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REASONS FOR ORDER AND ORDER

|. Introduction

[1] The Applicant, Mr. Nur Mohamed Jama, had afair and full opportunity to present evidence
and arguments with respect to the Danger Opinion. It took approximately two years to make the
Danger Determination. The Applicant made three different sets of submissions, July 2005, August
2006 and March 2007; however, he made a conscious choice not to challenge the Danger Opinion,
rendered on June 11, 2007, although he knew that his remova wasimminent. In fact, the Applicant
was scheduled to be removed in July 2007, and yet, he still did not challenge the Danger Opinion.
The only reason he was not removed, in July of 2007, isthe airline' srefusal to transport deportees

to Somalia. No effortsto challenge the Danger Opinion, until now, were made by the Applicant.



Page: 2

[2] The Danger Opinion is based on the Minister’s Delegate opinion, dated June 11, 2007

(excerpts annexed to this Judgment).

[3] Thereis no pending underlying application within which this stay motion can be properly
brought. Furthermore, the Applicant has failed to show that the test for granting an extension of time
has been met. To obtain an extension of time, an Applicant must demonstrate:

I acontinuing intention to pursue the application;

i an arguable case for leave has been shown - application has some merit
Ii. no prejudice arises from the delay; and
iv. areasonable explanation for the delay exists.

(Canada (Attorney General) v. Hennelly (1999), 244 N.R. 399 (F.C.A.); Grewal v. Canada
(Minister of Employment Immigration), [1985] 2 F.C. 263 (F.C.A.); Marshall v. Canada, 2002 FCA

172)

[4] The Applicant has acknowledged alack of the continuing intention to pursue the
application. Moreover, he hasfailed to show that an arguable case for leave has been shown, and
that areasonable explanation exists for the delay. Asindicated, the Applicant has been aware of his
imminent removal for duration of 8-9 months. There has been no material change in country
conditionsin the part of Somaliato which the Applicant is being removed; in any case, the Danger
Opinion would till stand, as it was made before the alleged changes, and thusits validity would not

be affected in any event. Serious prejudice would arise to the Respondent if this motion were to be
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granted in the circumstances of this case. The Applicant has been held in detention for over two
years awaiting removal. Only in the last few days has the Applicant come forward with hisintention

to challenge the Danger Opinion determination.

[5] The Applicant has not provided any reliable evidence that would establish new risk issues

for regarding his return to Somaliland. The Applicant has afamily there, including his parents and

many siblings. Moreover, it appears that his previous wives/'spouses reside there with more than

four of his children (the exact number of ex and present wives/'spouses and children in Hargeisais

not entirely clear on the record).

[6] The Applicant has had the existing mental health disorder for many years. Throughout this
period he has consistently shown that he has not been compliant in taking his medication. While he
has been incarcerated for over two years, prior to that time, the efforts of the Toronto Bail program
failed to yield any successin having the Applicant comply with the treatment regiment required to
keep him under control. This fact scenario, in part, formed the basis of the Danger Opinion.
Accordingly, the availability of medications and/or psychiatric treatment is of no consequenceto a

person who has shown extensive reluctance to benefit from same.

[7] The Applicant’ sinterests do not outweigh the public interest in executing removal orders as

soon as reasonably practicable in accordance with ss. 48(2) of the Immigration and Refugee

Protection Act, S.C. 2001, c. 27 (IRPA). The Minister’s obligation under ss. 48(2) of the IRPA is
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not simply a question of administrative convenience, but implicates the integrity and fairness of, and

public confidence in, Canada’ s system of immigration control.

[8] In considering the balance of convenience, the Court must consider that the Applicant isa
danger to the public in Canada. If a person is adanger to the public in Canada or has committed
crimes against humanity, the public interest and the balance of convenience favours not staying
removal from Canada. (Choubaev v. Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration), 2002 FCT

816; Grant v. Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration), 2002 FCT 141.)

[9] As stated by Justice Judith Snider in Chen v. Canada (Minister of Citizenship and
Immigration), 2004 FC 464, [2004] F.C.J. No. 567 (QL): “aclear starting point for viewing public
interest in this case is the objective of the legidative framework in question.” While acknowledging
that Canada s commitment to non-refoulement is one of the objectives of the IRPA, an even more
pressing objective, which impacts everyone living in Canada, is the maintenance and protection of

the security of Canadian society and the integrity of Canada simmigration system.

[10] Thebaance of convenience favoursthe Minister, in that, the Applicant’ s removal would
satisfy the objectives, as set out in the IRPA, of establishing fair and efficient proceduresto
maintain the integrity of the Canadian refugee system, protecting the safety and security of
Canadian society, and promoting international justice and security by denying access to Canadian

territory to persons who are security risks or serious criminas. (IRPA, ss. 3(2)(e), (g) and (h).)



Page: 5

I1. Background

[11] Thefacts set out in the affidavit of Ms. Karen Miranda, the email explanation received from
Officer, Mr. Bob Hickson, the Danger Opinion, dated June 11, 2007, and the extensive materias

filed by the Applicant are self explanatory. (The annexed document highlights elements therein.)

1. Issue

[12] Hasthe Applicant satisfied all three parts of the conjunctive test for astay?

IV. Anaysis

[13] Thetest for the granting of an Order staying execution of aremoval orde, is:

a) whether there is a serious question to be determined by the Court;

b) whether the party seeking the stay would suffer irreparable harm if the stay were

not issued; and

c) whether, on the balance of convenience, the party seeking the stay will suffer the

greater harm from the refusal to grant the stay.

(Toth v. Canada (Minister of Employment and Immigration) (1988), 86 N.R. 302 (F.C.A.); RIR-

MacDonald Inc. v. Canada (Attorney General), [1994] 1 S.C.R. 311.)

[14] Thetest for astay isconjunctive and the Applicant must therefore satisfy each branch of this

tri-partite test.
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Serious|issue
[15] Asthe Applicant hasfailed to establish a serious issue, this motion ought to be dismissed on
this basis done. This stay motion attempts to put into issue a Danger Opinion which was rendered

8-9 months previoudy. The Applicant made a conscious choice not to challenge the Danger

Opinion, and heis now irrevocably out of time. In the circumstances, there is no underlying

application within which this stay motion can be heard.

[16] OnJdunell, 2007, aMinister’s Delegate issued an opinion, pursuant to paragraph 115(2)(a)
of the IRPA that the Applicant constitutes a present and future danger to the public in Canada. The
decision was prepared in accordance with Article 33(2) of the United Nations Convention on the
status of refugees, which permits the host country to remove a refugee who has been convicted of a
particularly serious crime and who constitutes a danger to the country. In addition to the danger
assessment, the opinion includes a consideration of the Applicant’ s risk upon return to Somaliland
in accordance with the Supreme Court of Canada decision in Suresh v. Canada (Minister of
Citizenship and Immigration), [2002] 1 S.C.R. 3, and of humanitarian and compassionate elements.
This consideration addressed his persona circumstances. (Reference is also made to the Danger

Opinion.)

[17] There has not been amaterial negative change in country conditions in the region to which
the Applicant isbeing removed. (IRPA, s. 112 and s. 115; Ragupathy v. Canada (Minister of Public

Safety and Emergency Preparedness), 2006 FC 1370 (T.D.), at paras. 15-22.)
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IrreparableHarm

[18] Theonusison the Applicant to demonstrate, through clear and convincing evidence of
irreparable harm, that the extraordinary remedy of astay of removal is warranted. |rreparable harm
must constitute more than a series of possibilities and cannot be smply based on assertions and

speculation. (Atwal v. Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration), 2004 FCA 427.)

[19] The Supreme Court of Canada has held that such harm must be done to the Applicant, not to

athird party. (RIR-MacDonadd Inc., above, at para. 58.)

[20] The Federal Court jurisprudence also establishes that irreparable harm must be something
more than the inherent consequences of deportation. As Justice Denis Pelletier stated, in Melo v.
Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration) (2000), 188 F.T.R. 39:

[21]  ...if the phraseirreparable harmisto retain any meaning at al, it must refer

to some prejudice beyond that which isinherent in the notion of deportation itself.

To be deported isto lose your job, to be separated from familiar faces and places. It
is accompanied by enforced separation and heartbreak.

[21] The Applicant’s extensive family livesin the areato which the Applicant is being removed.
During his extensive past in the U.S. and Canada, he has not been compliant with appropriate
treatments/medications. Accordingly, the availability of same isimmaterial to this Applicant asthe
state cannot force compliance. Contrary to the vague representations by the Applicant, regarding the
treatment of mentally ill individuals, his other mentally ill siblings are institutionalized, and not
“tied to atree”. Asthe Applicant hasfailed to satisfy the test for irreparable harm, this motion ought

to be dismissed on thisbasis alone.
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Balance of Convenience

[22] Itistritelaw that the public interest must be taken into consideration when evaluating this
last criterion. (RJIR-MacDonald Inc., above; Blumv. Canada (Minister of Citizenship and

Immigration) (1994), 90 F.T.R. 54 (F.C.T.D.), by Justice Paul Rouleau.)

[23] Inthiscontext, the very recent statements of the Supreme Court of Canadain Medovarski v.
Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration), [2005] 2 S.C.R. 539, concerning the intent of
the legidation. The Right Honourable Berverley McLachlin, Chief Justice of Canada, speaking for a

unanimous Court, stated:

[9] The IRPA enacted a series of provisions intended to facilitate the removal of
permanent residents who have engaged in serious criminality. Thisintent isreflected in
the objectives of the IRPA, the provisions of the IRPA governing permanent residents
and the legidative hearings preceding the enactment of the IRPA.

[10] The objectives as expressed in the IRPA indicate an intent to prioritize
security. This objective is given effect by preventing the entry of applicants with
criminal records, by removing applicants with such records from Canada, and by
emphasizing the obligation of permanent residents to behave lawfully while in Canada.
This marks a change from the focusin the predecessor statute, which emphasized the
successful integration of applicants more than security: e.g. see s. 3(1)(i) of the IRPA
versuss. 3(j) of the former Act; s. 3(1)(e) of the IRPA versus s. 3(d) of the former Act;
s. 3(1)(h) of the IRPA versus s. 3(i) of the former Act. Viewed collectively, the
objectives of the IRPA and its provisions concerning permanent residents, communicate
astrong desire to treat criminals and security threats less |eniently than under the former
Act.

[12] In introducing the IRPA, the Minister emphasi zed that the purpose of
provisions such as s. 64 was to remove the right to appeal by serious criminals. She
voiced the concern that "those who pose a security risk to Canada be removed from our
country as quickly as possible”.




Page: 9

13  Insummary, the provisions of the IRPA and the Minister's comments indicate that
the purpose of enacting the IRPA, and in particular s. 64, was to efficiently remove
criminas sentenced to prison terms over six months from the country. Since s. 196
explicitly refersto s. 64 (barring appeals by serious criminals), it seems that the
trangtional provisions should be interpreted in light of these legidative objectives.
(Emphasis added.)

[24] Thebaance of convenience heavily favours the Respondent in the circumstances. The
Minister is seeking to protect the Canadian public and, with that objective in mind, is carrying out
his statutory duty. As Justice William P. McKeown stated, in Gomes v. Canada (Minister of

Citizenship and Immigration), [1995] F.C.J. No. 199 (QL):

[7] With respect to the balance of convenience test, | am in agreement with
the reasoning of Rothstein J. in Mahadeo v. Canada (Secretary of State), October
31, 1994, (unreported), Court File IMM-4647-94 (F.C.T.D) [Please see [1994]
F.C.J. No. 1624]. Inthat case, Rothstein J. stated that when the applicant is guilty
of welfare fraud or has been convicted of a criminal offence in Canada, the
balance of convenience weighs heavily in favour of the respondent. In this case
the applicant was convicted of assault causing bodily harm, which | find to
outweigh any consideration of the emotional devastation of the applicant's family.
| therefore find that the balance of convenience in this case lies with the

respondent.

[8] Given my negative findings on the first two elements of the tripartite test, |
do find it necessary to consider the issue of irreparable harm. (Emphasis added.)

[25] Thepublicinterest isto be taken into account and weighed together with the interests of
private litigants. The Applicant has not met the third aspect of the tri-partite test, insofar asthe
balance of convenience favours the Minister and not the Applicant. (Manitoba (Attorney General) v.

Metropolitan Sores (MTS) Ltd., [1987] 1 S.C.R. 110, at para. 146.)
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In Dugonitsch v. Canada (Minister of Employment Immigration), [1992] F.C.J. No. 320

(F.C.T.D.), Justice Andrew MacKay set out the considerations pertinent to assessing balance of

convenience:

[27]

Absent evidence of irreparable harm, it is strictly speaking unnecessary to
consider the question of the balance of convenience. Nevertheless, it is useful to
recall that in discussing the test for a stay or an interlocutory injunction in the
Metropolitan Stores case Mr. Justice Beetz stressed the importance of giving
appropriate weight to the public interest in a case where a stay is sought against a
body acting under public statutes and regulations which have not yet been
determined to beinvalid or inapplicable to the case at hand. That public interest
supports the maintenance of statutory programs and the efforts of those
responsible for carrying them out. Only in exceptional caseswill the individual’s
interest, which on the evidence is likely to suffer irreparable harm, outweigh the
public interest. (Emphasis added.)

The comments of Justice John Maxwell Evansin Sdlliah v. Canada (Minister of Citizenship

and Immigration), 2004 FCA 261, are also applicable:

[28]

[21] Counsel saysthat since the appellants have no criminal record, are not
security concerns, and are financially established and socially integrated in
Canada, the balance of convenience favours maintaining the status quo until their
appeal is decided.

[22] | do not agree. They have had three negative administrative decisions,
which have all been upheld by the Federal Court. It is nearly four years since they
first arrived here. In my view, the balance of convenience does not favour
delaying further the discharge of either their duty, as persons subject to an
enforceable removal order, to leave Canadaimmediately, or the Minister's duty to
remove them as soon as reasonably practicable: IRPA, subsection 48(2). Thisis
not simply a question of administrative convenience, but implicates the integrity
and fairness of, and public confidence in, Canada's system of immigration control.

(Emphasis added.)

Section 48 of the IRPA requires the Minister to remove persons, such as the Applicant, as

soon as reasonably practicable.



Page: 11

[29] Inadl of these circumstances, staying the Applicant’ s remova would undermine the fairness,
integrity, and confidence in Canada s system of immigration control; therefore, the balance of

convenience favours the Respondent.

[30] The Applicant seeks extraordinary equitable relief. It istrite law that the public interest must
be taken into consideration when evaluating this last criterion. In order to demonstrate that the
baance of convenience favours the Applicant, the latter should demonstrate that thereis apublic

interest not to remove him, as scheduled. In Townsend, Justice Marshall Rothstein, found that the

balance favoured the Minister given the “appellant’ slong criminal record and current costly

incarceration outweigh the appellant’ s lengthy residencein Canada’. (Townsend v. Canada (M.C.I.)

(25 June 2004), Doc. No. A-167-04, at para. 6; RIR-MacDonald Inc., above, Blum, above; Tesoro v.
Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration), 2005 FCA 148; Thanabalasinghamv. Canada

(Minister of Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness), 2006 FC 486.)

[31] Asdated by Justice John Sopinkain Canada (Minister of Employment and Immigration) v.

Chiarelli, [1992] 1 SC.R. 711:

The most fundamental principle of immigration law is that non citizens do not have
an unqualified right to enter or remain in the country.

[32] Inthewithin motion, the Applicant has not demonstrated that the balance of convenience
favours the non-application of the law nor outweigh the public interest; therefore, the risk

assessment performed in the context of the Danger of Opinion does not fall “within arange of
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possible acceptable outcomes which are defensible in respect of the facts and the law”, as specified

in Dunsmuir v. New Brunswick, 2008 SCC 9.

[33] Inconsidering the balance of convenience, the Court must consider whether the Applicant is
adanger to the public in Canada. If aperson is a danger to the public in Canada, the public interest
and the balance of convenience favours not staying remova from Canada. (Choubaev, above;

Grant, above.)

[34] Asdstated by Justice Snider in Chen, above, “aclear starting point for viewing public interest
in this case isthe objective of the legidative framework in question.” While acknowledging that
Canada’ s commitment to non-refoulement is one of the objectives of the IRPA, an even more
pressing objective, which impacts everyone living in Canada, is the maintenance and protection of

the security of Canadian society and the integrity of Canada simmigration system.

[35] Thebaance of convenience favoursthe Minister, in that, the Applicant’ s removal would
satisfy the objectives, as set out in IRPA, of establishing fair and efficient procedures to maintain
the integrity of the Canadian refugee system, protecting the safety and security of Canadian society,
and promoting international justice and security by denying access to Canadian territory to persons

who are security risks or serious criminals. (IRPA, ss. 3(2)(e), (g) and (h).)

V. Conclusion
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[36] TheApplicant had afair and full opportunity to present evidence and arguments with
respect to the Danger Opinion. He made a conscious choice not to challenge the Danger Opinion,
although he knew that his removal was imminent. He was scheduled to be removed in July 2007,
and, yet, he dtill did not challenge the Danger Opinion. The only reason he was not removed in July
of 2007, isthe airline srefusal to transport him. He has known all along that he was to be removed
as soon as possible, yet he made no efforts to challenge the Danger Opinion, until now. Thereisno
pending underlying application, no pending motion for extension of time to challenge the Danger
Opinion, and no prospects of being granted the extension of time. Moreover, he has not provided
any reliable evidence that would establish new risk issues for regarding his return to Somailand, an
entirely separate region of Somalia. In these circumstances, in the present case, the Applicant’s
interests do not outweigh the public interest in executing removal orders as soon as reasonably
practicable in accordance with ss. 48(2) of the IRPA. The Minister’s obligation under ss. 43(2) of
the IRPA is not smply a question of administrative convenience, but implicates the integrity and
fairness of, and public confidence in, Canada’ s system of immigration control. (Sdliah, above, at

para. 22.)
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ORDER

THIS COURT ORDERSthat the application for astay of removal from Canada, be dismissed.

“Michdl M.J. Shore’
Judge
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Suhstances Act which is an indictabile pffence and lakle 1o imprisonmenn for Life.
Sentsnced to 1 day in provineinl jail, order of prohibitien for 99 yews wndar s 109
mnd 1 manths pbmtmumﬂrhamﬁnﬁ:]jﬂ

On Februspy 7, l'ﬂ'ﬂ M, Jama wes repamed undsr previcus imemigration legistation
mmi?;wﬁmmwummmmmmmmum
etavictions o the Umred Smtes:

01hue85  charged i Califiemie with deiving while impaired
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02 fungs ehasped in California with mischief in 4" and 5* dagres
CEMeySE  comvicted in Wishingios of firsarm or dangerous weapen

In (pere. | T} Mr, Juma states,” | wos coovicted of cacrying a coneealed wenpan in Seaffle,
Weshington During thar time, [ was livieg is sn spervsest buildiog. The people who
lived in thix aperment bullding aftes had probisms with the police hacauge they werc
iman drugs. The police offen same to this spartment building 10 dea] with profiems. e
duy, the palice cere to chark sp on people in the budlding, end they cifne B Y

Whin the police came 8 @y Apartment, they grw a kil on the takie and
mrrested e | used this kmife for cooking purpeses ood was actaally cocking 2t the Tome.
piead guilty w this charge, becmuse [ was advised by a friend that if T 4id 20, T would
lpmﬂhh'ﬁntiu.jﬁlnimulﬂt«uhnhtam'

12Fehb charged in Waslkinrton with Sl %0 camply
17P=h0a charged in Washinglon with malicious mischied
05 hfarsa coovicesd in Washizgton af three coumts af hefl under

Mr, Jamma's account (parn. | E) be stares, “On thyes socasione, [ was mndes the jnfluenes of
alcibml, went 1o different stores and tisd 0 bave with solen goads, oo was grrestsd. O
the first neessdem, T ored in meat 5 com of hesr, [ stempted 1o ste] 8 couple of st af
beer on the thizd sccxsion when | was gresed, [ plead puilty to thess three chargea.”

13 M98 corrvicind in Washingios of ssasult

Mr, Tamnn pites fpars. 15) T went to & bar, had some drinks sod weg playing poaol with
somw other peopla. At oss poine, oy oo {poc] mick) tooched another [man, and he
cluimed | sscauhed him. [ was wrested by the police and charged with the assault [ plead
guilty to this charge~ .

1Th=39 comvicted la Waahingten of malioiouws mischisf

.Hnﬁmdm_l.fwinq-uiﬂ war soapght by CIC afficials pussuant to the seefian 2T report, 05
Mir. Juma was alresdy usder s remeoval arder,

Purs IH - I:h.'-gu Aesrmen

Jne of the elements under paragraph 11572) (o) cxpreusly requires thar the persos wha (s the
sutjeet of o danges opinion be iadmicsble o of serious crimanalify. Paragraph 26(1) (2)
of the Immigrarion and Refupsr Profecrion der’ (IRPA), deseribes inademissibiliey fog serious
criminality where & permement r=sidsf or & fereipn natiseal hes been eoondeted tn Capeds ofan .
offence under an Act of Parlinment punizhable by & masdmum tenmn of imprisotomet of at leas 10
years, or of en ofesce wnder en Act of Pafloment for which 8 taem of inprsanment of more San
=% month bas been mposed. 0o 2 Jone 2005, Mr Jams bezacse the subject of 2 report under
subseetion 44 (1) for 35 (1) (a) of JRPA, 25 be was convizted in Toroate Owtario sn 17 October

. leweipratien oad Rglerar Provearisn da 5.C. 2001, & 7.
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2003 of oze cousn of wafficking in fubstynce, pamely cocsine, contrany to section 5(1) of te
Contralled Drags end Substicess Art, an indictable ofmos, Mhpﬂiﬂlﬂlhim.m
Tt of imgrisoement for [if=. Based oo Ihzeﬂdﬂt,lmmhﬁdmlhmtd}whhdmu
chat bfp. fama's comvictinn readers him inadmizeble on the bamis of seions erieinality.

A rimilar eenelusiog alse follows from & consideration of subseccion J20(3) of the
Fevodgvation and Rafuger Pratuction fegulations' (IRPR). This tansitions] provision
providen that;
*& persap whi on the coening tnte force of this sectos had heen determined 1o be
isadmiseihle on the bass of paragraph 271} {d) of the fommer Act is
{a) inaderachle under fhe lommi grasion aed Befapes Protestion At on
grounds of serious crimisality if e persgg was canvictsd ol an
cffence ond a term of Emprisonm s of more then six months b Geen
e, ar 4 veem of imprisenssent of 10 vears er more could have
betn impasd.”

There iz evidenes in the racord thad br, Tama was also inadmegeible on the hasis of
prongmagh 271 () oif the former At

In making my decisian [ ave considered the case of Jeyaseslam Thumixngeos 1004 FC
507 which provides & nsefisl sammery resprcting the fensing to be given (o the pheass
“danger te the prblis®, The relovast prasges may be found a2 pasagraphs [32] & [33] s

h..l:-u’.]'wniul.mim-:ﬁad with spprova) (he following passege from the decision of
.Tu.'rﬁ.wh'l]wi.n Eiilrammy® -

I e comtexy, the meaning of “pubdic danger* 15 Botw mysery: i must refe i
the pasibiliny that & persan whe bas comenivted n serious crime in the past may
sexigualy be thoughito be a potoatial re-offender. 1t meed Dot be proven - indsed
i1 eamet b proven — it the person will re-offend. Whn [ believe the
sebeestion adequately focuses the Misines's mind on 1 contidetation of whether,
e what she lnows abeut the individunl and what the individual has 3o say in
his own behalf, she can form g opizion in good faith thet ke ir 2 poxsible re-
affemder whose presence i Caradn erewtey an wasseegeabie ridk 10 the pablic.

IMr. Jama has sugaged in 2 pattern of eriming] activity for years. He was only two weeks
i Canada befire he was charged with and shesquently convicred of coerving o

¥ bmmiprartzn and B efiopee Frateceion Regeleons, SORDORSEI0E-1IT,
* Tupra, Feotnate 14,

:hv. Candde (Miatier 5f CRirenbis awd femigraion), 2000 FCT 478
Fiffiamr v, Casads (i af Climenship ond Jmmigrssianl, [1967] 3 F.C. 886 (0A)

= =8 P.2a

e B
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m&ﬂdnﬂnﬂu..H! has mocamulared npumeross violsoce related erimimal comvictans
since thit Eme and kas shown hin recidiviatic tendeneies

This following i & gages dared 4 Mov. 04 Erom e Notiee of Arrer under JRPA levsed 10
b= Jama.

“In mry opinica, s porson i & deger oo fhe public snd i unlfiely to apper, My
reazoes for foomiing this apmiso &

That (Fama) Wer ... Shoald bave his desention continsed amce he

-hax acoumsleted 3 very cxeniive and mes st ormmine] hisory boh in ge ULEA
wid E—ﬁm‘1=u1hpuiljl:m_ﬁhmﬂulﬁuuuﬂ'lﬂl“ﬁuinﬂ
Sppidrs 16 be escilaing o sy, Pretestly, M. Jama in before the cousts facing
chargst of rohbery, Fis past crimvine Kirary bete and in USA inchedsy changes and
eatvictiond for the following effenesy; mrehiple offerces for weapons posacigicn:
narcotics rafficking (cocaine); battery o8 a persos; multple asssat: malicious mischick,
muitipls thef, eriminal thespasy; multiple firaarmy’ dafperses weapeas sffeeces;
erimined mizchief 4% pnd T dapree; mulsiple driving sMeases muftisle fail to eomply
offefiner; sbhatruotieg ki caforersient officer toosty lwdul bug coaduet; pacsegzian

proceedy of e

= hay ans of e woem il 2 comply chimeal & immgrites Rimeoeed B

has aces im abzost 30 ymcy, & in fact, the Toronfo Bl Pregram has for the 792" tme
in as ey yeass aguin fopmally withdrrsn ropeeviaion of this fubjest bazauge off -
refomal £ talee g pradicerions sombred with the Ber thie be persiste dacpine wamings
miat 10 drink sleahal. Fardher, W Jami b redee bees gpraned by immigraton snd tdos
rnh.:uimmiwﬂnq.hmhht'humpmdh vialeted them. M. Yoma bac a
diagnossd serinus prychalogien! Ssorder fof which be is nugrpased 10 wiee bis prosesited
mediceSions ot Fails to 2l too often. His discrder It 0o sewere that ke is congidmed
incagmhls of reposting to the boad centre here withost 3 professional afiesdhng with his
at wrranged. Ha's filed 16 sesenly also wol bis eispinad buil condiiens bath here in
Coamada and = U5 A

TS investgeear sovies chat on, T4 dats, Mr e repeatedly Inadtod be has g crimisal
Fwzard = Ban naly been seoused of teef falaely, noredthsmandlag 3 homrendoas oiminel
history acquired & 11 yeass slops (3 2 Ef=ear cownnbes snd which appaars o be gelling
worse. He slmply seeemed ndl respomtibality for any of his past or cirrenf ictioez. n fast,
ha is Nip, sowtiar if be is rensmed t Sormali, ke will show s wiat kiThng is ax be vl
"Il everpbady,™ edding when | ko in which counny ke wemld 10 cvnrpbedy, You
will find ot ™ Though he Intar sald he was junt “joing” ted despite the fact he basa
et dinev, Mr. Yema in believad o konow' right from wrong and his cem Ml
Health Conrdinstor #ared he looswn whit b is doing when he it robbing peophs ths it i
wrong. Repardless of the whys, Mr, Juma, In thiy iovesdgaoce's opinien, pases 3 very real
dan gor bo U public upon which be costrued @ prey and witk alarmiog fequensy, aod
ba mest defsioly and cbvizagly s [neapable &foe ugradlipg o comply wit wrms &
canditieny of both cimina] and imempradon balhonds —aeriod, Hn uill sot repert sed
tlzurly wil| cortinus to vimseize the unuspesting inRssont memborg af the populstion |
ghren et anather chanse. He is aleo the passer of wn Effe=sve Remeval Cirder at pregeat
and to dutr, has been weable w reecive ctimizal bail relonse epwin. I i qoestionable a5 18
he Toally does huws & flzed residential address o Canada despe his clinme, and &=
likeRhaod of his beirg trached eunily when be gaey undergrousd (e st good but for the
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fad fact he consasee e perpeally affend uned re-affend erminally snd s vinlaon of
immon [gracion lrw, He is sppasesly porsons mem grats in dhe U'SA where has alsa left o
g vyl e wierisn bn 3 different cizes befre coming to Canada o cannmus snd
pscaluis Fle habitud crimiml condect. Ha simply mest remain in doiestion 1o bodh ensde
hiz attendsnes ot all procecdlags, meivding hic ressaval Som Conds of well &1 ta probec
the public o largs which has oo often io recent past fallen vistim to Mr. Jama and bis
aleriguzty inoerrigibe oriminad lifsatyle "

O, 27 Dhersier 2004, & hermd Healte Coordimstor ssaeed:

“pibr. s hag been effeedad cupesvisinn Severil timed by Torsats Bail Program
only te beeask the teems mnd conditingg of his melsass order and mpervision
apmement My, Jifia Bt ineiirred sany Bew charpes far rafficking, postession
four e purperer of mafficiing, mnd pevers] robbery chanpes. He is comently
inearcerared af *Topeiin Dion Jadl™ on & dstertian srder for robbery, Thas wistsy'
Fas peovided Eomnsrdiniry SopePYiian A Times paf Seek to na avad 1z b
Jassa hay been arrered repeanndly amd this wrirer kolde [fnl= hope of him being
Mﬁmﬂ..ﬂhmnﬂm&rﬂm!nTﬂ:ﬂHﬂI!ﬂthhﬁl
apEain bes fiiled o remain in geod sanding, Mr. Teme does pot ke bin
Eabication 33 preseribed and reccathy it bas cama to my amsntion that he has

; bnnmnﬂil;dmhﬂ.ttirl:ﬂlmm&mmmﬂimhum
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