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® (1100)
[English]

The Chair (Julie Dzerowicz (Davenport, Lib.)): I call this
meeting to order.

Good Monday morning to everyone. It's the last of a few winter
days before, I hope, spring really starts.

[Translation]

Welcome to meeting number 27 of the House of Commons
Standing Committee on Citizenship and Immigration.

[English)

I want to give a warm welcome to Madame Claude DeBelle-
feuille.

[Translation]

Welcome.
[English]

I'd like to make a few comments for the benefit of the witnesses
and the members today.

Participants in the room, I know you've heard this a million
times, but it's always nice to have a reminder. You can use the ear-
piece and select the desired channel. I will let you know when you
have only one minute left. Kindly wait until I recognize you by
name before speaking. Please do not speak over each other, as it
will be very hard for the interpreters to translate; it makes their job
very difficult.

Of course, kindly ensure that your comments are addressed
through the chair.

Members, please raise your hand if you wish to speak. The clerk
and I will manage the speaking order as best we can, and I thank
you in advance for your co-operation.

Pursuant to Standing Order 108(2) and the motion adopted by the
committee on September 16, 2025, the committee is resuming its
study of Canada's immigration system. Today we're focusing on the
2026 Auditor General's report “International Student Program Re-
forms”.

I would like to now warmly welcome our witnesses for today's
meeting.

We have, from the Office of the Auditor General, Karen Hogan,
Auditor General of Canada.

Welcome. It's nice to meet you.

Also from the OAG, we have Gabriel Lombardi, principal, and
Erin Jellinek, director. From the Department of Citizenship and Im-
migration, we have Ted Gallivan, deputy minister; Alexis Graham,
assistant deputy minister; and Tara Lang, director general, admissi-
bility. Finally, from the Canada Border Services Agency, we have
Erin O'Gorman, president.

Thank you all for being here.

I will just finish this, and then I will go to you, I promise, Mr.
Redekopp.

Up to five minutes each will be given for opening remarks. I be-
lieve we have opening remarks from both Ms. Hogan and Mr. Gal-
livan, after which we are going to begin rounds of questions.

Mr. Redekopp.

Brad Redekopp (Saskatoon West, CPC): Yes, it's just a proce-
dural question.

Normally, these meetings are two hours. This one is an hour and
a half. Is there any reason that we can't go for a full two hours to-
day?

The Chair: The decision I made was as follows. Typically, we
would have had this for maybe an hour and then a panel of witness-
es for the immigration study. However, last week we were unsure
of what was happening, and our clerk said that there wasn't enough
time to put together a panel of witnesses. Because I felt this was a
big issue of importance, I put it from an hour to an hour and a half.
That is the reason.

Brad Redekopp: Then I guess I may ask the witnesses whether
it would be okay if we did the full two hours rather than the 90
minutes.

Does anybody object to that?

The Chair: Would you all be available until one o'clock today? I
believe we have resources.

Okay. Thank you. There are no objections.
[Translation]

I think that meets with your approval as well, Mrs. DeBelle-
feuille.

[English]

That's good. Okay, we have two hours, so we get to spend far
more time together.
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With that, we'll begin with Ms. Hogan, please.

You have five minutes for your opening remarks.

[Translation]

Karen Hogan (Auditor General of Canada, Office of the Au-
ditor General): Thank you.

Good morning, Madam Chair.

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to testify today before
the committee to discuss our report on reforms to the international
student program, which was tabled last March.

I would like to acknowledge that this hearing is taking place on
the traditional, unceded territory of the Anishinabe Algonquin peo-
ple.

As part of this audit, we examined the implementation of reforms
to the international student program by Immigration, Refugees and
Citizenship Canada. These reforms were intended to manage the
program's growth and strengthen its integrity controls. Overall, we
concluded that, while the department reduced the number of new
study permits issued, it did not meet expectations in other key ar-
eas.

In 2024, the department issued just under 150,000 new study per-
mits. This figure was well below projections, which stood at nearly
350,000. Some provinces, particularly those with smaller popula-
tions, were disproportionately affected. For example, Newfound-
land and Labrador and Saskatchewan were both projected to see a
10% increase in the number of new study permits approved com-
pared to the previous year. However, both saw a decrease of at least
59%.

® (1105)
[English]

The audit found critical weaknesses in the program's integrity
controls. Although the department introduced a new tool to verify
acceptance letters and had processes to identify potential fraud and
student non-compliance, it did not effectively investigate or follow
up when risks were flagged. For example, in 2023 and 2024, desig-
nated learning institutions identified over 153,000 potential cases of
non-compliance with study permits, but the department investigated
only about 4,000 of them.

Most cases could not be closed, because the students did not re-
spond to the department's requests for more information. Further,
the department's fraud detection activities identified 800 cases of
fraud after permits were approved. No follow-up occurred on these
cases. In most instances, individuals went on to apply for other im-
migration permits while in Canada. More than half of those appli-
cations have since been approved.

Our audit also identified an opportunity for better collaboration
with the Canada Border Services Agency. We found that the immi-
gration department did not collaborate with the agency to identify
whether students with expired permits had left Canada. Using the
immigration department's available data, we worked with the
Canada Border Services Agency and found that only about 40% of
the 39,500 students required to leave in 2024 had, in fact, left the
country.

Ultimately, the department needs to act on the information it al-
ready has to address integrity concerns in the program, including
collaborating with the Canada Border Services Agency. This is
equally important once students are in Canada and applying for ad-
ditional permits.

[Translation]

Madam Chair, this concludes my opening statement. We will be
happy to answer any questions from committee members.

Thank you.
[English]
The Chair: Thank you very much, Ms. Hogan.

Next, we go to Mr. Gallivan for five minutes.

Ted Gallivan (Deputy Minister, Department of Citizenship
and Immigration): Thank you, Madam Chair.

In order to maximize time for questions, I'm not going to read
my remarks. I'll just make a couple of quick points.

[Translation]

First, I would like to express my sincere gratitude to this commit-
tee for the report it provided last week. It contains very important
insights that will assist us in this area.

[English]

Second, the OAG recognized three areas where the planned re-
forms to the student visa program had the intended effect: the over-
all numbers were down; the student direct stream had been wound
down; and verification letters from the educational institutions had
been implemented. We'll probably not spend a lot of time on those
positive findings.

I will say that the negative findings, in particular the lack of fol-
low-through on fraud, are unacceptable. We've submitted manage-
ment action plans to this committee. Hopefully, you have that, or at
least it's with the clerk of the committee. For me, it was important
that all of those actions be completed in calendar 2026. It's impor-
tant for us to address these quickly.

[Translation]

Madam Chair, I have finished my remarks and am ready to an-
swer questions from committee members.

[English]
The Chair: Thank you very much.

We now have an extra half an hour, so we have lots of time for
questions and answers.

I want to say a huge thanks to you, Auditor General Hogan, and
to your entire team. I want to point out that the work you do is ex-
traordinarily important. We cannot have a functioning and healthy
democracy if we don't have a very strong Auditor General, so
thanks to you all for your great work.
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We will go to rounds of questions. We start with six-minute
rounds.

I believe we begin with Mr. Redekopp.
Brad Redekopp: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Thank you to all the witnesses. I especially welcome Mr. Galli-
van, the new deputy minister.

I want to jump right into it with the Auditor General. On the “let-
ter of acceptance” fraud, you talked about 51 applications where
fraud was suspected, and you found that the department didn't fol-
low procedures in a quarter of those cases. Either they were ap-
proved without looking into the fraud or the fraud wasn't flagged on
their files for future use.

Is that consistent with what you saw?
® (1110)

Karen Hogan: Absolutely. We looked at a smaller sample of
those that were flagged and found that the procedures that were
supposed to be followed weren't followed. This is key. Many of the
subsequent applications are given a light touch because it's assumed
that there's rigour at the outset, and we didn't see that in some of the
cases.

Brad Redekopp: Mr. Gallivan, did you advise or did your de-
partment flag to the government that you needed more time and re-
sources to thoroughly investigate frauds like this? I'm talking about
prior to receiving this report.

Ted Gallivan: Madam Chair, it's my fourth week on the job. I
wasn't here at that time, so I can't answer the question directly.

I will say that the number of high-risk cases or fraud ought to
drive the budget, rather than the other way around.

In our management action plan, we are making a commitment to
review all of the cases. Where it's confirmed that it's not a discrep-
ancy but actual fraud, we need to take action. We'll have to sort out
the budget implications after the fact.

Brad Redekopp: On that answer, are all the answers from you
going to be, “I don't know. I wasn't here”? That's not going to help
us in getting through this.

Ted Gallivan: 1 was asked a direct question about something
that happened when I wasn't there. I couldn't answer directly. I be-
lieve I addressed the substance of the question.

Brad Redekopp: Did you get briefed? Do you know anything
about the department? Let's start with that.

Ted Gallivan: Do I have information about the department? Yes.

Brad Redekopp: Are you briefed on this subject? Are you able
to speak to it today?

Ted Gallivan: I'm ready to talk about this audit, absolutely.

Brad Redekopp: Do you know anything about the question I
asked? Your answer was no, I guess. I got that answer.

Peter Fragiskatos (London Centre, Lib.): Madam Chair, |
have a point of order.

This committee has found a way to work with one another in a
very professional and collegial way. The deputy minister is new to

the job. It's been four weeks, as he said. I think we should allow
him the space to answer questions as he wishes and not interrupt
when he's trying to finish a sentence. It's just basic courtesy.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Fragiskatos.

Let's allow time for responses. Know that we have right until one
o'clock, so we have lots of time.

Mr. Redekopp, please continue.

Brad Redekopp: Feel free to ask one of your assistants if you
need the information.

Did the government ask your department to be more thorough in
terms of investigating fraud, prior to receiving this report?

Ted Gallivan: Again, we're going to have trouble with “prior to
receiving this report or not”.

I would say that we do need to tighten controls. We need to act
more quickly, more aggressively and more thoroughly in the face of
discrepancies. The OAG pointed out a figure of 153,000. At the
time of the audit, we ought to have had evidence to show that many
of them were discrepancies and weren't cases of fraud. We should
have been able to say, “This is the number of fraud cases that we do
suspect”, and then we ought to have followed through on 100% of
the cases of fraud.

Brad Redekopp: I recognize that you're new. I appreciate that
there's a lot to swallow and understand in the department.

In terms of the last four weeks, what have you discovered in
terms of the culture of fraud and detection of fraud in the organiza-
tion? Would you sense that it was a really high priority or is it a
gap? What's your assessment of that as a new DM?

Ted Gallivan: I think the department lacked what I would de-
scribe as a framework for dealing with this question of fraud in the
student applications, from telling people what the rules are upfront
to following up to promote voluntary compliance with something
like departing the country when the visa's expired. It's practices and
techniques like nudge.

I think the department hadn't thought through what interventions
were required to make sure that students followed the rules and that
they departed the country when their student visa expired. It's not
always a removal straight to CBSA. There are a lot of things that
ought to happen over the life cycle and the relationship between IR-
CC and the student to promote voluntary compliance with the laws
of this country.

Brad Redekopp: Do you get a sense that the department was be-
ing pressured by the government to process applications and maybe
that was affecting some of the thoroughness that was being taken?

Ted Gallivan: I would describe the direction from this govern-
ment as control. We control these programs. That would mean that
no-risk applicants to the country get handled quickly and smoothly.
People who don't meet the eligibility criteria get an intervention to
ensure compliance.
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My sense is that we need to demonstrate that we've turned our
minds to, in this case, people with a discrepancy. We need to figure
out when the discrepancy is a timing issue or an actual mistake ver-
sus real fraud. When there's real fraud, we ought to be taking ac-
tion.

® (1115)

Brad Redekopp: I think it's safe to say, based on what the Audi-
tor General found, that this was not being followed and there were
definite gaps in the department.

I'll go back to the Auditor General.

You found that IRCC did not identify which students were ex-
pected to leave. This has to do with removal tracking after permits
had expired. The report says, “We identified”, which means your
office. You talked about 39,500 individuals who shouldn't have
been in Canada because they'd lost their status.

Was IRCC not aware of that number?

Karen Hogan: I think this is an example of where the depart-
ment was just not acting on information it had. We had to go
through their database with them to identify that there were
549,000 or so students who had expired permits, and then deter-
mine who had applied for another permit or not. That's when we
identified about 39,500 who didn't apply for another permit and
should have left the country, so we worked then with Canada Bor-
der Services Agency.

This collaboration is where I would expect the department to use
that information to do this on a regular basis. We issued a recom-
mendation to the immigration department, and we shared with them
our analysis. I trust that they'll act on it now, going forward, with
the Canada Border Services Agency.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Hogan.
Thank you, Mr. Redekopp.

Before we go to our next interviewer, I'm still recuperating from
some jet lag from travel I had last week, so I should have warmly
welcomed our new Deputy Minister Gallivan.

Thank you for being here.

Mr. Redekopp beat me to the punch, so thanks for doing that, Mr.
Redekopp.

Next, we have six minutes for Ms. Sodhi.

Amandeep Sodhi (Brampton Centre, Lib.): Thank you,
Madam Chair.

Thank you to all of our witnesses for being here today.

My first question is for you, Deputy Minister. Can you share
with us your department's response to the feedback shared in the
Auditor General's report? What steps will your department be tak-
ing to address these concerns?

Ted Gallivan: I'll start with managing the expiration of a visa
because there are rules around the visas, not just for students but
more generally. In 2023, IRCC started warning students up front
that an overstay has repercussions, including up to a five-year ban
from readmittance to the country. To go back to my earlier re-

sponse, | know I've asked the team to start pilot work around ag-
gressively managing the end of the visa as a management control.
We have IT work under way. By the end of May, we'll have an indi-
cator in the system indicating whether somebody is present in the
country or not. I found it surprising that we hadn't previously had
that, but we're going to have that indicator.

That's just a step in terms of changing the culture and our opera-
tional priorities around letting people know their obligation to de-
part Canada when their visa expires, and this is beyond students'
visas. Just in time...and we have yet to learn if it's two weeks before
or a month before. However, it's communicating with people—does
a phone work, does a text work, or how do you go about it?—and
encouraging them saying that if they don't have another status in
Canada, they ought to leave and there are consequences. It's purify-
ing the list.

The OAG did talk about the hand-off to CBSA, but we don't
want to send them a list of 100,000 people for removals when a lot
of work needs to be done, first, to encourage people to do the right
thing in the first instance; second, to nudge and get them to do it;
and finally, to get the list down to a core number where perhaps an
enforced removal is necessary.

Amandeep Sodhi: You mentioned encouraging people to do the
right thing. If you could further elaborate on that, that would be
great because to do the right thing ultimately is the right thing, but
to get people to do that can sometimes be a lot easier said than
done. What are some steps that you would take to encourage people
to do the right thing?

Ted Gallivan: The first is that you can't rely on people doing the
right thing totally, so there has to be a consequence past that. We
have to make sure there's a full continuum, from telling people the
rules and reminding them nicely to reminding them forcefully, and
then we have to ensure there's a follow-through.

I know the CBSA has made efforts to increase enforced re-
movals. Part of it is the threat of no return visa. To be really candid
and direct, we have to make sure that's a real threat. We have to
make sure that IRCC is applying that rigorously and then use that to
nudge people to do the right thing.

To go back to the question about culture change, we can't fully
rely on people to do the right thing. I think we want to create op-
portunities for them to do the right thing. I think we want to create
an environment that incentivizes them to do the right thing, and
then I think we also have to be clear that if they don't leave in the
first instance, then there is a second and a third instance where
more aggressive actions are taken.

® (1120)

Amandeep Sodhi: Perfect. Thank you.

Are you or any of the other officials from IRCC able to share
with this committee what measurable improvements IRCC has ob-
served in terms of application integrity and system integrity since
certain reforms have been implemented?



April 20, 2026

CIMM-27 5

Ted Gallivan: I think I'll turn to Tara for some of the specifics,
but beyond just the straight refusal-approval rate, we've seen a
change in terms of promoters and people who are incentivizing or
colluding with students around some of the fraudulent applications,
but maybe Tara will come in with some specifics on the improve-
ments.

Tara Lang (Director General, Admissibility, Department of
Citizenship and Immigration): Thank you, Madam Chair.

We're seeing fewer asylum claims made by former students.
Fewer LOA verifications in 2025 produced no match results than in
2024, so that's suggesting the system is not only catching fraud but
also deterring it. Requiring students to apply for a new study permit
when they transfer schools allows us to gather up-to-date data and
information, and that helps us with the student compliance pieces.

I think the pilot that the deputy was speaking about is something
that will be very concrete, and we're working actively with our col-
leagues in CBSA.

Just to expand a little bit on what the deputy said, we're talking
about letters, so the concept is to send a letter before and send a let-
ter after, and then we would have an alert on file that would show
misrepresentation. If the CBSA, again, were being constrained
from an enforcement point for the removal stream, we could catch
them if they ever applied for another application, and there would
be more specific consequences, like the five-year bar. We're trying
to be a lot more proactive—help us help you. We want to have the
right people in Canada, but if they're not following the rules, then
they should not be here.

Amandeep Sodhi: With these reforms now in place—and you
talked a little bit about it before too—how is IRCC ensuring a suc-
cessful international student program and balancing the stability of
the system with these new integrity measures, while also ensuring
that our immigration programs work efficiently to attract the best
and the brightest of students and researchers to our educational in-
stitutions?

Ted Gallivan: I would just say that's around understanding the
client and facilitating the entry of legitimate, sought-after students,
and then cracking down on those who are trying to game the sys-
tem.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Gallivan.
Thank you so much, Ms. Sodhi.

[Translation]

Mrs. DeBellefeuille, you have the floor for six minutes.

Claude DeBellefeuille (Beauharnois—Salaberry—
Soulanges—Huntingdon, BQ): Thank you, Madam Chair.

My first question is for you, Madam Auditor General.

In your report, you note that, in just three investigations, the de-
partment identified 800 cases where study permits had been issued
based on fraudulent documents. I imagine that, if you had conduct-
ed more investigations, you would have found more. If, in just three
investigations, you found 800, one can indeed assume that the num-
ber is much higher.

Karen Hogan: Mrs. DeBellefeuille, I would like to clarify a few
points. These investigations were not conducted by us, but by the
department. Furthermore, while we received several reports, we fo-
cused on the three in which the department had identified cases of
fraud, fraudulent documents, or false statements.

So, yes, it is possible that there are more, but what was more
concerning was that, even though these 800 cases had been identi-
fied, no action had been taken afterward. That is where the depart-
ment must act, based on the information it has in its possession.

Claude DeBellefeuille: You are telling us that after the incident
was observed and brought to our attention, no action was taken
with the Canada Border Services Agency to identify the fraudsters,
so that the agency could at least determine whether some of these
individuals were passing through various border crossings, for ex-
ample.

Karen Hogan: Before even sharing information with the Canada
Border Services Agency, the Department of Citizenship and Immi-
gration must take action. An alert must be placed on an individual's
file.

For our part, we took steps to determine the whereabouts of these
800 individuals. We discovered that the majority of them had al-
ready filed another application for a different immigration status
and that more than 50% of those applications had already been ap-
proved.

If measures had been taken initially, there might have been
greater diligence, and we might have been able to prevent the ap-
proval of other immigration status applications, even before alert-
ing the Canada Border Services Agency.

® (1125)

Claude DeBellefeuille: Deputy Minister, you said that measures
had been put in place. You have a lot of faith that, with a letter or a
notice, people will respect the law and leave the country, for exam-
ple. I don’t know, but from experience, I have my doubts when
these people have already entered the country on a fraudulent stu-
dent visa. For your part, you trust these people and believe that a
simple letter might encourage them to leave rather than try to find
another way to stay in the country.

Do you believe that the measures you are implementing provide
a strong enough framework to achieve your objective?

Ted Gallivan: First, I would like to set the record straight. I
thought I had said that, ultimately, real consequences would be nec-
essary, including a five-year ban from the country or a removal car-
ried out by the CBSA. So, I want to correct the impression that was
conveyed. No, we do not rely solely on letters.

Next, it is clear that, as a first step, fraud must be detected during
the processing of the visa application. Second, we must assess the
cases that present a high risk. It is completely unacceptable that, in
these 800 cases, there was no follow-up.
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I asked the team this question and was given no reasonable ex-
planation as to why these cases were not followed up. When man-
aging a pool of 50,000 or 20,000 applications, you always have to
sort through them. You try to distinguish between errors due to sim-
ple typos and actual problems. However, when you do find actual
problems, there must be follow-up. I have no excuse for the fact
that there was no follow-up.

Claude DeBellefeuille: You have a new process. Following the
report, which certainly resonated widely within the community and
in the media, has the process already under way yielded results?
Can you give us examples of students who tried to get through the
system by submitting fraudulent documents? Do you already have
results to present to us?

Here, we’re talking about data for the period from 2018 to 2023.
Of course, you’ve been aware of the situation since well before the
Auditor General’s report was published. Your process is active and
concrete. I imagine it has yielded results since 2023. Do you have
any results to present to us?

Ted Gallivan: Yes. The very fact of cancelling a direct access
program has helped. My colleagues Ms. Lang and Ms. Graham
could elaborate on my answer by discussing the approval process.

We already reject a high percentage of applications. The first line
of defence is the detailed review of visa applications. That is done
initially. Then, secondly, we require the so-called letters of accep-
tance from an educational institution. So, in a second step, we veri-
fy that students are indeed enrolled in an educational program. It is
at this stage—that is, the follow-up regarding these letters—that we
have fallen short.

We have committed to intervening, starting this summer, in
100% of cases where the letters present a problem. Let’s be clear:
Not all issues are serious. Sometimes it’s simply a matter of trans-
ferring schools, but in other cases, it involves fraud. There should
be follow-up.

Claude DeBellefeuille: When you say “this summer,” are you
referring to the coming summer?

Ted Gallivan: Yes.

Claude DeBellefeuille: I see. You could say that the process was
still a long one before you changed your practices.

Ted Gallivan: I don’t know the timeline, but I would say that
following the Auditor General’s report, it was important for us to
take action this year, in 2026, to address all of its recommendations.

Claude DeBellefeuille: All right.
Madam Chair, I believe I only have a few seconds left, don't I?
The Chair: That's right, you only have 10 seconds left.
Thank you, Mrs. DeBellefeuille and Mr. Gallivan.
[English]
We now will begin our second round.

We have Mr. Menegakis for five minutes.

Costas Menegakis (Aurora—QOak Ridges—Richmond Hill,
CPC): Thank you, Madam Chair.

Thank you and welcome to our committee. It's very kind of you
to spend two full hours with us today.

Mr. Gallivan, of the 800 confirmed issued permit holders who ei-
ther used fraudulent documentation or misrepresented information
on their applications, 105 were approved for permanent residency.
What was the government's justification for rewarding fraudulent
study permit holders with PR?

Ted Gallivan: I'm going to turn to Tara to explain the demo-
graphic and the analysis of the 800. As I said in French previously,
[ have obtained no explanation for why the 800 were not pursued. I
don't know, but I do know going forward that these kinds of cases
will be acted on.

Tara, can you talk about the 800?
® (1130)

Tara Lang: Not having seen the detailed cases themselves, I
would have to assume.... Let's back up.

The 800 were investigations that were a result of a quality assur-
ance exercise. As the deputy explained, we take a snapshot of a
number of cases and do a review. That found that 800—most of
them were student direct stream applicants—had some kind of
fraudulent document as part of their application.

On the question of how they would become permanent residents,
the officer who would have reviewed the permanent resident appli-
cation would have had a conversation, a back-and-forth—what's
called a procedural fairness letter—with the client to ask for the sit-
uation of the document and would have made a finding that either
their response was acceptable or they got a new document. |
wouldn't be able to postulate on each case, on the basis of its merit.

I don't know that it's a reward, but there are checks and balances,
especially when we move into a PR stream, to check on the validity
of those documents.

Costas Menegakis: Were these 105 PR grants reviewed for relo-
cation once the original misrepresentation was confirmed?

Tara Lang: I do not know. I do know that now every single case
does have an info alert placed on it, and they are being reviewed
currently.

Costas Menegakis: The Auditor General found that 110 of these
permit holders filed asylum claims.

Given the department's backlog on asylum claimants, are these
individuals now receiving taxpayer-funded health and housing ben-
efits despite their pre-existing record of misrepresentation?

Ted Gallivan: The IRCC would flag in our system when there is
a case of misrepresentation, and let's be clear about the misrepre-
sentation we're talking about. It's academic credential fraud. Some-
one claimed to have science degree or a master's degree when they
had a bachelor's, so let's understand that.
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Our reaction is to flag the applicants account with an indicator.
As Tara explained, that indicator gives rise to questioning. Through
the questioning, the decision-maker satisfies themselves with the
answer to that question. My sense of the process is that a flag is
placed on the system, indicating that there has been misrepresenta-
tion, which alerts people to ask better questions.

Costas Menegakis: I'd like to turn to our Auditor General.
Would you agree that these are just small misrepresentations, as the
deputy minister just said, or would you think that the problem is a
bit more egregious than that?

Karen Hogan: The applications in question didn't have any
flags, so none of this exchange would have occurred on these. What
I'm hearing from the deputy minister and other officials from the
immigration department is that this is their position now, but in
these 800 cases we did not see any flag appear on these files.

Costas Menegakis: | want to ask you something, Mr. Gallivan,
about the communication between your department and CBSA. In
previous committee meetings here, we've had the CBSA testify that
your department overruled decisions that they had made. Specifi-
cally, when they had identified somebody who needs to be deported
from the country, the department overruled the determination that
the CBSA had made.

Can you explain why your department feels that they should
have that right to overrule the law enforcement agency that is on
the front line, where people come into the country?

Ted Gallivan: I have more than three and a half years sitting in
that chair as the associate deputy minister at the CBSA, and not to
dodge the question, but I do have questions about the legal stan-
dard.

I would just offer that it is a question that I'm actively pursuing. |
do believe part of the longer answer, which I can't give now, relates
to legal standards, thresholds and what information people have.
However, I too share the concern, and if the concern is broader than
the authorities that I have now, then I'll certainly make the represen-
tation to foster some kind of change.

I appreciate the question. I appreciate the concern.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Menegakis.

Thank you, Mr. Gallivan, although we can continue with the an-
swer in other questions.

We now have Mr. Fragiskatos for five minutes.

Peter Fragiskatos: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Thank you to all of the officials for being here.
Auditor General, it's good to see you again.

Mr. Gallivan, congratulations again on your new role.

I will begin with you, Mr. Gallivan. Conservative friends are free
to litigate the past if they want to. That's fine, but Canadians live in
the present and they're concerned about the future. With respect to
the immigration system, you talked about control in a previous ex-
change. You talked about.... You didn't use the word “integrity”, but
ultimately that's what you're talking about. I want to ask a general
question relating to those points.

How is the government moving ahead to ensure control and in-
tegrity generally in the system? Can you point to some examples?

® (1135)

Ted Gallivan: I'll start with the student visa program, which I
think is an example of what's happening more broadly. You can see
hard caps and a decline in numbers, so there are fewer people
across a broad range of categories, which allows for greater focus
and a reduction in numbers. Second, I think there's a hard cap, from
around 1% to 5%, in terms of the total number of people being ac-
cepted or in the country at any one given time, so that we have
managed sustainable migration into this country, because that's es-
sential. I would say that again, proper to this audit, there was the
discontinuation of a direct program that was seen to be open for
abuse and targeted for abuse by others, and you saw that program
being cancelled.

With the recently introduced Bill C-12, you could see a process
in which thresholds are being established around claiming asylum
at the 12-month or one-year mark, and rapid action on that. In fact,
there was a significant amount of media attention that, just days af-
ter receiving royal assent, IRCC began taking action.

I have more than 30 years in public service, and it was one of the
first times I can recall being criticized or taken to task for acting too
quickly on the implementation of legislation. We want to be com-
passionate. We want to be fair, but in cases in which there is
abuse—I think I've given you some examples of that happening—
proper to this report, again, when you have a large number of flags,
you have a responsibility to parse them and put them into buckets.
To go back to the earlier question, no, the 110, the 800 or the
150,000 are neither all small typographical errors nor all cases of
people with a propensity to violence. There's a mixture, but it's our
responsibility to more methodically put them into categories and
then give the right treatment. That's what the OAG didn't find when
she arrived at IRCC.

The crux of our management action plan in response to this audit
is that by the end of this calendar year, we will show that we under-
stand the categorization of the people who are being flagged and
will apply the right response. Taking no no action is rarely the right
response. It's certainly not the right response when it's flagged as
high risk.

Peter Fragiskatos: I will go into that.

As a matter of fact, you talked about categorization. Ultimately,
you're talking about responding to the concerns raised by the Audi-
tor General.
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How exactly from an administrative point of view will you be
moving ahead? What areas of the report and which flags raised by
the Auditor General are you most seized with responding to? How
will the department respond?

Ted Gallivan: I would talk about managing the end of a visa as a
management objective and something for IRCC to validate. It's to
be more proactive, aggressive and thorough on the expiration of a
visa.

Simply put, we need to know whether people are leaving or not.
It's our responsibility to seek that information and to build a picture
of whether people are leaving or not. I think it's our job to manage
towards that goal. Yes, we'll try the lighter-touch efforts but in com-
plement with tougher consequences. I would say managing the end
of the visa process more proactively and systematically would be
one that is a key shift in terms of how IRCC is looking at this prob-
lem.

Peter Fragiskatos: Just very quickly, do you plan on looking at
what other countries, for example, G7 partners or like-minded
countries, have been doing to ensure integrity in their systems? I'm
speaking specifically here on this point about visas.

Ted Gallivan: That work is already ongoing and, yes, we contin-
ue.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Fragiskatos.
Thank you, Mr. Gallivan.

[Translation]

Mrs. DeBellefeuille, you have the floor for two and a half min-
utes.

Claude DeBellefeuille: Thank you very much, Madam Chair.

I want to congratulate the interpreters, who are here in person to-
day. It makes a big difference for me, since I always rely 100% on
the earpiece. I really want to thank them for being here. It makes
things much better.

Ms. O'Gorman, usually I ask you questions about container
clearance at small ports. We're going to change the subject today.
I'm sure you're pleased about that.

I'm having a little trouble understanding your connection to the
study. The Canada Border Services Agency isn't necessarily the
subject of the Auditor General's report, but it is an important part-
ner of the Department of Citizenship and Immigration.

I know from personal experience that there are students who are
unable to cross the border, even when they have their study permits,
because the agency sometimes detects fraud at border crossings.

Can you tell us what your role is in relation to what we are exam-
ining today? Are you awaiting best practices from the department?
What can you do to improve the department's response in the mat-
ter we are discussing today?

® (1140)

Erin O'Gorman (President, Canada Border Services Agen-
cy): Certainly, we are partners. Everyone who enters Canada must
go through our officers. So, if someone has a study permit and we

detect something, we can take action. Ultimately, if that person is
not supposed to be here, we can send them back.

[English]

As Mr. Gallivan has said, we are partners, but we're along a con-
tinuum. What IRCC is doing is putting more rigour into the system
of student visas. Sometimes people who are on student visas also
find themselves with serious inadmissibility, and I won't overstate
those numbers. They're not significant, but we have seen people in-
volved in extortion, so they do become a priority for removal by
CBSA. Some of them will make an asylum claim and, if they are
not successful, they will become a priority for the CBSA.

Also in terms of entry-exit data, we will work in partnership with
IRCC in terms of determining who's here. We can do that on the
bulk review of names of people who might be on expired visas and
continue to be here. As Mr. Gallivan said, with the reforms they're
putting in place, those numbers should get smaller as they put more
things into the system to bring people into compliance or proactive-
ly identify people who are out of compliance.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. O'Gorman.
[Translation]

Thank you, Mrs. DeBellefeuille.
[English]

Now we have five minutes for Mr. Davies.

Fred Davies (Niagara South, CPC): Thank you, Madam Chair.

Auditor General, on the answer Ms. O'Gorman gave about that,
do you have any comments or additions to make?

Karen Hogan: The only thing I would add is that the Canada
Border Services Agency wasn't part of our original audit, because
our intention was to look at the reforms that the immigration de-
partment was bringing to the student visas. We can't ignore when
we find weaknesses. That's why we ended up going to Canada Bor-
der Services Agency to determine what was happening with indi-
viduals who hadn't left the country when their permits expired. We
felt like we had a gap, and we were trying to fill it.

We can't issue a recommendation to an entity that's not in our au-
dit, but I'm very happy to see CBSA here to help support a good
study of this.

Fred Davies: Would you suggest additional audit capacity?
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Karen Hogan: If you mean for us to do an audit on this, I feel
like we took this one right to the end. We identified a gap where
there wasn't a sharing of information, information that was clearly
in the possession of the immigration department. It's now for the
two entities to establish a good process to decide when action is
needed.

It's important to note that hundreds of thousands of students are
here, and they are genuine students. However, when there is infor-
mation that flags they should leave the country or are not here un-
der genuine pretenses, then some action should be taken.

Fred Davies: Thank you for that.
Mr. Gallivan, I want to follow up on that.

You said there's a five-year ban. You want to use a soft touch.
Regarding the threat of a five-year ban, is there a threshold? If
somebody exceeds their visa, do they automatically get the five-
year ban?

Ted Gallivan: I'm not sure of the technical answer. I don't know
if my colleagues do.

Tara Lang: They don't.
Ted Gallivan: They don't. It's not automatic.
Fred Davies: Maybe Ms. Lang can answer this.

Is there a threshold? Is there an analysis that you would go
through? If somebody overextends their stay, I'm sure if it's acci-
dental.... I can't imagine how it could be accidental—if they're com-
ing to the country, they know what the term limits are—but what
are the areas that would exempt somebody from a five-year ban?

Tara Lang: A lot of it does have to do with those types of ques-
tions, such as a misunderstanding of the deadline for leaving, or
other applications that could be in process to regularize their stay in
other areas. The officer would be looking at those types of situa-
tions, but there is no sliding scale.

® (1145)
Fred Davies: It's somewhat subjective. Is that correct?
Tara Lang: Either it's five years, or you regularize your status.

Fred Davies: Ms. O'Gorman, are you adequately resourced for
the system in place now?

Erin O'Gorman: The thing about CBSA is that there are always
more narcotics to catch, there are always more people to remove
and there are always more organized crime members exploiting the
border. This is a hard question to answer. We would put any addi-
tional officers to good use.

In terms of the study today, what Mr. Gallivan has outlined are
the efforts they will make to bring people back into compliance
and/or identify fraud, nudge people and have consequences for peo-
ple. Those people for whom that doesn't work become our clients in
our removal inventory, and we will remove them as we remove oth-
er individuals.

The fewer the people who come into our removals inventory be-
cause they're out of compliance, the better it is for the system. It's
an expensive prospect to have a CBSA officer find somebody to re-
move them. We prioritize serious inadmissibility and failed
claimants, but we also remove people who are out of compliance.

On some of the integrity measures that IRCC will be putting in
place, I think we will see a big impact from that. Students seeing
the consequence of not being able to come back for five years will
view that as severe, and that will lead to some of the behaviours we
would like to see.

Fred Davies: | have limited time, so I may follow up on this lat-
er.

On March 9, I asked Mr. Bush a question about holding deten-
tion capacity at the border crossings. I should have expanded the
question to include immigration holding centres, because he com-
mitted to getting back to me, saying that capacity at the ports of en-
try had not changed.

Has capacity at immigration holding centres decreased or
changed in the last year?

Erin O'Gorman: Not in the last year.... Well, it's increased in
the last year. At one point three years ago, we had access to provin-
cial facilities, and when we lost that, we lost a significant amount of
our capacity. Since then, we've been building up capacity. We have
now a footprint in a federal institution. We have added staff to our
three immigration holding centres.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Davies.

Thank you, Ms. O'Gorman.

Next, we have five minutes for Ms. Zahid.

Salma Zahid (Scarborough Centre—Don Valley East, Lib.):
Thank you, Chair.

Thanks to all the witnesses for appearing before the committee.

Before 1 go to my questions, I would like to congratulate the
deputy minister, Mr. Gallivan, for taking this position and this im-
portant file. We wish you all the best.

My first question is for IRCC.

Mr. Gallivan, what concrete steps has IRCC taken to understand
the unexpected drop in study permit approval rates, and how is that
analysis now improving the forecasting and the decision-making
process?

Ted Gallivan: Thank you for the question, and I may turn to
Alexis to add a bit. I would say that in the 2025 allocation in Jan-
uary 2024, for example, IRCC adjusted the provincial allocations to
better reflect the feedback from the initial year.
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I think our go-forward plan is to meet with them this spring to
talk about ways to tweak the model. We've also begun to share
more detailed, rich data packages with the jurisdictions themselves.
As you may know, the provinces aren't using the full allocation that
we're providing them, so we have a responsibility to get the provin-
cial allocations right. Then the provinces need to further divide that
within their jurisdictions. We will be providing them better data to
enable them to do that more effectively and then a follow-up ses-
sion in the fall to see if there's additional tweaking.

Alexis, is there anything you would add to that?

Alexis Graham (Assistant Deputy Minister, Department of
Citizenship and Immigration): There's not too much more to add.
The audit did find that IRCC's approval rates are aligned with re-
gional and country-specific risk assessments. I think a lot of this
has to do with transitioning from one highly facilitated regime to
one where we have more controls and more discipline. It takes time
for various actors to adjust to that.

As the deputy said, we have lots of engagement points with them
and plan to enhance that in the future, so hopefully that will enable
provinces to use more of those allocations and support their plan-
ning purposes as well.

Salma Zahid: How is IRCC improving clarity and consistency
in the financial documentation requirements so applicants better un-
derstand what is expected of them?

® (1150)

Ted Gallivan: I'll maybe turn to colleagues on that, but I want to
come back to a point raised about the five-year ban. In 2023, IRCC
started to make more clear to students the consequence of an over-
stay. I can appreciate that the five-year ban is subjective and subject
to judgment, but I think the table was set back in 2023 in terms of
making the rules of the game pretty clear.

Alexis, is there anything more on this?

Alexis Graham: I'll note that the financial requirement has been
now increased from $10,000 to $20,000 for students. That is in-
tended to ensure that they meet the low-income cut-off so that they
can support themselves here. Our officers do a verification to en-
sure that they have that amount of money to ensure that they're not
falling through the cracks while they're in Canada.

Ted Gallivan: [ did take careful note of the committee report
suggesting that we revisit upward that financial threshold and also
the concern on the extension—how do we dive deep or not—so we
will be taking back how we handle a check on the financial solven-
cy of the student during the renewal process.

Salma Zahid: How is IRCC working with the provinces in mak-
ing decisions? Are you doing some research on the market trends or
the needs in the market? Some colleges have concerns that some
programs are being cut, so are you working with the provinces on
that, or are the decisions being made just by the provinces?

Alexis Graham: We work very closely with provinces. The way
that it works for the student program, of course, is that we set the
national cap, and then each province is provided an allocation
based on historical approval rates, capacity and things like that. We
definitely need to work very closely with them to understand how
this change is transpiring in their jurisdiction to see if we can tailor

things and, as the deputy said, tweak in a way that's going to maxi-
mize the number of those quality and genuine students we see with-
in each jurisdiction.

Salma Zahid: Can you explain quickly how the letter of accep-
tance and verification system are strengthening the program integri-
ty, and what is being done to ensure all flagged cases are investigat-
ed?

Ted Gallivan: I think, up front, it would have had a deterrent ef-
fect. Just the presence of a letter would encourage people to do the
right thing. Where we are now, as said previously, is that we have
to manage the exceptions and the discrepancies that those letters are
identifying and follow through on them and audit the institutions to
make sure they're compliant.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Zahid.
Thank you, Mr. Gallivan.

Next, we're starting our third round of questioning. It's going by
very quickly this Monday morning.

We will have five minutes with Mr. Ho.

Vincent Ho (Richmond Hill South, CPC): Thanks, Madam
Chair.

My questions will be for Ms. Hogan.

In your Auditor General report on international students, you
found 153,000 potentially non-compliant international students in
2023 and 2024, but the immigration department launched only
4,000 investigations. Would it be fair to say that the immigration
department was receiving warning signs at scale and largely not
acting on them?

Karen Hogan: It wasn't our audit that flagged the 153,000 cases.
It was actually the department that flagged it. This is an example of
their having information and needing to act on it. This is where
learning institutions must report whether or not they believe the stu-
dent is complying—so full-time studies. We saw that only 4,000
cases were investigated in the two years that we looked at. What
the department explained to us is that it was for lack of funding.

While I understand the funding aspect, I would have expected
that when the 4,000 cases were investigated, they would have taken
them right to the end. We saw that about 40% of those were closed,
even though the student just stopped communicating. That isn't de-
termining whether or not the individual is following the conditions
of their permit. I would expect them to take it right to the end when
they do the investigations, even with limited funding.

Vincent Ho: With what you've just said, do you feel that the
government has the international student program under control?

Karen Hogan: I think they should act on the information they
have now before they decide if they need more funding or how they
want to move things about. The majority of students are here for a
genuine reason. We're talking about a few 100,000 cases where
there is some potential concern. You need to give the students the
time to clarify, and then if not, take appropriate action.

Having all of this data and not acting on it is not acceptable.
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Vincent Ho: It sounds like they need to get their priorities in
check.

In your report on international student permits, you describe a
“light touch” approach used by the immigration department to
study permit extensions.

Could you expand on what you meant by “light touch”?

Karen Hogan: “Light touch” was not as rigorous as an initial
application should have been. The concern here is that many of the
extensions came through the student direct stream, which was a
“light touch” stream. When you look at the data of who was apply-
ing through that stream, a significant portion came from one coun-
try that had been identified as high risk.

We saw a disconnect between the risk rating of a country and the
light touch applied in the initial application, and then doubling
down on a light touch in the subsequent application. We flagged
concerns there. It's important to know that the direct stream is now
cancelled, but now you need to not just do a light touch on every
single extension. You have to go back and decide if they were high
risk and not treated with enough rigour at the front end.

Vincent Ho: Do you think this so-called “light touch” approach
has contributed to the non-compliance issues we've witnessed?

Karen Hogan: I think that's a difficult one to answer. I would
expect that a light touch would apply to countries with lower risk
ratings, and we saw an inconsistency there. As I mentioned, that's
been closed.

A light touch is good for expediting applications.

Vincent Ho: You did see some high-risk countries where a light
touch was inappropriately used.

Karen Hogan: Yes, when we flagged those through the student
direct stream...but as I mentioned, in 2024, that stream was closed.
That means you need to apply rigour on anyone who came through
that stream when they apply for another immigration status.

Vincent Ho: You found in your report that of the roughly
549,000 people whose study permits expired in 2024, about 93%
were allowed to remain in Canada. Although 39,500 of those ap-
peared to have no status, a whopping 60% of those 39,500 still re-
main in Canada.

Does that indicate a major gap between the permits expiring and
actually enforcing the rules that are attached to them?

Karen Hogan: [ think this indicates that rigour was applied
maybe at the front end of the application process, but that the de-
partment needs to do a better job once people are in the country and
clearly identify whether they're complying at the end of a permit.
I've heard the deputy talk about the reforms they're going to bring
there, but we didn't see it during our audit period.

Vincent Ho: In my last few seconds, Ms. Hogan, do you think
the immigration department under this government has been far too
reactive and fragmented?

Karen Hogan: That's a very difficult question for me to answer,
given I looked at just the international student program.

Vincent Ho: In this specific instance, is it too fragmented and re-
active?

Karen Hogan: I think here they responded to their main goal,
which was to reduce the number of international students in the
country, but they failed to act on information they had in their pos-
session and maintain the integrity of the program throughout all
steps.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Hogan.
Thank you, Mr. Ho.

Next, we have five minutes for Mr. Zuberi.

[Translation]

Sameer Zuberi (Pierrefonds—Dollard, Lib.): Thank you,
Madam Chair.

I would like to begin by congratulating Deputy Minister Gallivan
on his new position.

Thank you for being here.

My first questions are for the chair of the Canada Border Ser-
vices Agency.

[English]

We've heard a fair amount about removals and the message being
passed from IRCC to CBSA around removals.

Can you walk us through the process? How are those removal or-
ders actually implemented at the CBSA level, including by front-
line officers?

Erin O'Gorman: Stepping back, broadly speaking, for all re-
moval orders, when somebody does not have status in Canada be-
cause they have an expired permit that's not in an application, they
have not been granted refugee status or they have serious inadmis-
sibility, CBSA will issue a removal order and must execute the re-
moval as soon as possible.

People can have removal orders while they're still going through
processes, in which case they're not enforceable. There are many
people with removal orders who might be appealing to the Federal
Court or might be appealing to the refugee division, so we won't act
on those. When a removal order becomes actionable, it goes into
our removals in process, and they're actioned by the officers.

® (1200)

Sameer Zuberi: That makes sense. As long as there are are pro-
cedures left to follow by the applicant, it makes complete sense that
they would not be removed from Canada until they've exhausted all
of their possible avenues, including a pre-removal risk assessment,
etc.

We hear so much about what's happening south of the border—
for those who are listening and paying attention—with ICE, etc. At
the same time, we do have to enforce the law and remove people
who are not supposed to be on our soil.

How do you do that? For those who don't know much about this,
because we're hearing so much about what's happening south of the
border, what is our way of upholding the law while doing it respect-
fully?
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Erin O'Gorman: As IRCC, we have procedural fairness. We
want people to voluntarily leave the country. That's the law, and
that's the law that people must be following. When they don't, the
CBSA officers will invite them in for a pre-removal interview.
We'll go through the processes. We'll discuss their personal circum-
stances, and then we'll facilitate that removal with them. People do
abscond.

If I may go back to the question of our capacity in immigration
holding facilities, I spoke about our people capacity, but our actual
physical capacity has decreased. I want to make sure I was clear in
answering that question.

We have investigators who find people who don't want to be
found or who have absconded. If we feel they are a flight risk, we
will hold them in detention and they will be removed. By and large,
we seek to make the arrangements voluntarily with people, having
regard for their circumstances.

Sameer Zuberi: Those circumstances in detention are well mon-
itored, and we ensure that everyone is respected while in that pro-
cess. Is that correct?

Erin O'Gorman: Yes, and after 48 hours, the decision to detain
people is transferred to the Immigration and Refugee Board. If it
believes the person is a threat to public safety or if we feel they are
a flight risk, CBSA will make that representation to the Immigra-
tion and Refugee Board, but it's actually the board that determines
whether the person will continue to be detained or not.

Sameer Zuberi: What happens when somebody in detention
makes an allegation they've been mistreated? How do you end up
handling that?

Erin O'Gorman: There are several ways, depending on what
that is.

We have the Red Cross that comes in and does regular reviews of
our detention. It has access to whatever it wants access to. Depend-
ing on the nature of the investigation, we will do it ourselves or we
will have another body come and do that.

We don't want to keep people in detention. If they have more
processes that they can follow through on and they're not a risk to
public safety, we don't want them in detention. By definition,
they're not going to be a flight risk, because they might have an ap-
peal to the Federal Court.

We want to remove from the country those who are on a removal
order and are a risk to public safety. We don't actually want to have
people detained for long periods of time, and the IRB oversees that
quite rigorously.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. O'Gorman.
Thank you, Mr. Zuberi.

Members, the white lights were flashing. It was just because the
House was suspended. I think it's now back in session.
[Translation]

Welcome, Mr. Champoux. You have the floor for two and a half
minutes.

Martin Champoux
Madam Chair.

(Drummond,

BQ): Thank you,

First, I will pick up where my colleague left off earlier.

I would like to clarify something, Ms. Hogan. In your investiga-
tion, you identified 153,000 suspected cases—that is, cases likely to
be non-compliant—between 2023 and 2024. Of that number, only
4,057 were investigated.

Can you confirm that this is indeed the case? Are these the cor-
rect figures?

Karen Hogan: Yes, those are the correct figures.

Martin Champoux: Is it common not to conduct more investi-
gations? The sample they decided to examine was small. Ultimate-
ly, some 98% of cases were not investigated by the department. Is
this common? Is this acceptable, in your opinion?

Karen Hogan: We asked this question, and the department told
us it was due to budget constraints. I would have expected that at
least the 4,000 investigations would have been pursued to comple-
tion, but we found that over 40% had been closed due to a lack of
communication with the students. This does not answer the ques-
tion of whether the individual is studying full-time and complying
with the conditions of their permit.

® (1205)

Martin Champoux: So, the department decided that, since these
individuals were not responding or co-operating, it would drop the
matter. Given that they didn't have the budget to continue, they de-
cided to drop it.

Mr. Gallivan, can you confirm that you simply decided, due to a
lack of communication, not to pursue obtaining information that I
believe would be quite important to have in cases of claims that
could be described as outright fraudulent?

Ted Gallivan: I would say that's where the weaknesses begin.
The work was done after Ms. Hogan's report was submitted, and I
can now confirm that, in 78% of cases, there is some explanation;
the person has legal status. That still leaves 33,000 cases that we
should have followed up on. As I explained before you arrived, it is
the number of suspicious cases that should determine the level of
our efforts, not budget constraints. Budgets are not unlimited, but if
there is a case presenting a risk, we should address it. To my
knowledge, yes, there are cases where we received no response. In
my opinion, that indicates a high risk, and we should have been
more proactive, but ultimately, as Ms. Hogan said, we closed the
case, which I find unacceptable.

Martin Champoux: What does it take to reopen the case? As
you yourself say, this is unacceptable. There is a high risk, and we
are leaving these people in irregular situations without doing any-
thing, if I understand correctly.

Ted Gallivan: Exactly. Our department will take several steps to
find a way to control the system. We need to address the issue of
individuals who are not responding.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Champoux.
[English]

Thank you, Mr. Gallivan.
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Next, we start the list again over on the Conservative side.

We have five minutes for Mr. Redekopp.
Brad Redekopp: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Ms. Hogan, in your report there are lots of mentions of fraud and
a large volume of files to process. The department missed a lot of
things. That's kind of the gist of a lot of it. Do you think that the
large volume of applications that the department was faced with in
the last few years took the focus away from things like fraud and
being able to fully investigate things?

Karen Hogan: It's a difficult question to answer. I would tell
you that every application that comes in they must treat. We did see
them go through all of those files, but they need to do a better job
of managing risk once individuals are in Canada. It did appear to be
that the focus was on getting through the applications, but then
more rigour is needed throughout the entire process, and then as
well at the end. This is all information they have. It's just informa-
tion that they need to compile and then act on.

Brad Redekopp: That is consistent with what you were talking
about with the 4,000 cases. They didn't seem to, number one, inves-
tigate more than 4,000, and even out of those, they didn't finish.
The reason was budgetary constraints, but as you point out, maybe
that shouldn't have been the overall thing. I would say that they
have a $6 billion budget with over 10,000 employees. It's a priority
issue. Would you agree with that?

Karen Hogan: I agree that budget constraints rule every action
that any department takes, but if you're going to investigate only a
small portion, then you should do that effectively. I am hearing that
the deputy is going to take steps to improve that going forward.

Brad Redekopp: On that then, the overall tone of the report was
that there was fraud. The department missed a bunch of stuff, and
as we're hearing today, it was kind of like, “Oops, we missed that,
but we got this. We're going to fix it.”

Do you think they have this? How are you feeling about the path
forward here?

Karen Hogan: I haven't seen a detailed action plan yet. Normal-
ly, we would see that when the department comes to a committee. |
look forward to seeing the actions that will be taken. I'll have the
opportunity to follow up on these recommendations.

My office is starting a new process this year where we're waiting
three years after our audit report, and then we're going to go in and
start following up on recommendations so that we can actually see
if action is happening. Again, it's about managing risk, and I would
expect that the higher-risk items are acted upon to the fullest extent,
given that there are limited resources across all departments.

Brad Redekopp: One of the other things that we've heard a lot
at this committee is something that we're hearing a little bit today,
and I think you might have seen some of this in looking at the de-
partment. It's that the IRCC will say, “It's not our job to remove
people from the country”, and the CBSA will say, “We can't re-
move people if we don't know that they need to leave”, and then we
also have the IRB over here saying, “We are our own independent
agency. You can't tell us what to do.” We have these three groups
that struggle to work together, and you discovered some of that in
your investigation.

Given that we have these different departments, should there be
an overall systems approach to auditing the system that we have,
from application to approval, removal or going into the asylum sys-
tem? To get away from this finger pointing, would it make sense to
have a look at it system-wide?

® (1210)

Karen Hogan: I think that's a luxury that our office enjoys, in
that we can take a step back and look at a process from start to fin-
ish. As I said here, we set out to just look at the reforms, but we
didn't ignore a gap when we saw it.

I think that if you look at what a Canadian will see when they
look at their government, they see us all in one big box together and
they don't see all of these silos into which we like to divide up
work. I would have expected better collaboration, which is exactly
why we issued a recommendation to do that—to share information
among the federal family so that cases that need to be acted on can
be acted on.

Brad Redekopp: Mr. Gallivan, you said you need to know
whether visas have expired and people are leaving, which I think is
important, but it also implies that the IRCC didn't know if people
were leaving. s that a fair statement?

Ted Gallivan: I would describe the prior approach as more reac-
tive and as acting on an exceptions basis if they thought there was a
problem. I would also describe the amount of time. It was an annual
process versus acting before the person's visa expired. I would say
that both the timeliness and the thoroughness weren't where they
needed to be.

Brad Redekopp: The reality is that the department didn't pay a
lot of attention to whether people were leaving. That's what the Au-
ditor General found. You didn't know.

Ted Gallivan: Again, I'll share a small symbolic statement: In
our IT systems, we didn't have an IT indicator showing whether
somebody was in the country or not.

Brad Redekopp: Ms. O'Gorman said that now they will have
consequences. She was referring to people who are abusing the sys-
tem. Do you agree that people will now have consequences as a re-
sult of some of the things you're talking about?

Ted Gallivan: I think it's essential, actually.

Going back to a theme that a number of members have explored,
the soft touch, the nudge, only works if people know there's a real
consequence. In order for the polite request of “Please leave, be-
cause your visa has expired” to work, there has to be a real conse-
quence, or else they're just hollow words. I think tough conse-
quences are not just appropriate but also essential to making the
other interventions effective.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Gallivan.
Thank you, Mr. Redekopp.

We have just seven seconds left.

Brad Redekopp: Could I say something quick?
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The Chair: Okay. You have seven seconds.

Brad Redekopp: The important thing in that answer is that there
were no consequences before. That's the implication in your an-
swer. | think it's important that people know that, because that's
what has caused a lot of these problems.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Redekopp.
Thank you, Mr. Gallivan.

I want to alert everyone that the clerk just received the IRCC's
detailed management action plan for addressing the audit on inter-
national student programs. That should be in your inboxes momen-
tarily.

Next, we have five minutes for Ms. Sodhi.
Amandeep Sodhi: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I'd like to turn to you, Ms. O'Gorman. I was wondering if you
can tell the committee how recent reforms to the international stu-
dent program improved the CBSA's ability to verify that students
entering Canada meet their study permit conditions.

Erin O'Gorman: What the deputy has outlined is collaboration
in determining who's still here, whether people whose student visas
expired have left and whether further action doesn't now need to be
taken. That's the collaboration that will take place between the two
organizations in looking to see who's still here.

The CBSA maintains the entry-exit system. We have that infor-
mation, and it can be examined at a greater rate than IRCC.... The
IRCC can go in and look at individuals, whereas we can run bigger
inventories against that. That's a collaboration that's happening and
will continue to happen.

Amandeep Sodhi: What trends are you seeing in compliance
rates among international students upon entry, compared to previ-
ous years?

Erin O'Gorman: [ think it's a bit early to answer that question.
Amandeep Sodhi: Okay.

How are frontline officers trained to apply updated program rules
while ensuring a fair and efficient experience for legitimate stu-
dents?

Erin O'Gorman: As international students arrive at the port of
entry, our officers are very adept at detecting any fraud. In some
cases, before IRCC issues a student visa, the individual will be sub-
ject to a security screening. That's conducted in part by the CBSA,
so I should have started with that.

Sometimes before a student visa is issued, the applicant is sub-
ject to security screening. When they are issued a student visa and
they come to the port of entry, the officers examine that. As I said,
officers are very adept at detecting fraud and can pose questions if
they think there are any issues.

® (1215)

Amandeep Sodhi: Let me know if it is too early to answer this
question as well: Have you seen any early indicators that the re-
forms are helping to deter bad actors from attempting to exploit our
system?

Erin O'Gorman: The cancellation of the program was quite im-
portant for the CBSA, so in that sense, yes. The audit makes the
point about high-risk countries that were subject to that program, so
I will say that in that context, it did have a positive impact.

Amandeep Sodhi: IRCC has committed to providing the CBSA
annually with a list of individuals whose study permits have ex-
pired and who have not transitioned to another immigration status.
When you receive that list from IRCC, how quickly do you antici-
pate your agency will be able to match it against entry and exit
records to identify who has departed and who might still be in
Canada without status?

Mr. Gallivan, if you need to answer that, you can too.

Ted Gallivan: I don't want to speak for Ms. O'Gorman, but |
think there's been some refinement in our thinking. There's going to
be a lot more active effort before that list is provided to the CBSA.
In other words, we're going to seek to determine whether people
have left the country in the first instance, and then we're going to
try to influence them before that deadline occurs. Then we might
have a couple of attempts afterwards.

In other words, we want to bring the numbers down and try to
manage the population so that they do leave the country before we
have to pass it over to the CBSA for active enforcement action.

Erin O'Gorman: We said it would be annually, but there's noth-
ing holding us to annually, quarterly or semi-annually. We will get
to a cadence that makes the most sense.

Amandeep Sodhi: For individuals who are confirmed to be in
Canada without valid status, how will your agency prioritize fol-
low-up, and how does the international student population fit within
the broader enforcement priorities that the CBSA might have?

Erin O'Gorman: That's what makes the IRCC's work that Mr.
Gallivan has outlined so important.

The CBSA prioritizes serious inadmissibilities, war crimes, seri-
ous criminality and terrorism. We also prioritize failed asylum
claimants, and then everybody else. People will move between
those categories. Most students are genuine and will remove them-
selves on the basis of the work that's being discussed today. Some
have come for the wrong reason, and they may find themselves in
our serious inadmissibility category. Every year, as a matter of
course, we do remove individuals who are out of compliance with
their immigration status, and we'll continue to do that.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Sodhi.
Thank you, Ms. O'Gorman.

That completes our third round of questions. I feel like we're in a
boxing match, but this is a friendly one.

We're in our fourth round. We'll begin with the very friendly and
happy Mr. Menegakis.

Costas Menegakis: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I'm going to address my first questions to you, Ms. Hogan.
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There seems to be a disconnect between the government's atti-
tude that Conservatives want to talk about the past but Canadians
want to talk about the future, and what is actually happening on the
ground and what we are actually hearing from Canadians on a daily
basis.

I represent a community in the greater Toronto area that is home
to a large segment of Canadians of Iranian descent. There's a lot of
concern in the community about the reported 700 IRGC operatives,
if not more, who are living in our community and threatening Cana-
dians, permanent residents and people with temporary visas on a
daily basis.

I want to touch on the light touch in the file review process. I'm
wondering if you would consider doing a deeper dive in auditing a
process that has historically and very recently allowed people like
IRGC operatives into our communities, because they're not just the
past. They're present, and they will be an issue in the future unless
this is addressed.

Karen Hogan: My office has done work in the past on removals,
but it has been quite some time. As we sit down and look at what
audits to do in a coming year, we always debate when to go back to
certain things. As I mentioned, it is our intention to start following
up on recommendations in a much more rigorous fashion every
year, so those might eventually get scooped in.

I can't tell you whether I will do an audit. I'll definitely make
sure it gets added to our list of things to consider as we move for-
ward.

® (1220)

Costas Menegakis: 1 would deeply appreciate it if you gave it
some serious consideration.

I understand Mr. Gallivan is new to the job, and admittedly he
has inherited a mess. I can understand why he has to focus on im-
plementing things that will change the way the department has
functioned and focus on the future.

The 153,000 number is astounding, given that only 2,000 people
per year were looked into over two years because there was a bud-
geting issue. At that rate, children in day care today would be 80
years old before you get through the list of the 153,000. All kinds
of people could be in the country in the meantime, creating, in
some instances, havoc. Admittedly, not all are major issues, but
some are, and they seem to have found a way to game the system.

Your report found that 1,600 investigations into non-compliant
students were simply dropped because the individuals failed to re-
spond. IRCC's policy is to make just two contact attempts over six
months before marking the file inconclusive. Does this mean, in
your opinion, that for a student looking to evade the law, the most
effective strategy would be to simply not respond to the govern-
ment's emails or the government's requests?

Karen Hogan: I think young individuals today would say this is
“ghosting”. Ghosting the department seemed to have no conse-
quences, but I am hearing very clearly that the deputy minister is
intending to make sure that there are consequences with follow-ups,
so time will tell whether that changes going forward.

Costas Menegakis: When these 1,600 individuals didn't re-
spond, did you find that IRCC took any enforcement action, or
were they allowed to keep their permits and remain in Canada, de-
spite being under active investigation for non-compliance?

Karen Hogan: I don't think it was active investigation. The files
were closed when communication stopped, and then no further ac-
tion was taken.

That isn't actually what the investigation was supposed to do.
The investigation was supposed to identify whether or not the per-
son was complying with the terms of their study permit. In this
case, it would mean studying full-time. It's very likely that there are
some who are genuine students, and they need to be given the op-
portunity to demonstrate that. However, when they're not, then an
action should be taken.

Costas Menegakis: You also said that there are clearly tools in
the tool kit, things they can do when fraudulent documentation was
used or when a student isn't following the conditions of their per-
mit. You said we didn't see them consider doing that in these 800
cases. What are those tools, and why do you think the government
wasn't willing to use them?

Karen Hogan: We've heard the deputy minister talk about some
of those tools. There could have been a flag placed on the file to
ensure that in any subsequent immigration application, it would
have to be contemplated and considered that the initial application
used fraudulent documentation. They could work through the pro-
cess and ban an individual. They could cancel their permit and take
whatever action was needed to remove them.

Those are elements that are in the tool kit, but we saw in these
800 cases that none of them had been considered.

Costas Menegakis: Then it is our hope, Mr. Gallivan, that you
will take all of this into consideration, because it is a mess that you
have inherited, sir, and it's going to take a lot of work to fix it.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Menegakis, and thank you to every-
one who responded.

Next, we have five minutes for Mr. Fragiskatos.

Peter Fragiskatos: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Mr. Gallivan, you already referenced the report that this commit-
tee worked on. Thank you very much for looking at it, for reading
it. It's an important report that committee members worked on to-
gether, and I'd say quite well.

Can you explore the issue of the provinces? I know the provin-
cial role has been touched on by Ms. Graham here today, at least in
brief, but what we heard in those various hearings was the critical
role that the provinces play with respect to the international student
program.
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I think one of the things that somehow transpired over the previ-
ous years is the blame, and no one's hiding from it. There were very
serious issues that came up—challenges that came up, mistakes that
were made—that led to where we are now. However, this was
placed entirely on the previous federal government's shoulders, and
the provinces have a very important role in all of this and in what
transpired.

How is IRCC engaging provinces to ensure better outcomes that
ultimately aim at integrity?

Ted Gallivan: There are a number of formal and informal mech-
anisms.

I've had bilateral meetings with three or four of my provincial
colleagues, and I will meet all of them in short order. There's also a
multilateral forum at the ministerial level. I think our next meeting
is in June, so there is an ongoing dialogue with all of the provinces
around their needs.

I also think the educational institutions are active stakeholders. I
have met with representatives of Universities Canada, and a num-
ber of other individual institutions have reached out. I do think the
stakeholders are ready to speak, and it's our role in the department
to take those meetings. We'll always listen. Maybe we don't always
agree, but we keep that feedback in mind. Sharing information is
really important. People can only make decisions and recommenda-
tions based on the information they have.

Alexis may want to add to this, but I think giving them data
about their own programs and provincial responsibilities in the area
of education is vitally important, so I did take careful note that this
is something that we need to be better at.

I know Alexis has had a couple of meetings with Ontario already.
Alexis, do you want to add anything in terms of provinces?

® (1225)
Alexis Graham: Sure.

There are, as the deputy mentioned, many ways, formal and in-
formal, that we engage provinces and territories. We are starting to
work with them on an overall engagement plan that takes into con-
sideration the priorities that they would like to discuss, rather than
having us simply impose an agenda. We're really taking this work
quite seriously and trying to develop a more robust set of discus-
sions that bring all of our programming into that conversation so
that links can be made between programs and we can explore how
we can complement each other's work and use all of our various
levers together.

When it comes to this program specifically, there are a number of
working groups, both at senior levels and at working levels, to
work through the details. Part of that is empowering ourselves with
data and being more transparent around that in terms of who's in
which location on which type of permit. Those are all things that
are ahead and are planned for the subsequent discussions we're hav-
ing with them shortly.

Peter Fragiskatos: Thank you very much.
I have about a minute left and I have a question that's not simple.

I think there's another round that we'll probably get to, so I might
follow up there.

Mr. Gallivan, you mentioned the U15 universities. As a result of
changes that have happened, they have continued questions about
the place of the international student program and what the federal
government's message is. What is a message that you would put
forward to universities, whether it's to those in the U15 or to all
post-secondary institutions in general, not just universities, on the
direction forward?

I represent London. That's where Western is, so this question
comes from that point of view.

Ted Gallivan: I think there's short term and medium term. Short
term is probably what the game plan is for 2027, and then the medi-
um term is beyond. My ask of them was to set an agenda for both.
It's a little tight for the 2027 plan. We'll consult on that and even
more ambitiously on 2028 and onwards.

Very transparently, I open the door to talking about a regime that
seems to make sense. It feels a little bit like an accounting exercise
in terms of the pockets and the numbers and the rules, and maybe a
little bit of simplification would be good so that legitimate students
could get through it a little more quickly and we could focus on
those people who are trying to game the system.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Fragiskatos.

Thank you, Mr. Gallivan.

[Translation]

It's your turn, Mr. Champoux. You have two and a half minutes.

Martin Champoux: Thank you very much, Madam Chair.

Ms. O'Gorman, is the Canada Border Services Agency involved
in the process at any point, before all resources are exhausted? At
what point is the agency informed that there is an investigation, for
example into possible cases of people in an irregular situation, and
at what point can it provide support to the department? Is the agen-
cy involved in any way?

Erin O'Gorman: We are not involved in the processes Mr. Gal-
livan mentioned, namely pressuring people to co-operate and in-
forming them of the possible consequences if they do not, including
the fact that they will not be able to return to Canada for five years.

I think the most effective approach for us would be to let IRCC
manage the program. As we have said, we can search our data to
determine whether certain individuals are in the country. However,
we really want the shortest list possible, after the department has
done all its work.



April 20, 2026

CIMM-27 17

® (1230)

Martin Champoux: Let's take, however, a case like the one
Mr. Gallivan mentioned earlier, where we're trying to contact stu-
dents because they're suspected of providing fraudulent information
to obtain their permits. Why isn't the agency immediately called up-
on when people don't respond? Otherwise, we're forced to abandon
investigating them, for all sorts of reasons. Couldn't the Canada
Border Services Agency be called in at that point?

The department could tell you when it has trouble locating cer-
tain people and they aren't providing answers. That way, it would
be clear: Either you track them down and send them to the depart-
ment so they can get answers, or we kick them out. At some point,
people need to talk to each other so we can have a little more lever-
age in cases like this. Don't you agree?

Erin O'Gorman: Yes, but I would say that we are no better po-
sitioned than IRCC to pursue these people, up to a certain point in
the process. If the department really can't find them and has done
everything it can, then we have a role to play—I absolutely agree.
However, if we don't have any numbers—

Martin Champoux: Ah, okay, so these people really do disap-
pear from the scene.

Mr. Gallivan, I see you want to speak.

Ted Gallivan: I think one of the points we agree on is that we
need to communicate information better. There could be a flag in
the system so that, if the person we're trying to reach attempts to
cross the border, a conversation can take place.

Martin Champoux: Are you already doing this, or do you think
it would be a good idea to do it better?

Ted Gallivan: We are considering doing this going forward. It is
not a process that is currently in place.

Martin Champoux: Why hasn't there been, historically—

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Champoux. Your two and a half
minutes are up.

Thank you, Ms. O'Gorman.
[English]
Thank you, Mr. Gallivan.

Next, we have five minutes for Mr. Davies.
Fred Davies: Thank you, Madam Chair.

Mr. Gallivan, I'm going to follow up on a series of questions
from previous meetings about housing for refugees. For whatever
reason, there are a number of students who try to follow the asylum
process if they don't want to leave the country. If they do that, what
kind of housing funding do they get?

I'm in the Niagara region, so I'm in both a border community and
a tourism community. A number of hotels were taken over in Nia-
gara Falls and used for about 18 months. The minister assured me
that there are no more hotels being paid for for asylum claimants.

I have been talking to people in my community. There have been
other motels and hotels that have been converted to apartments,
technically. I'm just wondering if there's a housing allowance given
to those people.

Ted Gallivan: I'll start an answer. I'm happy to go off-line to
make sure we get a precise answer because it's an important ques-
tion.

There had been an ask. The federal government funds other or-
ders of government. There was a soft ask to cease the hotel pro-
gram. I understand that was upgraded to a hard and fast rule—no
more hotels. That process should be working its way to where the
funding, even if it's passed from another order of government,
doesn't end up in a hotel.

The conversion is a new issue to me. Unless my officials happen
to know, I'm going to have to follow up off-line to give you a clear
answer.

Fred Davies: I know I don't have a whole lot of time, but the
federal government just dedicated $40 million to buying a hotel
here in Ottawa for asylum claimants. Is that going to be a regular
occurrence across the country?

Ted Gallivan: Again, my understanding of the progression of
the decisions was an ask of those people in receipt of federal funds
to cease the use of hotels, followed up by a hard condition and the
terms and conditions through which the money flows. I had under-
stood there was a tightening and a moving away from hotels.

You're talking about a conversion and now a second instance, a
hotel in Ottawa. That seems to be inconsistent with the brief I've re-
ceived. I don't think I have the right officials here to answer your
question. I'm happy to provide a written answer.

Fred Davies: Mr. Harris had testified to that previously at com-
mittee.

Can I follow up with Ms. O'Gorman, please? Again, because I'm
in a border community, I spend a lot of time in the Fort Erie area. [
see some of the issues that are affecting CBSA. When we get into a
non-compliance situation, the CBSA inherits that because you are
the enforcement arm when people need to be removed. I asked the
question earlier, but are you funded sufficiently? Is your capacity...?

The Minister of Public Safety said he was hiring 1,000 new
agents across the country and that the first cohort had graduated re-
cently. Do you know how many people actually graduated from
that first cohort?

® (1235)

Erin O'Gorman: We have 42 people who have graduated. By
June, we'll have had 100, and in June, we will have 180 at our col-
lege in Rigaud. We do them in three class chunks. At any one time,
there are three classes. There are people who have just started,
those midway through and those graduating.

Fred Davies: Is that a normal yearly cohort?

Erin O'Gorman: Those are people we are hiring as a result of
the commitment and the funding to hire 1,000 officers.

Fred Davies: Over the last five years, let's say, would that be the
equivalent number that you would have hired on a yearly basis ?
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Erin O'Gorman: No.

Fred Davies: With your turnover rate and retirements, how
many of that first cohort are just filling lost capacity?

Erin O'Gorman: None. We are tagging people as people who
are replacing attrition, either people who are retiring or people who
are leaving their position for an inland job or a promotion. Our at-
trition overall has been down a little bit over the last three years.
We will know in the coming months who we are putting through
the college for attrition and who we are putting and tagging as the
1,000 officers.

Fred Davies: Ms. O'Gorman, you may not have the numbers
with you, but I'm looking for a net number. The minister made it
sound like hiring 1,000 officers is going to solve the problem. I
don't think it's going to come anywhere near solving the problem or
giving you the capacity you need to deal with the ever-evolving sit-
uation of people who are required to leave the country.

If you're now investigating and being responsible for removing
people, I think you need more agents. You need more investigative
agents. You need more capacity. Would you agree with that?

Erin O'Gorman: As I said, the work of the CBSA never ends.
There is no magic number.

We will put those 1,000 officers to good use. They will be net
new officers. We will have the capacity in our college and we're
hiring people directly, hiring trade officers who won't go through
the college, so not every one of those 1,000 officers will need to be
trained at Rigaud. I'd say about 80% of them will. It's just that we're
hiring trade officers for different skill sets.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Davies. You are way over.
Thank you, Ms. O'Gorman.

Next, we have five minutes for Ms. Zahid.
Salma Zahid: Thank you.

My next question is for Ms. O'Gorman.

What progress has been made in working with IRCC to make
sure that you track whether students leave Canada after their per-
mits have expired?

Erin O'Gorman: I think Mr. Gallivan has nicely enumerated the
work that IRCC will be doing.

To the question, we don't need the CBSA to be involved too ear-
ly on, because then we will be spending our resources on people
who may not have realized that their student visa has just expired or
who may have another application. We need IRCC to determine
who is now out of compliance and is not being brought into compli-
ance.

As Mr. Gallivan said, there's regular communication among us,
and we will be providing data and information to IRCC in terms of
people who have left the country. I think it is important that we di-
vide up our work so that we're not overlapping and bringing en-
forcement officers to a case that IRCC can ably either bring back to
compliance or determine has left the country.

Salma Zahid: My next question is for Mr. Gallivan.

What lessons has IRCC learned from the issues that were identi-
fied with the student direct stream, and how are those lessons shap-
ing your current policies?

Ted Gallivan: First, to clarify something about the student direct
stream, Iran wasn't an eligible country. I think there were legitimate
concerns about representatives of the regime in the country. The
“light touch”, as it was described under the student direct stream,
couldn't have been a source, because that program wasn't open to
Iran.

To go back to the idea of control and managing risk, merely skip-
ping steps for everybody creates a vacuum that attracts fraudsters
and people who want to take advantage. The automation and digiti-
zation taking place in IRCC are going to allow us to ingest informa-
tion and do data analytics to set up our officers to make better deci-
sions from cleaner data. Rather than limiting everybody a 30-
minute review, I think the facts of somebody's circumstances and
the facts of the country should dictate that.

In your report that I read last week, one of your recommenda-
tions is a cap on countries where a large percentage or a large num-
ber of the student visa seekers turn around and claim asylum. That's
a really important point. Going forward, IRCC should be managing
the countries that, on a per capita ratio basis, generate the most asy-
lum claims. Then, what are the attributes of those claims, and how
can we find them?

Again, I think the vision we're trying to convey and the commit-
ments we're making for 2026 are that instead of just waving a
bunch of things through with a lighter touch, we're actually going
to use data and analytics to understand what the threat is. If people
from certain countries have a propensity to claim asylum, what are
the attributes of those claims? What are the facts we should be
looking for? Then we can use the machine and our agents to find
those files and deny the visas in the first instance.

® (1240)

Salma Zahid: That's a good segue to my next question. How is
IRCC developing goals and measurable indicators to track progress
on diversifying the international student population rather than
them being from just a few countries?

[Translation]

Ted Gallivan: I'll start, and then my colleagues can continue.

Personally, I think Africa is a rich source of French speakers.
Since we have new thresholds for attracting French-speaking immi-
grants, this is an interesting avenue for us. We really need to focus
on French-speaking Africa, because it is a rich source of people
who can come and settle here.

Would you like to add anything, Ms. Graham?
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[English]

Alexis Graham: The francophone minority student pilot was
launched in 2024. Pilot participants essentially arrive as study per-
mit holders and then become eligible for permanent residence upon
graduation, along with their dependents. That is one of the main
things we're trying to do to remove some of the barriers that we've
seen for francophone minority source countries in this particular
program. It is a pilot, so we do need to assess the results. It's still in
the early days, but I think it's a rather promising track.

The Chair: Thank you, Ms. Zahid.

Next, we have five minutes for Mr. Ho.

Vincent Ho: Thank you, Madam Chair.
I'll go back to you, Ms. Hogan.

Your report mentions 52 cases where people linked to fraudulent
documentation or misrepresentation later received international
study permit extensions. In your professional view, does that point
to an immigration system that was too permissive after these fraud
indicators were known?

Karen Hogan: This points to one of my key findings. IRCC had
a lot of information at their disposal, and they didn't effectively fol-
low up when their own processes identified fraud indicators. We
would expect that those kinds of things would not be ignored.

Vincent Ho: In practical terms, on a high level from your audit,
do you think the Liberal government is addressing only the symp-
toms of this immigration crisis, or are they addressing some of the
causes as well?

Karen Hogan: The international student program was one of the
programs meant to help contribute to lowering the immigration lev-
el. There was a goal set to reduce the number of temporary resi-
dents. Reducing the number of international study permits was a
key contributor to getting there. The goal was achieved, but that de-
cline was much sharper than expected.

Vincent Ho: Do you think the goal of restoring the integrity of
the immigration system was achieved?

Karen Hogan: Again, I can't speak to the whole immigration
system.

Vincent Ho: I mean on this program.

Karen Hogan: We focused on the international student pro-
grams.

They added some measures to improve the integrity—verifying
that the letters of acceptance from the universities were authentic.
We cited many instances where they had information and did not
act on these integrity concerns. That's why we provided recommen-
dations to improve the integrity process. The reforms were meant to
reduce the numbers but also to improve integrity, and there's work
left to be done on the latter.

Vincent Ho: My next set of questions are for the officials of the
IRCC.

How long does an investigation into an international student
fraud case take, on average?

Ted Gallivan: It would vary. In some cases, it could be seconds,
because we confirm that the person has status. In other cases, it
could be quite extensive. The facts would vary. It would be a range.

I'll go back to the 153,000 cases. In a few months, we've been
able to say that 78% of these people have a normalized status in the
country. Some of them are quite quick. Others can be quite slow.

® (1245)

Vincent Ho: For the other 22%, how long would that be on aver-
age, roughly speaking? Is it years, months or longer?

Ted Gallivan: This year, our commitment is to put them into
better buckets. Out of the 33,000 or so who are left, some will have
left the country. For others, once we begin the research, we might
find answers. The commitment would be, for this calendar year, to
at least know that we're down to a smaller number who require
more aggressive treatment. Those cases can be quite long.

Vincent Ho: When an international student permit has expired
and an individual decides to overstay their visa, how long would it
take for your department to figure that out?

Ted Gallivan: I can't answer in terms of how long it would take
the department.

Going back to earlier testimony, our game plan going forward is
to talk to people before the expiry, because they should have pur-
chased tickets and made plans to leave the country before they fall
out of status. They would therefore be renewing as a student, trans-
ferring to a different status or purchasing a plane ticket. Our plan,
then, is to talk to them before that day arrives.

Vincent Ho: Okay. Once that process plays out and individuals
continue to overstay their visas, how long will it take before they're
ordered deported if the individuals have exhausted all of their ap-
peals process?

Ted Gallivan: Some people do have appeal rights throughout the
whole continuum, but in the case of somebody with an expired
visa, our intention is to act immediately to contact people before
that expiration date, and then once—

Vincent Ho: You don't know how long it will take on average,
then. Okay—

Ted Gallivan: We have not yet implemented the program, so it
would be difficult for me to talk about a sweet spot in terms of re-
ferral to CBSA or not.

Vincent Ho: My last question is for the CBSA officials here.

Once someone has been ordered deported and referred to the CB-
SA but still refuses to leave voluntarily, how long will it take for
your department, on average, to remove this individual?

Erin O'Gorman: I'm going to say the same thing. It depends.
We will call them in for an interview, and then we will talk about
their circumstances and we will work with them to leave the coun-

try—
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Vincent Ho: On average, how long will it take?

Erin O'Gorman: There's no average. There are people who
leave immediately. There are people who—

Vincent Ho: There's no average...? There has to be an average.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Ho.

Thank you, Ms. O'Gorman.
That is time.

Please remember not to speak over each other, as it is hard for
our interpreters.

Next, we have five minutes for Mr. Zuberi.

Sameer Zuberi: Thank you, Madam Chair.
Thank you to all the witnesses for being here.

I want to continue with the IRCC representatives. I've gone
through the Auditor General's report, and I know that you have a
diversification strategy for international students, which has been
showing some progress in the last years.

When you see the tables relating to 2023, 2024 and 2025, there is
progress being made, but in our offices and constituencies, we still
hear regularly about student wait times being uneven, with uneven
wait times for the evaluation of student visas. There are still some
comparatives being made by people originating from different
countries that there doesn't seem to be an even-handed approach.

Are you seized by this question, number one, about wait times,
and number two, about making sure there is an even-handed ap-
proach when it comes to people from different countries with re-
spect to student admissions and visas within Canada?

Ted Gallivan: I'll first start by quickly going back to the ex-
change we just had to remind the committee that the OAG report
was delivered in March. That was the previous month.

We have preliminary plans. We've started to take action, but if I
don't have a full and complete answer in terms of how long it takes
to do something, it's because I'm acting on a report that we received
last month. I hope to do better next time. I sense the frustration, but
this is a report that landed weeks ago, and we're in the early phases
of implementing an action plan.

In terms of wait times, back to that concept of control, the OAG
audited management controls. Did management have the informa-
tion it needed to make decisions? Did it have the right procedures,
practices and IT systems in place? I do believe that DPM, an itera-
tive IT system that we're building, will give us better information
both to act more quickly on legitimate claims and then to flag aside
the claims that aren't legitimate. Imagine machine learning that's
scanning the integrity of documents. We'll learn what a diploma
from a certain university is supposed to look like, and we'll be able
to detect if it's been doctored.

I do think that some of the investments we continue to make in
IT and this idea of control lets us pass the legitimate students
through more quickly, which we need to do, and at the same time
flag those who deserve greater scrutiny.

® (1250)

Sameer Zuberi: When you see unevenness between neighbour-
ing countries, let's say, with respect to wait times—gross differ-
ences—do you take note of that and do you start putting in re-
sources to make sure those differences don't exist?

Ted Gallivan: I think the first step is to understand the driver for
that. Is there a greater propensity to fraud? Is it a system that we're
just not familiar with? I think we first have to understand why there
is a discrepancy.

When there's a discrepancy in a claim and it's not deliberate
fraud or evasion, but just a mistake, again, we have IT systems that
we can update on a weekly basis. Maybe we're not asking the ques-
tion clearly or maybe we need to reframe how the form is designed.
We now have IT systems that can do that.

Again, I think it depends on the reason for the discrepancy. If it's
because we're not clear in our instructions or there's some kind of
linguistic barrier that we have to overcome—

Sameer Zuberi: Certainly, and I hope that the chair indulges me
a bit, given that my time was taken up by a question that wasn't my
own.

I hope that you're live to this issue about the differences from
here on in, if you aren't already. Is that correct? I'm assuming there
was interplay between IRCC and CBSA in terms of the evaluation
of these visas, because there is some screening that must be done
by CBSA before a student visa is issued.

Ted Gallivan: I appreciate that there's a question behind the
question, that there's a concern with discrepancies between certain
countries. I'm happy to take that back and take action on it.

Sameer Zuberi: Thank you.

I want to now quickly ask one last question. If you are live to the
concerns around foreign interference and influence as you are
screening for students, please explain to the committee how you are
actually live to those concerns.

Ted Gallivan: Our visa officers would have all kinds of indicia
and indicators. They would have training. We're working on certifi-
cation of our staff. There would be a series of discretionary and
mandatory referrals across the suite of visa streams, and then they
would make referrals to more expert security partners when those
thresholds are met. Again, some of them are binary, yes-no, and
others are more subjective.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Gallivan.
Thank you, Mr. Zuberi.

[Translation]

Go ahead, Mr. Champoux. You have the floor for two and a half
minutes.

Martin Champoux: Thank you very much, Madam Chair.



April 20, 2026

CIMM-27 21

Earlier, I touched on something that really interested me. I was
going to ask you, Mr. Gallivan, why there hasn't been greater co-
operation for so many years. It seems logical to me, at least when it
comes to the sharing of such important information about people
who are in the country without permanent residence or Canadian
citizenship and who are awaiting status. I don't understand why
there hasn't been greater collaboration between CBSA and IRCC.
Can you explain to me why that has never been the case?

Ted Gallivan: As I understand it, the culture of the department I
inherited was really focused on facilitating the arrival process and
handling all the work related to it. There was a strong emphasis on
the arrival itself, and that was where it ended. There was no further
interest afterward.

There are also exceptions, but when we look at the percentages,
we see that they constitute a small portion. Although it is a small
percentage, action will have to be taken in these cases from now on.

Martin Champoux: Okay.

I just want to go back to one point. You said you received the re-
port a month ago, so you're defending yourself for not taking more
action. I just want to point out that you've been aware of the gist of
the issue since 2023. The information in this report therefore wasn't
a big surprise when it was submitted in March. You already knew
about it.

Do you think your department has made enough progress since it
has had the information, that is, since long before the publication of
Ms. Hogan's report?

Ted Gallivan: In 2023, a four-year plan was implemented to re-
store rigour to the student visa program. The Office of the Auditor
General came in at the halfway point in the process.

As I said at the outset, the Auditor General recognized that there
had been progress from a numerical standpoint. As for the program
where there were loopholes, that has been closed. With respect to
letters of acceptance, the verification work has begun.

So I think there has been progress over the first two years. That
said, there are still two years left in the mandate the department has
set for itself.

® (1255)
Martin Champoux: Okay.

I'll be quick, because I don't have much time left.

Among the 153,000 cases that were fraudulent, appeared to be
fraudulent, or raised concerns—some of which were investigated—
was there any consistency or pattern that suggested the existence of
an organized network or a coordinated fraud scheme? Are you able
to say whether they originated from a particular region of the
world, for example, or whether there were more cases concentrated
in a specific area, which would allow you to be more vigilant with
respect to these applications in the future? Have you drawn any
lessons from this information, if such information exists?

Ted Gallivan: I don't think our work was sophisticated enough
for me to be able to answer the question adequately. We would need
to analyze the files in a more thorough and broader way in order to
be able to respond properly to your question.

Martin Champoux: So there was no consistency. To your
knowledge, there was no—

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Champoux.
[English]
Thank you, Mr. Gallivan.

We will have one and a half minutes for Mr. Redekopp and one
and a half minutes for Mr. Fragiskatos, please.

Brad Redekopp: Ms. Hogan, you've had a chance to look under
the hood and see into the inner workings of IRCC. Are there other
areas that should be looked at?

Karen Hogan: Within the immigration department, I would ex-
pect that the department would take some of the findings here and
say, “We should act on integrity information we already know.”
There are some really good systems. They have a great risk assess-
ment unit, but they're not really acting on the information that
comes out of it. I would hope that they would expand that and use it
throughout the whole department so that the next time I come in
and look at something, they'll be acting on integrity from start to
finish.

Brad Redekopp: Honestly, I think Mr. Gallivan should be
ashamed and embarrassed that it took you and your team coming in
and highlighting all of these situations and issues, which Canadians
have known about for years, frankly, to actually find these prob-
lems and force the department to make some changes. I'm glad to
hear there are changes coming.

Thank you, guys, for your work. I appreciate this. It's very en-
lightening. Of course, it's not just you. It's your team. You get all
the glory, and they do all the work. I know how that works, but I
appreciate you guys. Thank you for doing this.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Redekopp.
Thank you, Ms. Hogan.
Mr. Fragiskatos.

Peter Fragiskatos: Thank you to all of you for your public ser-
vice. I'll leave it at that.

I'm not sure that people being shamed and called out like that is
very constructive to the purpose of this committee. Regardless, I
have a minute and a half.

Mr. Gallivan, I was going to come back to the issue of universi-
ties, but I think you were clear in that answer. I want to go in anoth-
er direction, in fact.

You talked about data and, specifically, analytics. Can you talk a
bit further about how a focus on that realm will ensure greater sys-
tem integrity in our immigration system?

Ted Gallivan: Briefly, one of the frustrations I have about the
cases we didn't follow up on is that they are a rich source of criteria
to apply to the screen up front. In other words, cases of suspected
fraud that we didn't follow up on to understand the methodology or
the pattern were intel that we couldn't put into the analytics system
the Auditor General just said was quite good. We have definitely
missed that opportunity.
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That's an example of how analytics can work. We take any case
of identified fraud that we find and follow up on, and we unpack it
and then we put it in the front end so that all new visas going for-
ward are screened against that fact pattern. If we find somebody
trying to do the same thing.... Fool me once, shame on you; fool me
twice.... We're trying to stop the “fool me twice” cases.

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Fragiskatos.
Thank you, Mr. Gallivan.
[Translation]
I'd like to thank today's witnesses.
[English]

This is the end of our two hours of questioning.

I want to echo the thanks. Thank you, Ms. Hogan, Ms. O'Gor-
man, Mr. Gallivan and your respective teams, for the excellent and
important work you all do and the important contributions you've
made today to our study. Thank you for your patience in answering
our questions.

Thanks, colleagues, for the great questions.

Before I adjourn our meeting, our meeting on Wednesday is go-
ing to have witnesses for our continued immigration study. Please
make sure that you know there's a room change. It's in Wellington
Building, room 415. Do not come here.

That is it. Thank you.

This meeting is adjourned.
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