PSR respondents were G5s, 25% were SAHs and 6% were community sponsors.
Inversely more than half (55%) of PSR respondents were family-based organizations and, close to a third (30%) were community or neighborhood-
based organizations/groups and 21% were faith-based organizations.

                                               
19 SAH sponsors include constituent groups, and co-sponsors.
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Annex E: Resettled Refugees – 2016 to 2020
Table 13:  Individual Profile of resettled refugees

Profile BVOR (n=7,855) PSR (n=57,814) GAR (n=44,549) Total (n=110,218)

Admission year

2016 56.1% 24.5% 46.2% 35.6%
2017 16.4% 20.5% 16.0% 18.4%
2018 14.6% 24.7% 15.0% 20.1%
2019 12.6% 26.9% 19.6% 22.9%
2020 0.2% 3.4% 3.1% 3.0%

Immigration category
BVOR 100.0% n/a n/a 7.1%
GAR n/a n/a 100.0% 40.4%
PSR n/a 100.0% n/a 52.5%

Family status
PA 28.9% 47.0% 30.3% 39.0%
Spouse or dependent 71.1% 53.0% 69.7% 61.0%

Gender
Another gender n/a 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Female 49.1% 46.2% 48.9% 47.5%
Male 50.9% 53.8% 51.1% 52.5%

Adult status
Minor 53.1% 32.6% 52.1% 42.0%
Adult 46.9% 67.4% 47.9% 58.0%

Age

0 to 4 years old 16.4% 9.4% 15.0% 12.2%
5 to 9 years old 19.3% 10.1% 17.5% 13.7%
10 to 17 years old 17.4% 13.1% 19.7% 16.1%
18 to 29 years old 17.6% 25.3% 17.8% 21.7%
30 to 39 years old 17.8% 21.2% 16.0% 18.8%
40 to 49 years old 8.4% 10.9% 8.5% 9.7%
50 to 59 years old 2.1% 5.6% 3.5% 4.5%
60 years old or more 1.0% 4.4% 2.1% 3.2%

Education

Secondary or less (incl. none) 81.3% 72.3% 87.2% 79.0%
Post-secondary – non university 3.1% 11.3% 3.2% 7.4%
University degree 2.5% 11.4% 2.4% 7.2%
Not stated 13.1% 5.0% 7.1% 6.4%

Knowledge of official languages

English only 15.9% 47.8% 8.9% 29.8%
French only 1.8% 0.9% 1.4% 1.2%
Both English and French 1.5% 1.4% 1.1% 1.3%
Neither 74.7% 46.8% 81.4% 62.8%
Not stated 6.2% 3.1% 7.2% 5.0%
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Profile BVOR (n=7,855) PSR (n=57,814) GAR (n=44,549) Total (n=110,218)

Marital status

Single 64.2% 59.9% 65.3% 62.4%
Married or common law 32.9% 36.5% 31.4% 34.2%
Divorced, separated, widowed or annulled marriage 2.6% 3.4% 3.1% 3.2%
Not stated 0.3% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2%

Countries of birth

Syria 57.6% 26.3% 55.1% 40.1%
Iraq 4.2% 15.1% 7.8% 11.4%
Eritrea 4.0% 20.8% 3.0% 12.4%
Congo, Democratic Republic of the 4.0% 0.9% 4.7% 2.6%
Jordan 3.3% 0.8% 3.2% 2.0%
Sudan, Democratic Republic of 3.0% 2.9% 2.7% 2.9%
Lebanon 2.8% 1.1% 2.3% 1.7%
Ethiopia 2.0% 6.2% 2.0% 4.2%
Myanmar (Burma) 1.6% 0.1% 0.7% 0.4%
Kenya 1.5% 0.8% 1.3% 1.1%
Somalia, Democratic Republic of 1.4% 4.1% 4.0% 3.9%
Iran 1.3% 0.8% 1.6% 1.2%
Afghanistan 0.1% 6.3% 0.8% 3.7%
Pakistan 0.3% 3.3% 0.5% 2.0%
United Arab Emirates 0.2% 1.3% 0.1% 0.8%
Saudi Arabia 0.2% 1.4% 0.2% 0.8%
Other 12.3% 7.6% 9.9% 8.9%
Not stated 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Province of intended destination

Newfoundland and Labrador 2.0% 0.5% 1.9% 1.2%
New Brunswick 3.1% 0.3% 5.9% 2.8%
Nova Scotia 7.0% 1.6% 4.0% 3.0%
Prince Edward Island 0.6% 0.4% 0.6% 0.5%
Ontario 51.9% 53.4% 47.0% 50.7%
Manitoba 8.1% 9.6% 6.5% 8.3%
Saskatchewan 3.6% 3.1% 6.8% 4.6%
Alberta 9.0% 22.1% 15.9% 18.7%
British Columbia 14.1% 8.8% 11.3% 10.2%
Territories 0.5% 0.1% n/a 0.1%
Not stated 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1%

Source: GCMS
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Table 14:  Case Profile of resettled refugees
Profile BVOR (n=2,272) PSR (n=27,197) GAR (n=13,519) Total (n=42,988)

Case size

1 33.5% 58.0% 40.6% 51.2%
2 7.0% 10.7% 8.1% 9.7%
3 9.5% 9.7% 8.2% 9.2%
4 15.2% 10.9% 10.9% 11.1%
5 or more 34.9% 10.7% 32.2% 18.8%

Number of adults in the case

0 1.1% 1.5% 3.3% 2.1%
1 44.1% 62.1% 46.9% 56.4%
2 50.4% 31.7% 43.1% 36.3%
3 or more 4.4% 4.7% 6.7% 5.3%

Number of children in the case

0 36.5% 66.8% 43.6% 57.9%
1 12.4% 12.0% 12.7% 12.2%
2 15.6% 11.5% 11.8% 11.8%
3 15.8% 6.2% 11.4% 8.4%
4 or more 19.7% 3.5% 20.4% 9.7%

Case composition

Single - adult 32.5% 56.9% 37.6% 49.5%
Single - minor 1.1% 1.5% 3.2% 2.0%
Single adult with children 11.6% 5.2% 9.3% 6.8%
Couple - 2 adults 3.5% 8.6% 5.0% 7.2%
2 adults with children 47.0% 23.1% 38.2% 29.1%
More than two adults with children 3.9% 3.3% 5.7% 4.1%
More than 2 adults, no children 0.5% 1.4% 1.1% 1.2%
More than 1 child, no adults n/a 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Source: GCMS
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Annex F: Adult Resettled Refugees – 2016 to 2020
Table 15:  Individual Profile of Adult Resettled Refugees

Profile BVOR (n=3,686) PSR (n=38,943) GAR (n=21,317) Total (n=63,946)

Admission year

2016 54.4% 24.4% 42.4% 32.1%
2017 16.0% 20.3% 17.6% 19.2%
2018 14.9% 24.7% 16.0% 21.2%
2019 14.5% 27.2% 20.7% 24.3%
2020 0.2% 3.4% 3.2% 3.2%

Immigration category
BVOR 100.0% n/a n/a 5.8%
GAR n/a n/a 100.0% 33.3%
PSR n/a 100.0% n/a 60.9%

Family status
PA 61.0% 68.8% 61.3% 65.8%
Spouse or dependent 39.0% 31.2% 38.7% 34.2%

Gender
Another gender n/a 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Female 50.4% 44.9% 49.5% 46.7%
Male 49.6% 55.1% 50.4% 53.2%

Age

18 to 29 years old 37.5% 37.6% 37.2% 37.5%
30 to 39 years old 38.0% 31.4% 33.3% 32.4%
40 to 49 years old 17.9% 16.1% 17.7% 16.7%
50 to 59 years old 4.4% 8.3% 7.4% 7.8%
60 years old or more 2.2% 6.5% 4.3% 5.5%

Education

Secondary or less (incl. none) 76.5% 62.0% 82.3% 69.6%
Post-secondary – non university 6.6% 16.7% 6.7% 12.8%
University degree 5.3% 17.0% 5.1% 12.4%
Not stated 11.6% 4.3% 5.9% 5.3%

Knowledge of official 
languages

English only 20.2% 60.3% 13.0% 42.2%
French only 2.4% 1.0% 2.2% 1.5%
Both English and French 2.3% 1.7% 1.9% 1.8%
Neither 70.0% 34.7% 76.9% 50.8%
Not stated 5.0% 2.4% 6.0% 3.7%
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Profile BVOR (n=3,686) PSR (n=38,943) GAR (n=21,317) Total (n=63,946)

Marital status 

Single 24.3% 40.7% 27.9% 35.5%
Married or common law 70.0% 54.1% 65.6% 58.9%
Divorced, separated, widowed or annulled marriage 5.6% 5.1% 6.4% 5.6%
Not stated 0.1% 0.0% 0.2% 0.1%

Countries of birth

Syria 58.5% 26.5% 54.4% 37.6%
Iraq 5.0% 16.1% 10.1% 13.4%
Eritrea 6.3% 25.2% 4.3% 17.2%

Congo, Democratic Republic of the 6.3% 0.9% 6.8% 3.2%
Jordan 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.2%
Sudan, Democratic Republic of 3.5% 1.7% 3.4% 2.3%
Lebanon 0.1% 0.5% 0.1% 0.4%
Ethiopia 2.1% 7.9% 2.1% 5.7%
Myanmar (Burma) 3.0% 0.2% 1.2% 0.7%
Kenya 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.2%
Somalia, Democratic Republic of 1.8% 5.2% 5.5% 5.1%
Iran 2.2% 0.9% 2.7% 1.6%
Afghanistan 0.2% 7.3% 1.1% 4.8%
Pakistan 0.4% 2.8% 0.7% 1.9%
United Arab Emirates 0.1% 0.4% 0.1% 0.3%
Saudi Arabia 0.3% 0.8% 0.3% 0.6%
Other 9.7% 3.2% 6.8% 4.8%
Not stated 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Province of intended 
destination

Newfoundland and Labrador 2.1% 0.4% 2.1% 1.1%
New Brunswick 2.7% 0.3% 5.6% 2.2%
Nova Scotia 6.6% 1.6% 3.9% 2.6%
Prince Edward Island 0.5% 0.3% 0.6% 0.4%
Ontario 51.6% 52.7% 47.9% 51.0%
Manitoba 8.7% 9.4% 6.0% 8.3%
Saskatchewan 3.6% 3.2% 6.5% 4.3%
Alberta 8.5% 23.1% 15.3% 19.6%
British Columbia 15.1% 8.7% 12.1% 10.2%
Territories 0.4% 0.1% n/a 0.1%
Not stated 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1%

Source: GCMS
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