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May 2, 2023 

Via email: Jean-Marc.Gionet@cic.gc.ca 

Jean-Marc Gionet 
Director General 
Immigration, Refugees and Citizenship Canada 
365 Laurier Avenue West 
Ottawa ON K1A 1L1 

Dear Jean-Marc Gionet: 

Re: Innovative Solutions to Operational Challenges at IRCC 

I write on behalf of the Immigration Law Section of the Canadian Bar Association (CBA Section) to 
propose innovative solutions to three ongoing operational challenges at Immigration, Refugees and 
Citizenship Canada: (1) reducing the instances of flagpoling, (2) migrating portals towards a master 
portal and (3) updating the “Use of a Representative” IMM 5476 form. 

The CBA Section wishes to thank you for the open and constructive dialogue over the past few 
months. Further to our meeting of March 6, 2023, we canvassed CBA Section members on the three 
issues listed above. We summarize the feedback below and complete reports are appended to this 
letter. 

1. Eliminating Flagpoling

We asked CBA Section members: What creative solutions, including regulatory amendments, should 
IRCC adopt to move away from flagpoling and enable clients to conduct their business without having 
to exit and re-enter the country? Keep in mind maintaining program integrity. 

Key ideas from the survey include: 

• Facilitate automatic Work Permit extensions for straightforward cases. This helps avoid
individuals from flagpoling when they cannot wait for IRCC to process an extension.

• Meet the 10-day processing standard introduced during the pandemic. In-Canada Work
Permit applications currently take approximately 140 days to process (initial applications
and extensions).

• Allow rapid change of status from within Canada. To avoid unnecessary travel to the port of
entry, IRCC should rapidly process applications for a change of a status within Canada. For
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example, a student approved for graduation must wait approximately 140 days for their 
Post Graduation Work Permit (PGWP) to be processed. Although students can present an 
IRCC acknowledgement of receipt letter when submitting the PGWP application to a 
potential employer, some remain hesitant to hire individuals without a valid Work Permit. 
Some students who are visa exempt may be inclined instead to request their PGWP at the 
port of entry. 

Considering the above, we recommend that IRCC review existing inventory of Work Permit 
extensions to determine which cases may be eligible for automatic approval – for example, cases 
where there is no indication of prior IRCC refusals or inadmissibility. Alternatively, IRCC could 
identify the categories of Work Permit extensions that are eligible for automatic processing and all 
other categories would follow regular processing. 

IRCC has demonstrated innovation when developing the Interim Work Authorization measure to 
facilitate change of occupation or employment of applicants. This has been very popular among 
applicants and their employers as it reduces the need for flagpoling. We recommend enforcing the 
10-day processing standard for these cases. We also recommend that the measure be made
permanent, which requires regulatory amendment.

We recommend that IRCC prioritize web form requests to change status within Canada. Staggered 
implementation could be considered, starting, for example, with students seeking a status change to 
worker upon graduation. The PGWP application could be submitted online as usual. However, a 
web form to change status could be subject to a 10-day processing standard. 

2. Master Portal

We asked CBA Section members: If all IRCC portals were converged into one master portal or 
dashboard, how should it be developed to improve the user experience for clients and representatives? 

Key ideas from the survey include: 

• Include all pre-existing portals in one place.
• Ensure that any master portal or dashboard allows representative access from its inception.

Previous portals have launched without a representative option (e.g., the PR Representative
portal) and access for representatives launched much later, hindering access to counsel.

• Allow missing documents to be submitted and create notifications where documents are
missing. Currently, portals serve as a “mailbox” for IRCC and don’t have a functionality for
submitting missing documents – nor do they notify when a document is missing.

• Allow representatives to upload documents that were not requested via the Master Portal.
• Allow users to create a “client profile” – a single place where client information such as the

Unique Client Identifier (UCI) is entered – and pre-fill forms and applications in the portal
based on prior/existing applications. This would increase accuracy and consistency, as the
chance of human error of data entry would be reduced.

• Consult immigration practitioners before and after the launch of new portals or functions,
and ask members of stakeholder organizations to beta test new releases before they are
made available to the public. In many cases, portals had to be developed quickly during the
pandemic, and without much opportunity to consult.

We recommend that IRCC integrate the role of representatives in the Master Portal from the outset 
by conceiving a Master Portal (Representative Version). The CBA Section is readily available to 
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participate in consultations and test functionalities as they are developed and roll out. Given our 
members’ daily use of the IRCC portals, we are well-placed to share constructive feedback. We 
recommend that the Master Portal not only serve as a “mailbox” for various immigration and 
citizenship applications or a place of triage, but rather a platform to send and receive 
communication with IRCC. This would also significantly reduce the flow of web forms. 

3. “Use of a Representative” form update

We asked CBA Section members: As a short-term measure, how can IRCC amend form 5476 (Use of a 
Representative) to best capture the different ways that clients receive advice or representation? As a 
long-term measure, what is the most efficient way to integrate information on the Use of a 
Representative form in an online portal? 

Key ideas from the survey include: 

• For online e-apps, require the applicant to “sign” their Use of a Representative (IMM 5476)
form electronically by typing their name before commencing the application. This could also
serve as a mechanism to “link” the representative’s portal to an Express Entry application.

• Authorize clients to name a representative for all applications (e.g. until further notice, for a
fixed time, for a specific application or line of business). The portal should allow for scaled
representation, which both the representative and the client should have to sign.

• Establish a simple, clear and unilateral way for clients or representatives to withdraw
representation. Representation is not indefinite, and lawyers sometimes have an ethical
obligation to withdraw quickly from files. The process is opaque and difficult to navigate,
making it complicated for representatives to withdraw. Representatives can’t obtain the
applicant’s signature to the IMM 5476 form unless they agree to end the representation.

We recommend that the IMM 5476 form (updated version) be integrated directly in e-apps so 
applicants can review and sign the form electronically. This will help “sync” IRCC’s system and 
ensure that representatives are identified in the system. At times, CBA Section members submit 
web forms to communicate with IRCC regarding client applications and are informed that they are 
not the “authorized representative” although a signed IMM 5476 form was submitted with the 
application. Integrating the IMM 5476 in online portals would hopefully alleviate this issue. 

There is a distinction between a lawyer providing legal advice to an applicant versus providing full 
representation, a distinction recognized by the law societies across Canada. We believe it would be 
helpful for IRCC to recognize this distinction to avoid lawyers who are only advising clients from 
receiving important correspondence intended for clients they are not mandated to represent. This 
could be achieved, for example, by adding a “legal advice only” box into the IMM 5746. Finally, we 
recommend that IRCC integrate a button in all online IMM 5476 forms for the representative 
and/or the applicant to “withdraw representation.” 
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We thank you again for the opportunity to share our comments and to collaborate with your team. 
Should you wish to discuss this matter further, the CBA Section Officers will be in Ottawa from May 
31 to June 4 and would welcome an opportunity to meet in person. 

Kind regards, 

(original letter signed by Véronique Morissette for Lisa Middlemiss) 

Lisa Middlemiss 
Chair, CBA Immigration Law Section 

cc. Marie-Josée Dorion (email: Marie-Josee.Dorion@cic.gc.ca)
Melany Mercier (email: Melany.Mercier@cic.gc.ca)

Appendix A: Summary Report – Flagpoling (also available online) 
Appendix B: Summary Report – Portals (also available online) 
Appendix C: Summary Report – “Use of a Representative” form (also available online) 
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https://my.thoughtexchange.com/report/1f8ea3a461c5a98a102d913b0f10e783
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If all I RCC portals were converged into one master portal or dashboard, how should it be developed to 
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