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HOUSE OF COMMONS

Thursday, April 29, 2010

The House met at 10 a.m.

Prayers

ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS

© (1000)

[English]

CONFLICT OF INTEREST AND ETHICS COMMISSIONER
The Speaker: Pursuant to section 28 of the Conflict of Interest

Code for Members of the House of Commons, it is my duty to

present to the House the report of the Conflict of Interest and Ethics

Commissioner, entitled “The Cheques Report: The use of partisan or

personal identifiers on ceremonial cheques or other props for federal
funding announcements”.

* % %

GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO PETITIONS
Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to Standing Order 36(8), I have the honour to table, in both
official languages, the government's response to three petitions.

* % %

INTERPARLIAMENTARY DELEGATIONS

Mr. Peter Goldring (Edmonton East, CPC): Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to Standing Order 34(1), I have the honour to present to the
House, in both official languages, three reports of the Canadian
delegation to the Organization for Security and Co-operation in
Europe Parliamentary Assembly, OSCEPA, regarding its participa-
tion at the fall meetings held in Athens, Greece, from October 9 to
October 12, 2009; the observation mission of the presidential
election in Ukraine, first round, from January 15 to January 18,
2010; as well as the observation mission of the presidential election
in Ukraine, second round, from February 5 to February 8, 2010.

* % %
[Translation]
COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE
ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS AND NORTHERN DEVELOPMENT

Mr. Bruce Stanton (Simcoe North, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I have
the honour to table, in both official languages, the first report of the

Standing Committee on Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Develop-
ment.

[English]

The report is in relation to Bill C-3, An Act to promote gender
equity in Indian registration by responding to the Court of Appeal for
British Columbia decision in Mclvor v. Canada (Registrar of Indian
and Northern Affairs).

The committee has studied the bill and has decided to report the
bill back to the House, with amendments.

ACCESS TO INFORMATION, PRIVACY AND ETHICS

Mr. Paul Szabo (Mississauga South, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I have
the honour to present, in both official languages, the seventh report
of the Standing Committee on Access to Information, Privacy and
Ethics.

In accordance with its order of reference of Wednesday, March 3,
2010, the committee has considered vote 45 under Justice in the
main estimates for the fiscal year ended March 31, 2011, and reports
the same, less amounts voted in interim supply.

% %
®(1005)
PETITIONS
SEEDS REGULATIONS

Mr. Don Davies (Vancouver Kingsway, NDP): Mr. Speaker, [
rise to present a petition signed by students from Windermere
Secondary School in my riding of Vancouver Kingsway.

The petitioners are calling on the government to support Bill
C-474. This bill would require that an analysis of the potential harm
to the economic interests of farmers be conducted prior to the
approval of genetically engineered seeds.

The petition is signed by well over 100 students and was
organized by Chanel Ly, Cassandra Ly, Emily Chan and Brendan
Chan. These students showed leadership by taking the initiative to
educate their classmates about this important issue raised in Bill
C-474, and I am proud to present their views in Parliament on their
behalf. These students want to protect the environment, ensure the
health of Canadians and support community food producers. I join
with them in calling for the swift passage of this bill into law.

AIR PASSENGERS' BILL OF RIGHTS

Mr. Jim Maloway (ElImwood—Transcona, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
I have two petitions to present this morning.
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The first is signed by thousands of Canadians and calls on the
Parliament of Canada to adopt Canada's first air passengers' bill of
rights.

If passed, Bill C-310 would compensate air passengers with all
carriers, including charters, anywhere they fly in the world. The bill
would provide compensation for overbooked flights, cancelled
flights and long tarmac delays. It would address issues such as late
and misplaced baggage. It would require the airlines to provide all-
inclusive pricing in their advertising.

The legislation has been in effect since 1991 in Europe but was
revised five years ago. The question is why Air Canada and Air
Transat passengers should receive better treatment in Europe than
they do here in Canada.

Airlines would have to inform passengers of flight changes, either
delays or cancellations. The new rules would have to be posted at
airports. Airlines would have to inform passengers of their rights and
the process to file for compensation. If the airlines followed the
rules, it would cost them nothing.

The petitioners call on the government to support Bill C-310,
which would introduce Canada's first air passengers' bill of rights.

PRISON FARMS

Mr. Jim Maloway (Elmwood—Transcona, NDP): Mr. Speaker,
the second petition is a call to stop the closure of the six Canadian
prison farms in Canada. Dozens of Canadians have signed the
petition demanding that the government reconsider this ill thought
out decision.

All six prison farms, including Rockwood Institution in Manitoba,
have been functioning farms for many decades providing food for
the prisons and the community. Prison farm operations provide
rehabilitation and training for prisoners through working with and
caring for plants and animals. The work ethic and rehabilitation
principle of waking up at 6 a.m. and working outdoors is a discipline
that Canadians can appreciate. Closing these farms will mean the
loss of that infrastructure which would make it too expensive to
replace them in the future.

The petitioners call on the Government of Canada to stop the
closure of the six Canadian prison farm operations across Canada
and to produce a report on the work and rehabilitative benefit to
prisoners of the farm operations and on how the program could be
adapted to meet the agriculture needs of the 21st century.

* % %

QUESTIONS PASSED AS ORDERS FOR RETURNS

Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, if
Questions Nos. 141, 150 and 153 could be made orders for returns,
these returns would be tabled immediately.

The Speaker: Is that agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

[Text]
Question No. 141—Mr. Mario Silva:

With regard to government funding for museums, for each of the last four fiscal
years, broken down by province and territory: (¢) how much has been spent by the
Canada Cultural Spaces Fund; (b) what was the funding for (i) exhibits for museums,
(ii) for arts, (iii) for other forms of exhibits, displays, etc.; and (c¢) how much has been
spent by the Museums Assistance Program?

(Return tabled)
Question No. 150—Hon. Ralph Goodale:

With regard to government magazine advertising: (a¢) how much has the
government spent on promoting Canada’s Economic Action Plan through advertising
in Saskatchewan; and (b) when was each advertisement published, and in which
magazine?

(Return tabled)
Question No. 153—Hon. Ralph Goodale:

With respect to debt owed to the Government of Canada and its agencies and
entities by governments of the following seven countries, (i) Colombia, (ii) Peru, (iii)
Pakistan, (iv) Bangladesh, (v) Indonesia, (vi) Vietnam, (vii) Ukraine: (a) what is the
total amount of concessional debt owed by each country and to which agencies or
entities, and in what amounts in each case; and (b) what is the total amount of non-
concessional debt owed by each country and to which agencies or entities, and in
what amounts in each case?

(Return tabled)
[English]

Mr. Tom Lukiwski: Mr. Speaker, I ask that all remaining
questions be allowed to stand.

The Speaker: Is that agreed?

Some hon. members: Agreed.

* % %

[Translation]

POINTS OF ORDER

BILL C-304—SECURE, ADEQUATE, ACCESSIBLE AND AFFORDABLE
HOUSING ACT—SPEAKER'S RULING

The Speaker: I am now prepared to rule on the point of order
raised on April 1, 2010, by the hon. Parliamentary Secretary to the
Leader of the Government in the House of Commons regarding the
admissibility of an amendment adopted by the Standing Committee
on Human Resources, Skills and Social Development and the Status
of Persons with Disabilities in its consideration of Bill C-304, An
Act to ensure secure, adequate, accessible and affordable housing for
Canadians. The bill containing the amendment in question was
reported to the House on March 24.

I wish to thank the Parliamentary Secretary for having raised this
issue as well as the hon. members for Joliette and Vancouver East for
presenting their views on the matter.
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[English]

The parliamentary secretary explained to the House that during the
consideration of Bill C-304, the members of the Standing Committee
on Human Resources, Skills and Social Development and the Status
of Persons with Disabilities overturned a decision of the chair
concerning an amendment to Bill C-304 that had been ruled
inadmissible. The committee then proceeded to adopt the amend-
ment.

He pointed out that the purpose of Bill C-304 is to create a
national housing strategy and, more specifically, that clause 3 of the
bill provides for the minister to consult with the provincial and
territorial ministers in order to establish that strategy. The
parliamentary secretary stated that the amendment, which allows
the province of Quebec to opt out with full compensation, is
inconsistent with the purpose of the bill. He also argued that since
there was no mention of a potential provincial exemption in the bill
as adopted by the House at second reading, the amendment alters the
purpose and goes beyond the scope and principle of the bill.

The parliamentary secretary made reference to a committee
chairman's ruling on the admissibility of a similar amendment during
clause-by-clause consideration of Bill S-3, an act to amend the
Official Languages Act (promotion of English and French), by the
Standing Committee on Official Languages on October 20, 2005. An
amendment to exclude one province from the application of that bill
was moved and ruled inadmissible by the committee chair since it
was contrary to the principle of the bill.

©(1010)

[Translation]

In his intervention, the member for Joliette stated that, in his view,
the amendment in question is admissible since the right of Quebec to
be exempted is consistent with the principle of the bill. He also
provided many examples of Canada-wide programs or strategies
from which the province of Quebec is exempted.

[English]

In her intervention, the member for Vancouver East made
reference to a Speaker's ruling of January 29, 2008 defining the
principle and the scope of the bill. She explained that the principle of
Bill C-304 is to develop a housing strategy and that the scope, which
encompasses the mechanisms by which the principle is attained,
includes the consultations leading to the establishment of the
strategy. Furthermore, she claimed that the amendment in question is
permissive, not mandatory, and that it merely seeks to clarify the
scope of the bill.

[Translation]

As the House knows, the Speaker does not ordinarily intervene on
committee matters unless a report has been presented in the House.
With respect to legislation, the Speaker has been called upon to deal
with such matters after the bill in question has been reported to the
House.

The Chair believes that it would be useful to have a look at the
amendment in question. It is a new clause added after clause 3 and
reads as follows:

Speaker's Ruling

The Government of Quebec may choose to be exempted from the application of
this Act and may, if it chooses to do so, receive an unconditional payment equal to
the total of the amounts that would otherwise be paid within its territory under this
Act.

[English]

In the Chair's view, there are two elements to this new clause. The
first is the Government of Quebec's right to opt out of the strategy,
and the second relates to the right to receive financial compensation
if it chooses to do so.

With regard to the first element of the amendment, the members
for Joliette and Vancouver East both have given examples of
Canada-wide programs and policies of which the province of
Quebec is exempted. The Chair is in no way questioning that such
arrangements exist in current programs or could exist in future
programs within specific legislative frameworks. However, the Chair
has to determine if such an arrangement as defined by the
amendment in question goes against the principle or broadens the
scope of this bill as adopted by the House at second reading.

The Chair refers members to clause 3 of the bill which provides
elements that should be part of a housing strategy, elements that are,
in fact, defining the scope of the bill. The Chair views the nature of
those elements as being very different from that proposed by the
amendment in question and finds that an opting out provision is a
new concept which exceeds the scope as defined in clause 3.

[Translation)

As for the second element, that of payments to provinces, the
Chair has studied the bill very closely and finds no reference to
payments that could be made to a province under this Act. Payments
to provincial governments are not provided for in Bill C-304, and,
therefore, it is clear that this element of the amendment goes beyond
the scope of the bill.

[English]

The Chair also considered a number of precedents. In addition to
the example of Bill S-3 cited by the parliamentary secretary, the
Chair has found an example of similar amendments submitted at
report stage. In fact, when Bill C-20, an Act to give effect to the
requirement for clarity as set out in the opinion of the Supreme Court
of Canada in the Quebec Secession Reference, was considered at
report stage, amendments seeking the exemption of the province of
Quebec were submitted and were found to be inadmissible.

The Speaker then explained in his ruling of March 13, 2000 at
Debates page 4375 that:

[Translation]

“...from a strictly procedural perspective...I remain convinced that
those amendments the hon. member referred to do in fact go beyond
the scope and alter the principle of the bill as already agreed to by the
House.”
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While the Chair appreciates the efforts to improve proposed
legislation made by committees in the course of clause-by-clause
consideration, the fact remains that a committee must carry out its
mandate without exceeding its powers. In my view, by adopting an
amendment that goes against the principle of the bill and that
introduces a notion broadening its scope, a committee ventures
beyond the role that the House has assigned to it.

®(1015)
[English]

Consequently, I must order that the amendment creating clause 3.1
adopted by the Standing Committee on Human Resources, Skills and
Social Development and the Status of Persons with Disabilities be
declared null and void and no longer form part of the bill as reported
to the House.

In addition, I am ordering that a reprint of Bill C-304 be published
with all possible haste for use by the House at report stage to replace
the reprint ordered by the committee.

I thank the House for its attention.

GOVERNMENT ORDERS
[English]

BALANCED REFUGEE REFORM ACT

The House resumed from April 27 consideration of the motion
that Bill C-11, An Act to amend the Immigration and Refugee
Protection Act and the Federal Courts Act, be read the second time
and referred to a committee.

The Speaker: When the bill was last before the House the hon.
member for Skeena—Bulkley Valley had the floor. There are eight
minutes remaining in the time allotted for his remarks. I therefore
call upon the hon. member for Skeena—Bulkley Valley.

Mr. Nathan Cullen (Skeena—Bulkley Valley, NDP): Mr.
Speaker, eight minutes of course will not be enough to deal with
the issue of immigration reform in Canada, which is long overdue,
but I will do my best. I thank you for another wise ruling from the
chairs the previous night.

Bill C-11 speaks, very importantly, to the nature and essence of
reform of the immigration and refugee laws in Canada, particularly
around refugee claimants.

The New Democrats have a number of concerns with the
fundamentals that have been placed before us. We sought to move
the bill to the committee before it had received the recommendation
of the House in principle so that we could more fundamentally get at
some of those problems. We recognize where the House is at right
now and we will be seeking to improve the bill once it gets to
committee. I want to focus in on couple of items today that are most
critical to the plight of refugees and the treatment they receive when
they come to Canada.

When dealing with the issue of immigration or dealing with
refugees, it brings out both the best and worst in a country and in the
politics that exist, and the attempt by any government to weave
politics into a refugee system is one that must be resisted and

avoided at all times. The temptation is there because we have well
established communities within Canada that have various views on
immigration policy and they will attempt to push certain angles and
representations of those views on to any sitting government of the
day.

What must be resisted is that these reforms do not last just through
the next election cycle or the one beyond that, but can last for many
years. There has been an unfortunate series of events over the last
100 to 150 years in this country where immigration and refugee
claimant rules have been used to, in a sense, abuse certain groups
coming from certain regions of the world that we just did not like at
the time for political reasons.

The list has been well enunciated. The government is well aware
of past claims and misdeeds by previous governments. Apologies
have been issued. A bill was passed in the House just last night
dealing with the treatment of Italian Canadians during the second
world war. We have seen the error of our ways in the past and we
must not be doomed to repeat them again.

Of particular concern in the bill right now is the list of safe
countries. For those following the bill, they will be aware that the
government has proposed this idea that there will be an ongoing list
of countries that will be deemed to have one status and another list of
countries that will be deemed to be less favourable for whatever
domestic issues are going on in those countries at the time.This is
unfortunate in a way because it applies methodology that may, in
some circumstances, not work because all countries within
themselves do not have uniform circumstances. A refugee claimant
coming from one part of the Sudan will have a very different claim
than one coming from another region. Someone coming from one
part of Chile at a certain time will look very different from someone
coming from another part, and the list goes on.

The concern we have, in looking through Bill C-11, is that not
only is the list not provided of what countries the government will
sanction and those that it will punish, but we are still looking for the
criteria that will be used by the government to establish those lists.
This is fundamental. It is very difficult for any member in this place
to vote on legislation that will designate countries one way or
another if we do not have the criteria and the rules before us. This is
more than unfortunate. This is a trust me attitude from the
government that is not acceptable. We need to clarify this. We need
to nail it down.

I had brief conversations with the minister about the number of
refugee claimants that will be permitted. We are looking forward to
understanding that Canada will remain and enhance its accessibility
to refugee claimants who come from abroad. We have a story about
ourselves in Canada, that we are an open and forgiving place that
will allow folks to come from all sorts of different situations, some
of them very difficult, such as when a country is in crisis or when a
particular group of citizens in a country is being targeted. Whether
for their political beliefs, their gender, their sexual orientation or
whatnot, we believe ourselves to be a welcoming place, a place that
does not pass such judgments as is seen in other countries,
particularly when there is great political upheaval, which we are
seeing on the evening news almost every night.
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However, we need an understanding of how we will judge a
country and whether we will have the ability to specify regions
within a country in which particular political persecution is going on.

I worked in Africa for a time and we would see at the state level of
a certain government that a governor of that state would pass some
atrocious decree thereby subjecting a whole group of its citizens to
unfair treatment, persecution and sometimes death. This, unfortu-
nately, was too common. We do not know if Bill C-11, this refugee
reform, will have the dexterity to deal with situations like that.

® (1020)

We have also seen just recently, through our neighbours to the
south, draconian laws being passed in Arizona where it legislated
racial profiling for people coming from Mexico or looking like they
may have come from Mexico. It is politics at its worst when we see a
state deciding to racially profile a whole group of people and subject
them to laws that no one else in society is subjected to simply
because of the colour of their skin. One would hope that we had
moved or devolved beyond this in the western world, but politics
being what it is at times, folks playing for a few more votes will
introduce bills like this. Properly, however, the President of the
United States has condemned what the government at that state level
is doing.

I only raise that example, not to cast aspersions on the government
here in Canada, but to say that on this issue, if not more than any
other, the temptation to play into some momentary passing political
interest that is appealing to one interest or another, be it pro-
immigration or anti-immigration, we have seen for far too long. I am
the son of an immigrant family and there was wave after wave of
immigrants coming into this country. One would assume that the
wave that had just preceded the new wave of immigrants would be
more sympathetic to the ones just coming but, unfortunately, there is
some element of human nature that does not lend itself always that
way. My family coming from Ireland may have had better treatment
than others but not necessarily. The racial stereotypes and the
mistreatment, not just of folks who are coming but their descendants,
is consistent. I grew up in a city that was a multicultural as any in the
world and yet still had this underlying tone.

That is something that the government, while it cannot appease
entirely, must work through bills, like Bill C-11, to alleviate to their
maximum possibility. If we are to be a welcoming and generous
country and a country that continues to have a history of being proud
of our immigrant population and encourage more to come, we must
make the best reforms possible for refugee and immigration
claimants. We must remove the politics as much as possible and
allow the country to be as free, open and accessible as possible.

We are for a faster immigration system but we will not sacrifice
the fairness aspect. We will not simply say that folks have eight days,
cannot seek legal representation and that is it, and they are back out
again, because that makes them potentially victims of these so-called
immigration consultants that seem to pop up.

I hope we can get this right because it is critical that we do.

Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and
Multiculturalism, CPC): Madam Speaker, I thank the member for
Skeena—Bulkley Valley for his thoughtful and heartfelt remarks
about the importance of openness to immigration, which is part of

Government Orders

our Canadian story, and I share his sentiments. I celebrate the fact
that in Canada there is a broad political consensus that is perhaps
unique in the democratic world that is favourable toward both
immigration and the protection of refugees. I believe that consensus
is reflected in the bill.

The question the member has raised rhetorically, as well as his
colleague, the member for Sault Ste. Marie, both of whom, like
myself, are descendants of Irish immigrants to this country.
Consequently, we are all very sensitive to these issues. He and the
member for Sault Ste. Marie want to ensure that we do not close
Canada to those in need of our protection.

In point of fact, the balanced refugee reforms that we are
discussing include, as part of the overall reform package, a historic
increase in the number of targeted refugees for resettlement to
Canada. We propose in this package to increase from 11,500 to
14,000 the number of refugees living abroad, often in UN camps in
deplorable circumstances, victims of conflict, of ethnic cleansing, of
persecution, that we will welcome to Canada. We propose a 20%
increase in the number of resettled refugees and, more than that, a
20% increase in the refugee assistance program to give them
assistance in getting settled in Canada.

That is not an easy decision to make. All members get this
ridiculous email that goes around saying that refugees get more
financial support than pensioners. Frankly, it is counterintuitive,
from a political point of view, for the government to increase by 20%
the assistance we are giving refugees for their settlement, but that has
been frozen for 10 years and we think it is the right thing to do.

I want to emphasize two points for the member. First, with respect
to the asylum reforms, there is nothing that would actually reduce
access to the asylum system for refugee claimants. It simply renders
the system more efficient while maintaining and enhancing its
fairness. We are actually increasing by 20% the targeted number of
resettled refugees, such as the 12,000 refugees from Iraq who I have
announced we will be welcoming over the course of three years.

©(1025)

Mr. Nathan Cullen: Madam Speaker, I wondered why I liked the
minister and now I know. We share some ancestry.

The minister raised a point about the numbers. Will there be more
or will there be less? This was a concern for New Democrats because
we did not want to see a tightening of them. The world is becoming a
smaller place but, unfortunately, it has as much turmoil in it now as it
has ever had and one cannot predict it getting any better. Therefore,
Canada must remain open.

The question is not necessarily so much about the numbers at this
point, although we will be watching that, but it is more about who
will be included in those numbers. Which countries will be on this
magical list? If a country is on the list, it will get to appeal but if it is
not, it will not be able to.
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I understand what the government has gone after in terms of
refugee claimants coming from countries that most Canadians would
say seem to be safe places and would ask why they are claiming
refugee status. What we anecdotally know to be a refugee is
somebody who is fleeing from some sort of persecution where his or
her life or the lives of family members may be at risk or in such
detriment that they cannot live there.

It is an incredibly important power that the government is giving
the minister, not just the present minister but future ones. It is
important for us to get this right. It is important for us to understand
what criteria the government is seeking to use to designate a country
on or off the list.

My point about within country status is critical. We know that
within countries there are vastly different contexts under which
people live. We must be sensitive to that. If that is going to be a part
of this reform package then let us have it part of the debate.

We will seek to amend this legislation to make it better and clarify
it for Canadians and for our partner countries. It is important that
Canada sends a clear and concise message that we are a country that
is open and we are a country that seeks to have a safe harbour for
those who are persecuted abroad.

Mr. Paul Szabo (Mississauga South, Lib.): Madam Speaker, it is
clear that a number of stakeholders have expressed similar views
about the definition of a country of safe origin.

In previous debate and discussion responses from the government,
there appears to be some openness. | presume that the list of
countries would be handled by regulation. The government also
seems to have indicated that it would be prepared to refer the draft
regulations to the committee prior to gazetting and promulgating any
regulations. That would give the committee an opportunity to
comment on them. There is precedent for this in the Reproductive
Technologies Act where all regulations had to go before the health
committee for comment prior to the government moving forward. I
would think that would be something that the committee may want
to suggest.

I wonder if the member would find that having committee input
prior to the publication of a regulation would be an acceptable
approach.

©(1030)

Mr. Nathan Cullen: Madam Speaker, my hon. colleague has
raised an interesting point. The government has suggested that the
committee would see these regulations before they come into effect.

We are looking for criteria here. We want to know what filter the
government plans to use when deciding which countries will fit
themselves in to being a safe or unsafe country.

The concern is this. The ability of a country to have its citizens
apply for refugee status or immigration into another country
oftentimes becomes a political football when two countries are not
getting along. This could be used as a carrot and stick approach to
countries. We saw this with the special designation from China in
terms of allowing its citizens easier access to come to Canada as
tourists. The impact on Canada's economy would be significant.
China knows this. It is part of most deliberations around trade and
sanctions and what happens in other areas.

We want to know that Canada's ability to accept refugees is not
based on any of these other conversations but simply based on the
merits of those refugees coming into Canada and applying for safe
harbour. That is what it should be based on.

The regulations need to be sound on this. They cannot be of a give
and take nature. We know about the recent dispute with Mexico.
Mexico seems to be having a dispute with a few countries now about
where its citizens can or cannot go.

This crosses over into a government's larger agenda about trade,
about international relations and about what happens at one
international table versus another. The list of safe countries is an
interesting idea but it could become problematic if not done properly.
It would give so much latitude to the government.

If the government seeks to pass all these regulations through
committee before they go out the door, New Democrats will clearly
be looking at that. This needs to be absolutely watertight, otherwise
we could face further problems down the road and probably get
accused of using the refugee and immigration system for other
political advantages, which is, frankly, inappropriate.

Mr. John Rafferty (Thunder Bay—Rainy River, NDP):
Madam Speaker, one of the things that my colleague is clearly
looking for and that we are clearly looking for is equality and
fairness. He has made that abundantly clear in his comments, and for
that to happen, resources must be set aside for immigration.

As members know, since 2006, the backlog has continued to
increase, mostly because many of the Liberal pals were fired or not
rehired, and not replaced. So in essence, the government has actually
created its own problem in terms of this backlog and now the
urgency is there to make some changes.

I wonder if the member would like to comment about the
resources that need to be put into the system.

Mr. Nathan Cullen: Madam Speaker, the problem with political
appointments is that when the government switches, it tends not to
want to reappoint those from its so-called enemies. In this case,
when the Liberals were tossed from power, with the Gomery inquiry
and all the rest that we all remember so fondly and that was brought
up, surprisingly enough, by the government yesterday, the govern-
ment that came in did not reappoint them, nor did it appoint its own
cronies.

This is the problem with the government having a system,
whereby it has an appointments process that is politically directed,
where friends get to be put on boards, sometimes with great
compensation for little work. There are hundreds of these and some
of them actually matter, such as the IRB. So when the government
did not replace these folks, the backlog came back again and now we
have to have measures to deal with that.
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Some have now since been replaced, but the fundamental thing is
balancing the needs of speed, of getting folks through the system
with some sense of fairness. Part of our concern is that with the
speed, there are not the resources available, particularly with those
who do not have a lot of money, such as a typical refugee, to be able
to get though the process fairly and receive good treatment.

Mr. Mario Silva (Davenport, Lib.): Madam Speaker, history
calls out to us across the years as parliamentarians to consider
immigration and refugee policy with responsibility, fairness and
compassion. We are a great nation which has much to be proud of,
but our history in this area often fell short of our ideals and values as
a people. That is why the bill before us today requires our close
attention and responsible deliberation.

The bill we debate today, Bill C-11, An Act to amend the
Immigration and Refugee Protection Act and the Federal Courts Act,
is such a bill. The very name indicates that the changes proposed are
significant, as they reach from the administrative process of
reviewing refugee applications to the court system itself.

I believe fundamentally that the measure of a country can often be
reflected in the manner in which it deals with those who seek refuge
on its shores. As parliamentarians we are reminded that there were
times in our history when our approach to those seeking refuge was
misguided and wrong.

As the current chair of the inquiry panel on the Canadian
Parliamentarian Coalition to Combat Antisemitism, I am fully aware
of this reality. Despite the terrible events that were taking place in
Europe in the 1930s, Canada, along with many other nations,
repeatedly refused Jewish refugees seeking sanctuary here. The
reality of what happened to the refugee ship, the SS St. Louis, is a
concrete example of the sad effects of such a policy. In 1939, with
907 Jewish refugees aboard, this ship was denied landing in Cuba,
the United States and Canada, leaving those aboard no option other
than to return to their terrible fate in Nazi Germany.

Likewise, the Komagata Maru incident demonstrated discrimina-
tory views once held against Asians. In 1914, 354 Indian passengers
were denied entry to Canada, and the ship on which they sailed, the
Komagata Maru, was forced to return to India, and upon arrival, a
number of the passengers were killed in clashes with police.

We also note the difficulties experienced by Sikhs looking to
come to Canada. Despite being recognized as loyal citizens of the
then British Empire, in 1907, Canada actually banned Sikh
immigration to this country.

Perhaps the most well-known policy of discrimination in Canada
dealt with Chinese immigrants. Those building our national railway
brought thousands of Chinese people to Canada to construct this
project, simply to reduce their labour costs. When the railway was
finished, the government of the day passed the Chinese Immigration
Act of 1885, which imposed a $50 head tax on Chinese immigrants.
Remarkably, this law was replaced in 1923 with an outright ban on
Chinese immigration, known as the Chinese Immigration Act. This
law remained in the books until 1947.

There are, of course, more examples of these kinds of policies in
the history of immigration laws in Canada. The point in presenting
these examples is to emphasize the need to always ensure that
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changes to our immigration laws are not only designed to protect
Canada's best interests but that they are also fair, just and impartial.

The bill before the House poses to streamline the application
process by reducing the timelines for processing to eight days for a
first meeting, and 60 days for the first level decision being made by a
public servant. With the current processing time extending up to 18
months, clearly there is a need for change. However, is eight days a
reasonable proposal? Can potential refugees be dealt with fairly in
the eight day window, and can a sound decision be made within the
proposed 60 day timeframe? Do these deadlines allow refugee
claimants adequate time to seek legal counsel and prepare for their
meetings with immigration officials?

Many stakeholder groups have expressed concern that these
proposed timeframes are simply too tight for fair adjudication of
refugee claims. I believe it is essential that these concerns in regard
to the timelines be fully considered and addressed at the forthcoming
committee hearings.

In terms of decision-making itself, we have only to look at some
of the serious concerns that have been raised in the United Kingdom,
where the system is similar to what is being proposed here. This is
especially relevant in terms of a decision-making process that will
allow a public servant considerable power to make decisions with
regard to a refugee application. It is essential that such individuals be
well-trained and prepared to make such important decisions.

©(1035)

A prima facie review of the bill's appeal provisions seems to
provide a more efficient process for denied refugee claimants to
appeal. However, there are also serious concerns. The bill would not
allow for an appeal under humanitarian and compassionate grounds
or a pre-removal risk assessment for a full year after a denial. Many
applicants would likely be gone from Canada before this one year
deadline arrived.

Similarly, the use of a safe country list that prohibits appeals from
those who are deemed to have come to Canada from safe countries is
troublesome. Such a list would appear to violate article 3 of the UN
Convention relating to the Status of Refugees, which reads:

The Contracting States shall apply the provisions of this Convention to refugees
without discrimination as to race, religion or country of origin.

Stakeholders have also expressed concerns about who would be
responsible for the creation of a safe country list and also, of course,
about possible political and diplomatic pressure that would be
associated with such a list. By way of example, such a safe country
list would clearly be problematic in relation to the issue of war
resisters from the United States.
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Most of us acknowledge the need for changes to our refugee
determination process. The issue is not the need for change but the
form this change will take. I am hopeful that the issues I have raised
here today will be effectively addressed with further consideration of
this bill.

Finally, we must remember that it is important to acknowledge
that throughout our history refugees are among those who have
contributed the most to our country's vitality and prosperity. This
alone is a profound reason to ensure that the changes being
considered are fair and just. In this context, I borrow from the words
of former UN secretary-general Kofi Annan, when he stated:

I urge you to celebrate the extraordinary courage and contributions of refugees
past and present.
© (1040)
[Translation]

The Acting Speaker (Ms. Denise Savoie): Before we move on to
questions and comments, I must tell the House that speeches are now
to be 10 minutes long and there will be five minutes for questions
and comments.

I would therefore ask members to both limit and shorten their
questions and comments.
[English]

Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and
Multiculturalism, CPC): Madam Speaker, the member for Daven-
port suggests that the proposal not to give access to the refugee
appeal division for claimants coming from designated safe countries
would violate our obligations under the UN Convention relating to
the Status of Refugees. I would respectfully ask him to research that
issue more closely.

In point of fact, virtually all of the western European asylum
systems include a suspended appeal or an accelerated process for
citizens who are coming from designated safe countries. Antonio
Guterres, the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, has
said:

There are indeed safe countries of origin. There are indeed countries in which

there is a presumption that refugee claims will probably be not as strong as in other
countries.

The issue, and I will close with this, is that it would be a violation
of the convention to deny access to the asylum system for people
coming from particular countries. We do not propose to do that. We
propose to not only conform to but exceed the obligation for access
to the asylum system that we have under the charter of rights and the
UN Convention relating to the Status of Refugees.

We simply propose to accelerate the system for the small number
of claimants from countries that are democratic, safe, provide
protection to vulnerable people, and which are the principal source
of massively unfounded claims. I believe that this entirely conforms
with the UN High Commissioner for Refugees and most of the
western European asylum systems.

Mr. Mario Silva: Madam Speaker, on a side note, let me tell the
House how envious we all were yesterday, especially all of us who
love soccer, to see the minister next to the FIFA cup. Of course, all of
us are going to be quite joyous watching the games, which begin on
my birthday on June 11. I am looking forward to watching the

games. All of the celebrations will be taking place in my riding of
Davenport, so I invite all members to come to my riding during the
summer months to watch the games.

We are talking about a very serious issue. I understand that the
minister has raised some interesting issues and points. These are the
things that we need to look at very seriously at committee. I think
that fast is not necessarily synonymous with being fair. That is one
issue. The issue of humanitarian and compassionate grounds is
another issue that I think I raised.

Of course, the third issue I raised was addressed by the minister,
which was the issue of safe countries of origin. In my opinion, there
is a legal debate here. This is a serious issue. We could be in
contravention of our obligations regarding international law. I think
there is a serious issue to be looked at. I think that printing the list
would also be quite problematic from a diplomatic perspective.

© (1045)

Mr. Don Davies (Vancouver Kingsway, NDP): Madam Speaker,
I would like to follow up on the issue of safe countries of origin.

I note that Australia has recently adopted a similar program and
has just designated Afghanistan and Sri Lanka to be safe countries.

I know that the minister has spoken repeatedly about Hungary and
its designating the Roma as not necessarily being victims of
oppression. However, we all know that the Roma, during World War
II, were specifically rounded up and gassed by the Nazi regime,
along with Jews and communists, and they face systematic
discrimination in Hungary, if not oppression.

I wonder if the hon. colleague would care to comment on whether
those countries would be considered safe, in his view.

Mr. Mario Silva: Madam Speaker, I think the member raises a
very valid question. With regard to the issue of safe country, I think
in many ways we have to be very careful. The legislation says very
clearly that it must be regardless of the country of the origin. I
wonder if we are contravening that particular statement.

The member is absolutely right. There has been a series of
decisions by the European Court of Human Rights against Hungary
and against Czechoslovakia in dealing with the Roma populations
there.

That is a very serious issue that needs to be looked. I think we
need to go case by case. That is the way it has been done
traditionally, and I agree with that system. The list of safe countries
is very problematic and could be legally challenged.

[Translation]

Ms. Diane Bourgeois (Terrebonne—Blainville, BQ): Madam
Speaker, it was in March that the federal government introduced the
bill we are discussing today, Bill C-11, An Act to amend the
Immigration and Refugee Protection Act and the Federal Courts Act
and called it part of its balanced refugee reform. The minister said
that its objective is to preserve the system's integrity by reducing
wait times for refugee claims to be processed and, he said, to give
people the protection they need more quickly. The bill proposes
spending an additional $540.7 million over five years.
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The Bloc Québécois will support this bill so that it is referred to
committee and an in-depth study can be undertaken of the refugee
system, its flaws and the proposed amendments. The Bloc Québécois
will work hard to see that all the necessary amendments are passed
so that this reform is effective and so that claims are processed
quickly and processed fairly, in the case of refugees. Many of the
measures in this bill are interesting. And even though they are being
proposed as part of the reform of Canada's asylum system, we
believe that they are hiding other, more worrying proposals. In our
opinion, the bill we are discussing today, Bill C-11, contains
fundamental flaws.

What we noticed as we were going through this bill initially was
the typically Conservative ideology that seeks to differentiate
between genuine and false claimants. We are concerned about that
because we believe that reforms based on that kind of discriminatory
principle could be deeply prejudicial toward refugees. The bill also
gives the minister significant latitude in designing the asylum-
granting system. We also noticed that several of the measures
announced as part of this reform do not appear in the bill. For
example, the minister can designate countries of origin according to
criteria set out in regulations published in the Canada Gazette, but
the criteria used in creating the list of safe countries cannot be
debated in the House. We believe that lacks transparency. The
minister is really giving himself a lot of powers.

Several other measures also make us worry about the politiciza-
tion of the system. First, the minister may designate, by order, a
country whose classes of nationals, in the Minister’s opinion, meet
the criteria established by the regulations. Second, the minister can
designate countries whose nationals are precluded from appealing
decisions to the refugee appeal division. Third, the minister can
prohibit nationals of certain countries from applying for protection.
Fourth, the minister can grant an exemption from any obligations of
the Immigration and Refugee Protection Act on humanitarian and
compassionate grounds or on public policy grounds.

Once again, the minister really would be assuming a lot of powers.

The Bloc Québécois believes that an appeal process for refugee
claimants should have been instituted when the Immigration and
Refugee Protection Act came into force in June 2002. In fact, the
Standing Committee on Citizenship and Immigration unanimously
passed a Bloc Québécois motion requiring the federal government to
set up a refugee appeal division immediately.

We also introduced Bill C-280 in 2006, which became BIII C-291
in 2009, with the aim of establishing a real refugee appeal division.
Unfortunately, the House's two official parties, the Conservatives
and the Liberals, joined forces to defeat that bill. Members on both
sides either abstained or were absent.

® (1050)

Some members hid behind the curtains, so they would not have to
vote.

The Bloc Québécois is delighted that the bill before us could
finally establish a refugee appeal division and allow new measures to
be added to the system, even though the refugee appeal division will
not be up and running until two years after the new Immigration and
Refugee Protection Act comes into force.
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Also, unsuccessful claimants from countries that are deemed safe
will have no right to appeal the initial decision rendered by public
servants. We believe this measure is far too strict. It is unfair that
claimants from a safe country whose first application is denied
cannot appeal their cases before the refugee appeal division, and
instead must take their cases to Federal Court.

Earlier I spoke about designated countries of origin. I spoke about
designated countries and other countries. The United Kingdom uses
a fast tracking process to examine refugee claims from designated
countries. Canada, on the other hand, would assess all claims from
all countries the same way. The only reason the process would be
any faster is that unsuccessful claimants from countries that are
deemed safe will have no right to appeal their case before the new
refugee appeal division. We think this measure is discriminatory.

The principle of safe countries raises a number of other concerns.
First, the fact that a refugee can be classified as a false claimant even
before his or her case is analyzed can be extremely prejudicial. Even
though the government assures us that all claims will be analyzed on
their own merits, it cannot guarantee that no mistakes will be made
in first-level decisions. For this reason in particular, the committee
must look at this issue and consider how such a designation by the
minister could affect refugee claimants.

The Bloc Québécois had made it known that it wanted all failed
refugee claimants to have access to the refugee appeal division,
regardless of their country of origin. Our critic on the committee is
willing to look at any measures that would correct this flaw, such as
including criteria for designating safe countries in the bill. As things
now stand, these criteria would be established by regulation.

Canada's asylum system has always been based on reliable, solid
resources that make for sound decisions. The proposal to submit all
the necessary documents within eight days and hold hearings within
60 days after the claim is made could mean a change in this
procedure and could have serious consequences for refugees. With
such short deadlines, decision-makers could make decisions too
quickly, and the quality of the decisions would suffer as a result.

Refugees have the right to find a lawyer and assemble all the
documents they need for their testimony. This is a fundamental rule
of justice.

I want to make one last point. The fact that IRB officials make the
first-level decisions is problematic. These officials are probably
long-standing employees, but it is essential that they demonstrate a
certain level of independence.

Lastly, Bill C-11 must be studied in committee, because it has
major flaws. That is why it will be sent to committee. I am sure that
our critic on the committee will clearly state the Bloc's position.
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[English]

Mr. Jim Maloway (Elmwood—Transcona, NDP): Madam
Speaker, I agree with the member's speech entirely.

We are optimistic that the minister actually has the political smarts
to make this bill a success, just from the attitude he has expressed,
unlike some of the other ministers in this House.

Fundamentally, though, we do have a serious problem with this
safe countries list. The problem is that Bill C-11 creates a refugee
claims process that is fast but not necessarily fair. The introduction
of the safe countries of origin means the minister has the power to
create two classes of refugees, those with the right of appeal and
those without the right of appeal.

The other day the minister offered to let us see the regulations
before the bill passes. I think it is a positive sign. However, we could
see those regulations but a future minister could then change those
regulations and we could be back to where we started.

Does the member think that the minister's offer of showing the
committee the regulations before the bill is passed is actually an open
and progressive way of dealing with this particular issue?

[Translation]

Ms. Diane Bourgeois: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for
his very insightful question. I have been listening to the speeches on
this bill for some time now. I believe that everyone has good
intentions. The opposition members all seem to be saying that they
want to examine this bill as fairly as possible.

The minister also seems to have good intentions. Yesterday and
earlier this week he was saying that he thought certain aspects could
be improved. He has questions. He wants to know what the
opposition thinks of all this. I am willing to give him the benefit of
the doubt. Nonetheless, Conservative ideology frightens me.

Will he be able to rise above his government's mindset on safe
countries and not so safe countries? I certainly hope so. The minister
seems to be open and to have a sense of justice.

® (1100)

Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and
Multiculturalism, CPC): Madam Speaker, I want to thank the hon.
member for her words. I would like to point out that the idea behind
designating safe countries of origin is not to prevent asylum seekers
from getting a hearing at the IRB, but is simply a way of fast-
tracking claims for people from countries that are the main source of
false claims and unsuccessful claims at the IRB. Safe countries are
countries that respect human rights and provide protection to people.
The same thing exists in France, the United Kingdom, Germany,
Ireland and most western European countries.

What I am proposing is really nothing new and it is not radical. It
is the same approach used by western European countries. I am open
to changes in committee and I look forward to working with Bloc
Québécois members on this.

The Acting Speaker (Ms. Denise Savoie): The member for
Terrebonne—Blainville has just one minute to answer the question.

Ms. Diane Bourgeois: Madam Speaker, I greatly appreciate the
minister's comments. The issue with this bill is the following: will all
the parties in the House be able to work together in order to ensure
that asylum seekers are treated with the utmost fairness and honesty?

I believe both sides have work to do. In fact, with this bill, the
minister is appropriating a great deal of power. Would he be prepared
to exchange some of these powers for other elements that would
make the process more transparent? In that way, even members of
the House who are not on the committee could work with
Citizenship and Immigration in order to explain in full the measures.
In addition, it would also allow them to properly counsel new
arrivals in their riding who ask them for help in obtaining refugee
status.

[English]

Mr. Don Davies (Vancouver Kingsway, NDP): Madam Speaker,
it gives me a great deal of pleasure to stand and speak about Bill
C-11, which if approved, would make important changes to Canada's
refugee determination system.

I think everybody agrees that there are problems with the current
system and that the goal we all share is to have a system that, both
fairly and quickly, determines who needs refugee protection. I also
want to say that I do appreciate the minister's hard work and
willingness to listen to all sides of this debate, and I want to
commend him on that. It typifies his usual approach to making
legislation in this country.

Having said that, I do think Bill C-11 has serious flaws that would
put refugees, particularly the most vulnerable, at risk of being
deported and subject to persecution. I want to highlight some of the
key concerns I have with this bill.

The first is the designated countries of origin. This bill would
empower the minister to designate countries whose nationals would
not have access to a refugee appeal. Although the minister refers
publicly to "safe countries of origin", neither the word “safe” nor any
criteria are included in Bill C-11. I believe this is unfair and
structurally unsound. It would treat claimants differently based on
the country of origin, and that is discriminatory.

Refugee determination requires individual assessment of each
case, not group judgments. Claimants who would be particularly
hurt, for example, include women making gender-based claims and
persons claiming on the basis of sexual orientation. In many
countries that otherwise may seem peaceful and “safe”, there could
be serious problems of persecution on these grounds.
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Claimants from designated countries would face a bias against
them even at the first level under such a scheme, since decision-
makers would be aware of the government's judgment on the country
at first instance. Moreover, claims from countries that generally seem
not to be refugee-producing are among those that often most need
appeal, due to difficult issues of fact and law, such as the availability
of state protection.

Finally, denial of fair process to these claimants might lead to their
forced return to persecution, once again in violation of human rights
law and international covenants of which Canada is a signatory.

Other concerns about this designated country of origin concept is
that having a list of safe countries of origin would politicize the
refugee system. There is just no doubt about it. If any minister of the
crown can make a list of countries that he or she feels are safe, that
cannot help but interject a degree of politicization into a judicial
process that cannot help but be flawed, unfair and wrong. In
addition, there might be new diplomatic pressures from countries
that might be unhappy about not being considered safe, and there
could be ramifications internationally for Canada's reputation abroad
as well.

As currently drafted, this amendment would give the minister a
blank cheque to designate any country, part of country or group
within a country without reference to the principles of refugee
protection. Let me give just a couple of illustrations about this.

I mentioned earlier that Australia has adopted a system similar to
this, and just recently it has listed Afghanistan and Sri Lanka as
countries it claims are safe, which would bar certain privileges to
refugees from those countries making claims.

We have also heard the minister, on repeated occasions, talk about
the Roma in Hungary as not having legitimate claims because, in his
opinion, Hungary is a safe country. We all know that gypsies and
Roma were rounded up along with Jews and communists during
World War II and sent to the gas chamber for one reason only, that
they were Roma. Historic discrimination persists in central European
countries against Roma to this day. Whether or not that amounts of
oppression, there is no question about the fact that they experience
systematic discrimination. My grandparents were born in Hungary,
and I have a fair bit of knowledge about the Hungarian culture and
the situation of Roma in that country.

We can tell in advance of this test even being adopted that there
would be serious disagreements about what is or is not a safe
country.

The eight-day interview and hearing after sixty days is
problematic. The government proposes that claimants be interviewed
by the Immigration and Refugee Board after eight days and that the
hearing take place sixty days later.

®(1105)

This presents procedural and substantive unfairness. Eight days
after arrival is often too soon for a formal interview. If the interview
were used to take claimants' detailed statements about their claims, it
might be unfair to the most vulnerable claimants, such as those
traumatized by experiences of torture or women unaccustomed to
speaking to authority figures.
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I will give a real example. A woman came to Canada with little
formal education, unable to speak English or French. At her refugee
hearing she was confused by the questions and gave unsatisfactory
answers, in the official's opinion. She was found not credible and her
claim was denied.

After the hearing, the full story came out. This woman had been
gang-raped for three days in police detention in the Democratic
Republic of Congo. The experience left her quite understandably
traumatized and terrified of people in authority. Her feelings of
shame made her reluctant to discuss her experience of sexual
violence.

She was able to talk freely about this experience only much later,
after her lawyer spent many hours gaining her trust. She had also by
then obtained some counselling and had the support of her
community. She has now applied for humanitarian and compassio-
nate consideration and is waiting for a decision. This is the kind of
situation that can occur when we rush to judgment.

Some claimants are ready for a hearing after 60 days, of course,
but others are not, including refugees who need to build that kind of
trust and gather the evidence they require. Many refugees need more
than 60 days to gather relevant documentation to support their
claims, particularly when many are fleeing a newly-emerging pattern
of persecution or have come from detention. It is also an inefficient
method, because holding a hearing before a claimant is ready, on an
arbitrary timeline, could lead to inaccurate and incomplete decisions
and the consideration of cases that are not based on the full facts.

Another flawed part of this bill concerns the decision makers.
First-instance decision makers under this proposed bill would be
civil servants rather than cabinet appointees. Members of the refugee
appeal division under this bill would be appointed by cabinet.

There is something positive to this. In the first instance, the
proposal would avoid the current problematic political appointments,
which are frequently tainted by partisan and political considerations
and not made in a timely way. To that extent I think it is a positive.

Why this is wrong and unfair is that assigning refugee
determination to civil servants is fundamentally problematic because
they lack the necessary independence. Any kind of quasi-judicial
process must, as a fundamental question of natural law, include
decision makers who are untainted by any political considerations
and are truly independent.

Limiting appointments to civil servants would also exclude some
of the most highly qualified potential decision makers from a diverse
range of backgrounds, such as academia, human rights and social
services. This would affect the quality of decision making.

The question of appointments to the RAD remains unresolved.
Under this bill, they still would be political appointees, and the
problems with that are self-evident.
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I want to chat about the appeal and pre-removal risk assessment as
well. The refugee appeal division would finally be implemented, and
I want to congratulate the minister for that. That is a positive step.
Thanks to his persistent work on this, that would help our system.
There are some positives because an appeal on the merits is
necessary to correct the inevitable errors at the first instance.

The PRRA is inefficient and ineffective at the moment. It makes
better sense to look at new evidence at the RAD. In some sense it is
inefficient also because the bill leaves in place the highly inefficient
PRRA process, which routinely takes months or years for a decision,
the average in 2006 being 202 days.

What we all need to do in the House is focus on the essence of
refugees and a proper system. Wherever they are in the world,
refugees have the same needs. They need protection and a durable
solution. Canada has specific legal obligations toward refugees who
are in Canada, so it is wrong to suggest that trading off refugees here
in favour of refugees abroad is any kind of real answer.

We have a moral responsibility toward refugees elsewhere in the
world and here in Canada. We could and should do more to resettle
refugees, including addressing the huge delays and low quality of
decision making at some visa offices.

® (1110)

I look forward to considering the bill at committee. The minister
has expressed that he is open to amendments. I think we can improve
the bill and make the kind of refugee system which will serve
Canada and refugees from around the world well.

Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and
Multiculturalism, CPC): Madam Speaker, the member for
Vancouver Kingsway works very hard on behalf of his constituents,
most of whom are immigrants to Canada and some of whom are
refugees.

I have a couple of points. First, I need to give the member a
statistical basis for his comments on refugee claimants from
Hungary. It has become our number one source country for asylum
claims. Ninety-seven per cent, that is nearly 100%, of the refugee
claimants from Hungary completely of their own volition go on to
abandon or withdraw their claims after they are filed saying by their
own admission that they actually do not need Canada's protection.

There is an ongoing criminal investigation in the Hamilton area
into allegations of human trafficking. The allegations are that many
of these people were coached to come to Canada, make a false
asylum claim and then register for provincial welfare benefits which
subsequently flowed to a criminal organization. The asylum system
was being abused as a tool to access welfare. That is not my view.
That is the view of the police who have laid charges in a serious
criminal investigation.

Of the 3% of claims that went on to adjudication at the IRB, three,
not 3%, but three of the 2,500 asylum claims from Hungary were
accepted as being in need of protection. That is an acceptance rate of
nearly 0%.

To say that those people would still have access to the asylum
system but at a slightly accelerated process I think is entirely
reasonable.

Mr. Don Davies: Madam Speaker, I thank the minister for that
point of view.

I am going to put on the record what the Canadian Council for
Refugees said. It said that the minister has repeatedly referred to 97%
of Hungarian claims being withdrawn or abandoned in 2009, but it
said that figure is misleading as most Hungarian claimants were still
waiting for a hearing at the end of 2009, 2,422 compared to only 259
who withdrew or abandoned their claim. The council also pointed
out that nothing would change for these claimants under refugee
reform, nothing.

The council says that currently most claimants who withdraw
leave soon after. If they do not, they wait to be called for a PRRA
and then wait perhaps six months or more for a decision. The same
would happen under Bill C-11.

Much more sensible in th