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a. The marriage was arranged in haste and there was no engagement ceremony organized

or hicid;
b. The wedding ceremony was small;
¢. There was no honeymoon,
d. There had been no visits between the couple since their marriage;
e. There was no evidence of corresp(?ndence or communication;

. No gifis had been exchanged and there was minimal provision of financial support;

and,

g. The visa officer noticed that the Applicant’s sister in Canada was sponsored his

sponsor’s brother.

[6] The genuineness of the matriage can be affected by a number of different factors which can
vary from appeal to appeal. It can include but are not limited to factors such as the following:
compatibility, development of the relationship, communication between the Appellant and Applicant,
financial support, knowledge of each other, visits by the Appellant to see the Applicant; existence of

family of Applicant in Canada and the birth of a child.

[7]  The Appellant testified under oath with the assistance of an interpreter. The Applicant did not
testify in this case. The Panel is of the view that the majority of the concerns expressed by the visa
officer were addressed by the Appellant’s testimony in the course of this morning at his hearing and

the hearing in July of 2010:

a. With respect to the quickly arranged marriage, in fact, there was no engagement party.
The Appellant explained that he and his family in India were looking for a bride and
that he was on leave from his job in Canada. He also testified that a ring ceremony was

held although no engagement’s ceremony was arranged.
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NOTICE OF DECISION

d. The officer’s decision to refuse a permanent resident visa is set aside, and

he appeal is allowe

the officer must continue to process the application in accordance with the reasons of the Immigration
Appeal Division.

Mariam S. Pal

Mariam S. Pal

March 30, 2011

Date

/ml

NOTE - Judicial review - Under section 72 of the mmigration and Refugee Protection Act, you may make an
application to the Federal Court for judicial review of this decision, with leave of that Court. You may wish to get advice
from counse! as soon as possible, since there are time limits for this application.







