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[1] Ms. Sangarappillai, a citizen of Sri Lanka, has been present in Canada since 2019. She 
applied for permanent residence on humanitarian and compassionate [H&C] grounds. She 
based her application on (1) the best interests of her two Canadian grandchildren, who she 
is caring for on a daily basis, and (2) hardship upon returning to her home country because 
of gender-based violence and persecution of Tamils. Her application was dismissed. She 
now seeks judicial review of the dismissal. 

[2] An H&C applicant bears the burden of establishing the facts supporting their application. 
Ms. Sangarappillai concedes that the factual portion of her application was thin. On judicial 
review, she essentially argues that the officer made findings that were unsupported by the 
evidence. 

[3] I disagree. Ms. Sangarappillai’s submissions are the paradigmatic example of the “line-by-
line treasure hunt for error” that Vavilov cautioned us against: Canada (Minister of 
Citizenship and Immigration) v Vavilov, 2019 SCC 65 at paragraph 102, [2019] 4 SCR 653. It is 
true that the reasons for the decision could have been worded more carefully. However, 
many of the excerpts of the decision highlighted by counsel are general statements that can 
be supported by judicial notice. Moreover, when the evidence supporting the application is 
thin, it is not always easy for the officer to provide reasons without resorting to the kind of 
generalizations that counsel highlighted. 

[4] With respect to hardship, Ms. Sangarappillai argues that the officer disregarded the country 
condition evidence she provided and made unwarranted assumptions as to the support she 
would have in Sri Lanka. I disagree. In her application, she provided generalized 
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submissions as to persecution of Tamils and gender-based violence in Sri Lanka. However, 
she did not provide any specific information as to her situation, beyond the fact that she is 
widowed. Thus, there was very little for the officer to consider. In my view, she is simply 
asking me to reweigh the evidence. 

[5] With respect to the best interests of the children [BIOC], I am of the view that the decision 
was reasonable. The evidence concerning BIOC consisted of two paragraphs in the 
submissions. As Ms. Sangarappillai had the burden of proof, there is little that the officer 
could say. General statements about the possibility of remaining in contact through 
technological means do not render the decision unreasonable. In addition, having reviewed 
the decision, I do not agree with counsel that the officer imposed a test of hardship. 

[6] In summary, Ms. Sangarappillai has not convinced me that the refusal of her H&C 
application was unreasonable. Thus, her application for judicial review will be dismissed. 
JUDGMENT in IMM-3510-25 THIS COURT’S JUDGMENT is that: The application for judicial 
review is dismissed. No question is certified. "Sébastien Grammond" Judge FEDERAL COURT 
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