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[English]
The Chair (Mr. Sukh Dhaliwal (Surrey—Newton, Lib.)): I

call the meeting to order. We are meeting in public. Welcome to
meeting number 119 of the House of Commons Standing Commit‐
tee on Citizenship and Immigration.

Today's meeting is taking place in a hybrid format. I would like
to remind participants of the following points. Please wait until I
recognize you by name before speaking. All comments should be
addressed through the chair. Whether participating in person or by
Zoom, please raise your hand if you wish to speak. The clerk and I
will manage the speaking order as best we can.

Pursuant to Standing Order 108(2) and the motion adopted by the
committee at the meeting convened on October 21, 2024, the com‐
mittee is resuming its study of the recent reforms to the internation‐
al student program.

MP Dzerowicz, welcome to the committee. I know you're very
passionate about immigration and chairing the Liberal caucus on
immigration, so welcome.

On behalf of the committee members, I would like to welcome
the witnesses for today's meeting.

From the Canadian Association of Schools of Nursing, we have
with us, Jean Daniel Jacob. Welcome, Mr. Jacob.

From the Dais at Toronto Metropolitan University, we have by
video conference the director of policy and research, Mr. André
Côté. Welcome.

Finally, from my own part of Canada, from Vancouver Commu‐
nity College, we have president and chief executive officer, Mr.
Ajay Patel. Mr. Patel, welcome to the committee.

Up to five minutes will be given for opening remarks, after
which we will proceed with the rounds of questions.

I want to remind all honourable members that any honourable
member who's asking questions and feels that the witness is going
too long is to raise the hand. I will stop the clock, and I will start it
again once the honourable member starts to speak.

I would also request of the witnesses to keep an eye on the hon‐
ourable member who's asking questions. When the hand is raised,
that is a signal to wrap up. I don't want to be interrupting between
the conversations because I will be taking more time from the
members if I need to intervene. That works very well with this
committee.

Now I would like to welcome Mr. Jacob.

You have five minutes for your opening statements. Please go
ahead.

[Translation]

Mr. Jean Daniel Jacob (Executive Director, Canadian Associ‐
ation of Schools of Nursing): Good afternoon, everyone.

[English]

Good afternoon. My name is Jean Daniel Jacob. I'm the execu‐
tive director of the Canadian Association of Schools of Nursing. I
am new in the position. I was appointed at the beginning of
November. My previous role was as the director of the school of
nursing at the University of Ottawa. While I will provide a pan-
Canadian perspective on this issue, I also have some hands-on ex‐
perience related to the admission of international students in nurs‐
ing programs.

For context, the Canadian Association of Schools of Nursing, or
CASN, is a national voluntary association that is located on the un‐
ceded territory of the Algonquin people. It represents baccalaureate
and graduate education programs in nursing. These are entry-to-
practice programs for registered nurses and nurse practitioners as
well as programs that result in master's and Ph.D.s in nursing.

The organization's mission is to support the delivery of high-
quality nursing education through accreditation of schools and their
respective nursing programs; the creation of standards, resources
and continuing education that promote excellence in teaching; and
representing nursing education nationally, which is why I am before
you today.

International students make up a relatively small percentage of
enrolment in nursing programs. The most recent data we have
comes from Statistics Canada prior to the pandemic. Around 2.6%
to 4.7% of enrolments were from international students in nursing
programs.

CASN collects information from schools of nursing each year on
the number of applications, admissions and enrolments of students
and graduates from nursing programs. Unfortunately, we currently
do not monitor the number of applications and enrolments from in‐
ternational students. However, it is possible to look at the global ef‐
fects of the reforms when considering their full impact on nursing
programs, both direct and indirect.
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Following the COVID-19 pandemic, Canada experienced an
acute nursing shortage that continues to impact health care today. In
response to this acute need for nurses, provincial governments
called for an increase in nursing seats and compressed programs
across Canada. This short-term provincial funding allowed the
schools to respond to this crisis by increasing seats in most nursing
programs, including registered or licensed practical nursing pro‐
grams, registered nursing programs and nurse practitioner pro‐
grams.

There's a direct tension between the provincial funding for nurs‐
ing seats and regulatory reforms that impacts budgets at universities
and colleges overall. The overall decreases in budgets end up af‐
fecting nursing schools and their programs by increasing the work‐
loads of smaller numbers of faculties and staff and diminished sup‐
ports and services to both professors and students—for example, in
mental health services and writing centres.

It's important to mention that the international student cap and
other related regulatory changes are felt more in rural communities
and institutions. For example, some universities and colleges in At‐
lantic Canada have higher proportions of international students. Be‐
yond the financial implications for schools, we can see in certain
locations a reliance on international student nursing graduates in or‐
der to fill shortages in local health care institutions. This is particu‐
larly true of programs that operate in linguistic minority contexts
and rely on international students to meet their increasingly diverse
health industry and population needs.

Current reforms are therefore significantly affecting provinces'
health human resource needs and the increasing vulnerability of
precarious yet essential nursing programs. In the short term, the de‐
cisions affect the viability of programs through program closures,
layoffs, hiring freezes and so on. In the long term, they affect the
academic institutions' capacity to address the increasing needs of
diverse populations.

It's also important to note that, overall, the current international
enrolment doesn't even meet the new threshold set by the govern‐
ments, suggesting a deterring effect on international students' will‐
ingness to study in Canada following the reform.
● (1540)

Another impact of the reform is on the number of master's and
Ph.D. students in nursing. Canada has a shortage of Ph.D. and mas‐
ter's prepared nurses. Highlights from our national faculty and stu‐
dent survey show that, in 2023, schools were unable to fill 78 per‐
manent and long-term contract faculty positions. Schools projected
a need to hire 200 permanent and 110 long-term contract faculty
positions in 2024. Seventy-seven permanent faculty retired in 2023.
Roughly 40% of schools reported a lack of nurses with Ph.D.s or
master's degrees applying to faculty positions.

Delivery of sustainable education programs and the creation of a
sustainable workforce require careful consideration from institu‐
tions and provincial and federal governments. All students, includ‐
ing international students, should enter a nursing program that has
the physical and human resources, including classroom space, lab
equipment, clinical placements for high-quality educational experi‐
ence, successful program completion and students who are well-po‐
sitioned to pass the registration exam. Graduate education in nurs‐

ing is required for most faculty positions within schools of nursing
and, therefore, has a direct impact on the sustainability of the nurs‐
ing workforce.

I'm happy to take some questions afterwards.

The Chair: Thank you Mr. Jacob. That was six minutes and 34
seconds.

Now we'll go to Mr. Côté for five minutes.

Mr. André Côté (Director, Policy and Research, The Dais at
Toronto Metropolitan University): Thank you, Chair, and thanks
to the committee for inviting me to speak.

My name is André Côté. I'm the director of policy and research
at the Dais, which is a think tank at Toronto Metropolitan Universi‐
ty. In a past life, I was also a senior adviser to an Ontario higher
education minister, so I sort of bring that perspective as well.

I'll say just a quick word about the Dais. We're based out of
Toronto Metropolitan University. Our work really focuses on public
policy at the intersection of education, technology and democracy.
Those are kind of our three big realms. As part of that, we've been
doing a bunch of work on international education, including a
project we launched in the spring to think about the future of inter‐
national education in Canada, really in the wake of the January an‐
nouncement, which I think it's safe to say threw the system into cri‐
sis a little bit and was the result of the huge surge in international
enrolments and whatnot.

This project was with the Canadian Standards Association Public
Policy Centre and a few other partners. The aim to a large extent
was research, but it was also hosting round tables with a wide array
of other partners and stakeholders in this space. My remarks will be
informed by a bunch of the work we've been doing there. The re‐
port is to be released soon as well.

I'll just hit a few quick points and then I'm happy to elaborate
further in the questions.
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The first one is that we need to really focus on what we have to
do to fix Canada's international education system for the future,
rather than assigning blame for the past. I think the great frustration
and anger are very understandable. I've certainly heard from many
stakeholders in the space about what's happened over the past year.
As someone who's been in this space observing for 10 years or so, I
think there is plenty of blame to go around and, frankly, some of
this was foreseeable years back. Certainly, some of this is on the
federal government, but also a large share is on the provinces and
certain provinces in particular that jointly manage the system. A
share is on the universities and colleges, many of which chose to
pursue really aggressive growth strategies. Then there were many
other players in the system who had a real vested interest in this
surge in growth, so they contributed.

I just think the first point is that, rather than dwelling on that, we
really need to focus our energies on fixing the system to benefit
Canada and also, importantly, doing right by foreign students com‐
ing to Canada. That's point one.

Point two is that I and we are broadly supportive of the govern‐
ment's reforms. I'll have some caveats in a moment.

This year, because they've come in these various announcements
over time from January through the spring to another in September,
it's been tough to gather this sort of full picture. However, when
you look at the key reform, it certainly was around the study per‐
mitting system. I think the reforms have shifted it from what was a
somewhat laissez-faire, demand-driven model to a right-sized and
capped supply system linked to the temporary residence targets in
the levels plan. This makes sense to me. You can quibble about the
numbers and the approach, but it broadly brings some structure and
that sort of sustainability piece that's been talked about.

Again, you can quibble over the numbers, but I think that mea‐
sures to tighten up postgraduate work permit eligibility, putting in
place more system integrity and accountability mechanisms, the at‐
testation letters, more levers for overseeing DLIs, the changes to
the working-hours policy, which were way too high at the 40 hours,
and increasing the cost of living asset requirements were, as a broad
package, some things that needed to be done.

Third, I would say that my sense is that the federal reforms have
overstepped into some domains that are better managed by the
provinces and by the post-secondary institutions. I think the partic‐
ular areas of concern are around the reforms to tie postgraduate
work permit eligibility for colleges to in-demand programs and the
changes around graduate students, including incorporating them in
the cap and things that seem reasonably minor, like limiting work
eligibility to spouses of grad students in shorter programs.

One aspect is that these reforms are really using immigration
levers to, in some regard, dictate post-secondary policy, which I
think is problematic. That should largely be left to the provinces.

They're also very blunt instruments for trying to do these things.
Frankly, on the postgraduate work permit eligibility, for example, is
IRCC best placed to be forecasting labour market needs across the
country or identifying qualifying programs? Many stakeholders we
talked to had concerns with this piece.

● (1545)

Going forward, our recommendation is that this should be done
in conjunction with or, frankly, potentially deferred to the provinces
in future. It's something we can dig into. We see them as being
much better equipped to understand local labour markets and re‐
gional development needs and to oversee post-secondary policy.

The fourth point is that the ISP is a jointly run system and there
needs to be much better coordination and consultation. It has to be
said that this crisis is, to a large extent, a failure of federalism. The
feds and the provinces have not worked closely together enough on
this.

I think a lot of the frustration with the reforms this year boils
down to a perceived lack of consultation among stakeholders in
many quarters. Fixing the system will require coordinated actions
in a number of areas that we get into in our reports. These include
ensuring integrity in consumer protection and recruitment, enhanc‐
ing oversight and quality assurance of DLIs, improving academic
supports and services for international students and more. I can get
into these a bit more in the questions.

My last point is that efforts to renew the system should be built
upon a new and long-term international education strategy, as well
as efforts or a plan to rebuild brand Canada internationally. In short,
many people we've talked to express the view that Canada has lost
its way on international education. It has a system that has gradual‐
ly become overly driven by driving short-term revenues, rather than
national objectives and quality outcomes for students. We need a
refreshed vision. We need clearer objectives and a refreshed strate‐
gy. It should be informed and guided by an extensive consultation
process. It should reflect this dramatically changed environment,
aligning post-secondary goals with our broader national objectives
in immigration, labour markets, regional development and global
affairs.

Last, it needs to reconcile the damage we've done to our brand
internationally over the past year and think about coordinated ap‐
proaches for rebuilding Canada's reputation and the trust of
prospective students overseas, who were very high on Canada. The
survey data we're seeing is that these have eroded reasonably
quickly.

Thank you very much. I'll be happy to elaborate more during the
question period.
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● (1550)

The Chair: Thank you very much, Mr. Côté. That was seven
minutes and 24 seconds.

Mr. Patel, I'm not going to stop you, but the signal is very clear. I
don't want to cut the witnesses off, because I want the message to
be clearly delivered to the committee members, but please....

Mr. André Côté: I apologize, Chair.
The Chair: It's no problem.

Now we'll go to Mr. Patel for five minutes.
Mr. Ajay Patel (President and Chief Executive Officer, Van‐

couver Community College): Good afternoon. Thank you very
much, Chair Dhaliwal, for the opportunity to present on behalf of
Vancouver Community College.

We are on the traditional unceded territory of the Musqueam,
Squamish and Tsleil-Waututh peoples, who have been stewards of
these lands since time immemorial.

As mentioned, I am the president of Vancouver Community Col‐
lege, but I'd like to share with you a few other roles I hold.

I'm a member of Invest Vancouver's management board. That's a
standing committee of the Metro Vancouver Regional District. I'm
an executive board member of Colleges and Institutes Canada, a
trustee for World Education Services, a past chair of the Canadian
Bureau for International Education, an executive member of BC
Colleges and a board member for the BC Council for International
Education. Prior to my role here at Vancouver Community College,
for about 12 years, I held the international education portfolio in
my administrative portfolios. I believe these roles, combined with
my role here at VCC, provide me with a broad and unique perspec‐
tive on the intersection of education, immigration and labour mar‐
ket development in Canada.

Vancouver Community College is British Columbia's oldest pub‐
lic post-secondary. We have about 13,000 learners across various
fields, including health care, hospitality, culinary, technology and
the trades. Of those 13,000 learners, about 30% are new-to-Canada
immigrants and 30% are international. We work closely with em‐
ployers to ensure our graduates are job ready. Our students have an
average age of mid-thirties, and most of them already have a de‐
gree. Of our graduates, both international and domestic, 92% secure
employment within months of completing their studies at VCC.
Many of our graduates fill critical labour market needs in the areas
of health care, hospitality, automotive and technology.

The impacts of recent reforms implemented by IRCC over the
last year have created significant challenges for institutions like
VCC and others.

The first one is the reduced student intake cap. I'll be very clear.
Many of us agree that we needed to have a cap put in place. Since
the cap was announced in January, however, we have seen declines
in applications to B.C. public colleges of up to 90%, which threat‐
ens our labour supply in industries like health care, technology and
hospitality. That's one of the unintended outcomes.

The second is postgraduate work permit reform. The new eligi‐
bility criteria fail to account for regional labour needs and dispro‐

portionately exclude college-trained professionals who are critical
to Canada's economy.

Let me share three specific examples with you to give some con‐
text. Our culinary and hospitality graduates, who are vital to our
tourism economies in both the metro and rural regions, are exclud‐
ed, even though non-permanent residents make up over two-thirds
of the two million people in that sector of the workforce, according
to Stats Canada. College-trained dental hygienists and assistants are
excluded from postgraduate work permit eligibility, despite the new
national dental care program. Another example is early childhood
education, which was initially excluded, and we are very thankful it
is now being reconsidered.

Those are just three specific examples of the impact these re‐
forms have. These exclusions, without proper consultation, hinder
our ability to address labour market shortages and, in the end, to my
mind, will harm small and medium-sized businesses.

The third point I'd like to make is on the inequity between public
colleges and universities. Treating public college credentials differ‐
ently from university program credentials undermines the essential
role colleges play in meeting labour market needs, as well as
Canada's education reputation. Our graduates are equally vital to
Canada's economic growth.

The fourth point I'll talk about is the regional implication. Inter‐
national students in British Columbia contribute over $8 billion an‐
nually to B.C.'s economy and support nearly 80,000 jobs. With over
a million projected job openings over the coming decade, these re‐
forms, without proper consultation, risk exasperating our labour
market shortages.

The fifth one is something André already mentioned. Canada's
reputation is at risk. These overlapping, and what are perceived as
sometimes hasty, policy reforms have weakened Canada's global
reputation as a top education destination. We need to address that.

To address these challenges, I urge this standing committee to
recommend to the government to, first, work with the provinces to
update the list of postgraduate work permit eligible programs to
better reflect regional labour market needs. Second, treat public
college credentials equal to those of universities for postgraduate
work permit eligibility. Third, engage with all stakeholders to
strengthen partnerships among institutions, provinces, the federal
government and IRCC. We all have a role to play in this success.
The fourth one is that any policy reform should be implemented
gradually so that clear timelines and thorough consultation take
place to avoid unintended impacts.
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VCC, along with the many organizations I represent and our
public sector here in British Columbia, is committed to supporting
a sustainable international student program that benefits students,
communities and Canada's economy as a whole.

I look forward to hearing from the committee.

Thank you very much.
The Chair: Thank you very much, Mr. Patel. That was five min‐

utes and 32 seconds.

Now it is time to move to the honourable members.

For the first round we will start with Mr. Kmiec for six minutes.
Mr. Tom Kmiec (Calgary Shepard, CPC): Thank you, Mr.

Chair.

I am just warning the witnesses now that my questions are fast.

I am going to start with Mr. Patel first.

You mentioned that you support the cap. Were you consulted be‐
fore the immigration changes were made?

Mr. Ajay Patel: No, we were not. There was some basic infor‐
mation collected, but there was no consultation around the specifics
of the caps. I think we agreed with having caps, but since then there
has been no consultation with us as institutions. I don't know if
there was any other consultation or what level of consultation took
place with the provinces.

Mr. Tom Kmiec: Do you support making the cap permanent?
Mr. Ajay Patel: I support making the cap permanent as long as

it lines up with Canada's need, and I think that's the important
piece. What does Canada need first? Then let's look at the cap.

Mr. Tom Kmiec: Yours is a public college. Do you support the
cap on master's and Ph.D. students?

Mr. Ajay Patel: A short answer to that is yes, but again, we need
to know what Canada needs. Do we need more people in certain
master's programs? Then, yes, I would support that being part of
the cap. Do you need more college graduates?

When you look at the labour market need in British Columbia,
many of our—

Mr. Tom Kmiec: I'm sorry, Mr. Patel. I'm going to interrupt you
there.

How often does IRCC check with your registrar's office on the
status of students?

Mr. Ajay Patel: I'd have to get back to you with that answer. My
international head office would know the specifics, but it's at least a
couple of times per year.

Mr. Tom Kmiec: If you could provide that to the committee, it
would be really helpful.

Do you know if, before it issues the study permits, IRCC checks
with your institution whether the students have paid their first full
year of tuition at your institution?

● (1600)

Mr. Ajay Patel: Yes, IRCC has implemented a mechanism
where, once we issue a letter of acceptance, we share that informa‐
tion with IRCC, and that information that we share—

Mr. Tom Kmiec: I'm sorry, Mr. Patel. I didn't say “letter of ac‐
ceptance”. I know that you do that. I meant with regard to whether
the first year of tuition has been paid up or not before the student is
issued a study permit.

Mr. Ajay Patel: Yes, we do make sure that the tuition is paid up,
and we communicate that to IRCC.

Mr. Tom Kmiec: When do you communicate that?

Mr. Ajay Patel: It's as soon as the student has paid and we issue
the letter of acceptance.

Mr. Tom Kmiec: Does it sometimes happen that the student is
already in Canada before they pay in full?

Mr. Ajay Patel: No. Our college policy is that we must receive
the tuition payment in full before we issue anything.

Mr. Tom Kmiec: Okay.

Thank you for those answers.

Mr. Jacob, do you support the cap?

Mr. Jean Daniel Jacob: I do.

Mr. Tom Kmiec: Do you support making the cap permanent?

Mr. Jean Daniel Jacob: I would follow some of the other peo‐
ple who intervened already. I would if we are able to ensure that we
meet the needs of the different schools and, in my case, the health
care industry.

Mr. Tom Kmiec: Was your organization consulted before these
immigration changes were made?

Mr. Jean Daniel Jacob: Not that I know of. I have just been ap‐
pointed.

Mr. Tom Kmiec: I know. If you can get back to the committee
on whether anybody else in your organization was consulted, that
would be very helpful for us to know.

Would you support, then, keeping the cap on the master's and
Ph.D. students? You mentioned that it's important for nursing.

Mr. Jean Daniel Jacob: We would, as long as it meets the
needs. We would have to see the inner workings of how that would
happen.

Mr. Tom Kmiec: Okay. I'll take that as a conditional yes. I un‐
derstand.

Mr. Côté, you said that you support the cap with some nuance,
and you provided the nuance. You used the word “crisis” quite a
bit. When did the crisis start?
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Mr. André Côté: I think this has been a slow-simmering thing
that's been building, really, for a decade, I would say. Then, obvi‐
ously, we saw things just be turbocharged coming out of the pan‐
demic to the point where something had to be done.

Mr. Tom Kmiec: What do you mean by “something had to be
done”? Do you mean to stop the abuse in the system or the very
high numbers of international students entering the country, being
driven by demand; or do you mean for something to stop it, as in
that the government wasn't doing enough?

Mr. André Côté: Sure, there was some talk of the bad actors and
the abuse of the system, but I think it's mostly the numbers. The
growth is just so dramatic, and I think the sense was that we needed
to pull the emergency brake.

Mr. Tom Kmiec: Are you saying that the crisis started in about
2020 to 2022, when the government started making decisions to
make it easier for persons to enter Canada on our international
study permit?

Mr. André Côté: I mean, put it this way. When I was working in
the Ontario government, we made a decision back around 2017 to
wind down the public-private college partnership program, and the
subsequent government kind of wound it back up, but even then we
knew there were some problems in the system. I think things go
that far back, maybe farther.

Mr. Tom Kmiec: Do you know if your organization was consult‐
ed before the immigration changes were announced?

Mr. André Côté: We were not consulted.
Mr. Tom Kmiec: You were not consulted.

Do you support making the cap permanent?
Mr. André Côté: I do, yes.
Mr. Tom Kmiec: Would you support the cap being made perma‐

nent on master's and Ph.D. students as well?
Mr. André Côté: I would need to understand better how it's ap‐

plied, but the key point would be that the federal government
should be very clear in providing their allocations to the provinces
and largely defer to provinces in terms of how they want to make
the allocations available, both to their institutions and for the field
of study or the types of programs—

Mr. Tom Kmiec: Mr. Côté, I'm going to interrupt you.

You talked about the trust for prospective international students.
What about the trust of Canadians?

You have seen a very fast drop in support amongst Canadian citi‐
zens of permanent residents for immigration. The immigration con‐
sensus has been destroyed in Canada. How should the government
keep the trust of Canadians so that they are actually running immi‐
gration levels and an immigration system for their benefit, instead
of for the benefit of those who are, frankly, outside of Canada at the
moment?

Mr. André Côté: I think efforts now need to be made to rebuild
that trust, frankly. It's heartening that there is some resilience in
public sentiment, but I think you're right that it has fallen.

This is part of a broader package of reforms to get things back on
track, but I think this will be a longer-term thing.

● (1605)

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We will now go to Madam Zahid for six minutes.

Mrs. Salma Zahid (Scarborough Centre, Lib.): Thank you,
Chair.

Thanks to all three witnesses for appearing before the committee.

First, my questions will be for Mr. Côté.

Mr. Côté, I would like to focus on your September article in
OUSA's “Educated Solutions”. It's an interesting article.

You point out that international student enrolment in Ontario has
grown by 342% in less than a decade. Ontario accounts for nearly
75% of the international college student enrolment. Do you think
this growth is sustainable?

Mr. André Côté: First off, I want to thank you for reading the
article. I wasn't sure whether anyone had.

Do I think that growth is sustainable? No, absolutely not.

I think the situation looked different in different parts of the
country. It was most concentrated in the Ontario college sector and
reflected in that growth. I think that was a major contributor to
needing to pull the emergency brake here.

Mrs. Salma Zahid: You outline a number of recommendations
for the Government of Ontario in that article. Before I address them
specifically, I would like to ask, do you have any indication that the
province is acting on the areas of concern that you have identified
there?

Mr. André Côté: First, we've been in some dialogue with the
Ontario Ministry of Colleges and Universities. Also, I think that in
terms of some of their public announcements, they have come out
and said that they're going to be tightening the screws on public-
private college partnerships, which received a lot of attention.

They have signalled that they're going to seek to make some
changes, but what we get into in the article is that oversight of
DLIs, for example, is a provincial responsibility, by and large, or it
should be. My co-author on this work that we're going to put out—
he was an ADM in the Ontario government that oversaw the inter‐
national student program—likes to call the DLI policy the “lobster
trap”, where basically once an institution was approved as a DLI,
there was very little oversight beyond. We outlined some recom‐
mendations for provinces to beef up oversight of DLIs.

You might have other questions, so maybe I'll pause there.

Mrs. Salma Zahid: Yes, because giving an indication is a differ‐
ent thing, but has the Government of Ontario started acting on any
of those recommendations? Whether it is DLIs or any others, have
they started acting?
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Mr. André Côté: Not that I'm aware of.
Mrs. Salma Zahid: You identified the need to improve the des‐

ignated learning institutions program. Could you outline the short‐
comings with this program in Ontario and how you think the
province can improve it?

Mr. André Côté: Sure.

It's thinking about quality assurance for designated learning insti‐
tutions and how it is tracked and reported. There are a whole bunch
of mechanisms. It includes recruitment practices. We've seen some
major challenges on how to put in place firmer standards and safe‐
guards around overseas recruitment.

In terms of the actual student experience on the ground here in
Canada, it's how provincial governments are overseeing DLIs to
ensure that international students are having a satisfactory experi‐
ence and are treated well.

Student support is a big one. Obviously, there's been a big focus
on housing, but also around employment. Those have been big is‐
sues. There are academic supports and a variety of other factors.

With some of the work we've done with international students, it
is a major life leap to head to an entirely different country and seek
to pursue your education and potentially your life in this place. We
haven't necessarily done enough to ensure that our institutions are
providing the supports and safeguards for those students while
they're here.

Mrs. Salma Zahid: In that article you also address the issue of
the third party recruiters. They're usually overseas. They make
many misleading or false promises to recruit international students
to Ontario institutions.

Given issues of borders and jurisdiction, what could provincial
and federal governments do to address these issues? How can we
control that?
● (1610)

Mr. André Côté: It's a good question.

There are examples from various jurisdictions of codes of prac‐
tice.

One aspect is anecdotal, but I think there's been enough evidence
of this. We've heard that recruiters—it won't just be third party re‐
cruiters—have expressed commitments to students that becoming
an international student in Canada would put them on this pathway
to citizenship. It's falsely presenting the immigration pathway op‐
portunity. There could certainly be beefed-up requirements in terms
of ensuring that recruiters are singing from the same song sheet as
they're out engaging with students.

I'm sure other witnesses might have some thoughts on this as
well.

The Chair: Thank you, Madam Zahid.

We will go to Mr. Brunelle-Duceppe for six minutes.
[Translation]

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe (Lac-Saint-Jean, BQ): Thank
you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you to the witnesses for being with us today.

I really appreciated my colleague Mr. Kmiec's questions. I under‐
stand that none of you were consulted before these measures were
put in place by the federal government. I think that's important to
note.

Mr. Jacob, in your presentation, you talked about pan-Canadian
measures, and you may be here to analyze or propose certain mea‐
sures. However, isn't it dangerous to propose a pan-Canadian mea‐
sure that wouldn't necessarily take into account the unique charac‐
teristics of certain regions or provinces? What is your opinion on
that?

Mr. Jean Daniel Jacob: I wasn't necessarily talking about pan-
Canadian measures. I was trying to explain the impact of the deci‐
sion on nursing schools across Canada and their programs.

When you look at the data, it's clear that there are variations
across different universities in different regions. I would probably
say that we don't need pan-Canadian measures. It would be better
to take the needs of each province into account.

For example, we might find that francophones in Quebec have
different needs, as would anglophones in the province. We'd have
to think about what to do in that case.

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe: Earlier this year, the minister an‐
nounced measures relating to open work permits for students'
spouses. He changed it so that only graduate students and students
in law and medicine were eligible, because he wanted to keep the
best and the brightest. He later retracted that. However, nurses from
abroad often came with their spouse and even their children.

Isn't that an example of a pan-Canadian measure that targeted
certain Ontario colleges but had a negative impact on all provinces?

Mr. Jean Daniel Jacob: Yes, that would be a negative impact.

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe: I would like to discuss a subject
that ambassadors of African countries raised.

I've spoken to ambassadors from countries such as Morocco and
Ivory Coast. They say we should be careful about recruiting a lot of
nurses from Africa because that can impact the well-being of their
own population. As we know, there are nursing shortages in those
countries. Is that an ethical problem that should be brought to the
fore and addressed?

Mr. Jean Daniel Jacob: Yes, absolutely.

There are a number of factors to consider. It's important to know
that people are recruited to enrol in practice training programs, so
they aren't necessarily nurses in their home country. That said, we
have to pay attention to recruitment pools and local capacity in
those countries.



8 CIMM-119 December 2, 2024

This is about recruitment and ethical considerations in other
countries. We can't take all the resources from other countries. I
think that needs to be taken into consideration as well. We have to
strike a balance between foreign recruitment and local capacity in
those countries.

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe: Thank you, Mr. Jacob.

Mr. Patel, once again, I enjoyed your presentation.

As of November 1, 2024, graduates from programs at public col‐
leges will remain eligible for a post-graduation work permit if they
graduate from a field of study linked to occupations in long-term
shortage. According to La Presse, such a measure would spell the
end of many public college programs. The government says its
measure will improve alignment between international students and
immigration and labour market needs.

Do you agree with the government's approach to the postgradu‐
ate work permit measure?
● (1615)

[English]
Mr. Ajay Patel: I do not agree with the postgraduate work re‐

forms as they currently stand because they don't necessarily line up
with the labour market needs of the particular regions, and they
have unintended impacts on local rural economies. For example, in
the tourism sector, we have a number of major games happening
here in Vancouver. We need to make sure we have enough people to
serve that need. We know that the need is not going to be filled by
our domestic students alone. We need to have immigrants or inter‐
national students fill that labour market need. That's just one specif‐
ic example. I would love to have that reconsideration.
[Translation]

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe: Mr. Patel, I want to ask you the
same question I asked Mr. Jacob about pan-Canadian measures, be‐
cause you mentioned it in your presentation. As you said, the feder‐
al government should make a point of consulting the provinces and
all the stakeholders.

In your opinion, when a Canada-wide measure is put forward, to
what extent should it be adapted to different jurisdictions where it
applies?
[English]

Mr. Ajay Patel: Yes, I believe that we need to take into account
the specific regional needs. In British Columbia specifically, I can
speak to the fact that the provincial government has been proactive
with the public institutions here around tuition transparency, stu‐
dent support, a 30% cap on international students and a code of
practice for third party recruiters. Those are just some examples of
what the provincial government has put into policy on public post-
secondary. I think there needs to be more consultation directly with
the stakeholders involved.
[Translation]

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe: Thank you.
[English]

The Chair: Thank you very much.

Now we'll go to MP Kwan for six minutes.

Ms. Jenny Kwan (Vancouver East, NDP): Thank you very
much, Mr. Chair.

Thank you to all the witnesses for their presentations.

I want to get a bit into the notion that the government did no con‐
sultation with any of you. To that point, with respect to the cap,
we're talking about what the implications are for Canada on the
whole but also for different regions and, then, of course, the specif‐
ic sectors in terms of the labour needs.

My first question is for Mr. Jacob.

On the point of the health care sector, do you have any informa‐
tion or data on what your projection is for Canada's need in the
health care sector to meet the labour demands?

Mr. Jean Daniel Jacob: Do you mean in terms of the nursing
workforce? I would be able to get you those numbers. What I
shared with you were mostly from the education sector—I repre‐
sent, mostly, the educational institutions—but, of course, it is to
meet the growing shortage. We know that the shortage has been
there for quite some time, and we've been trying to catch up, but I
can definitely get you some specific numbers if you'd like.

Ms. Jenny Kwan: Yes, if you could do that, that would be very
useful.

One of the questions I have for the minister, of course, is this:
Have they actually done a full economic analysis of the implica‐
tions for Canada on the whole and have they done an analysis of
the labour demands? If you have any information related to that,
that would be very useful.

Can I ask the same question of Mr. Patel?

Mr. Ajay Patel: Thank you.

No, in B.C., we have a labour market outlook that's put out by
our own provincial government. It's a decade outlook that shows
you what jobs can be filled by Canadian or permanent residents or
by migration within Canada, and then what jobs are going to have
to be filled by those outside of Canada. That is issued annually. I
can certainly forward that to the committee. Based on what I can
determine as the analysis of the postgrad work permit eligibility,
that was not considered in this context.

Ms. Jenny Kwan: Thank you. It would be very useful to have
that on record as well.

To the question around the cap, I believe, Mr. Patel and Mr. Ja‐
cob, you both answered that as long as it meets needs.
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Can you be more specific about what you mean by “needs”? Can
you define “needs”? Do you mean labour market needs? What does
that mean exactly? Some people might interpret it to mean some‐
thing else.

Let's start with Mr. Jacob, and then we'll go to Mr. Patel.
● (1620)

Mr. Jean Daniel Jacob: Thank you.

I think that's what I was saying to one of your colleagues. There
are the needs of the industry in terms of health care, but there are
also the education sector's needs. We need to look at the projection
of needed Ph.D.s and master's for education, but also master's for
clinical as well. There are different avenues, so I think there needs
to be a very detailed analysis of what that would look like.

When I'm thinking of a cap, I'm responding to the need to have
ethical recruitment and some very clear parameters for bringing in
international students, but also it's to meet the needs of our health
care sector and our academic institutions.

Ms. Jenny Kwan: Thank you.

Mr. Patel, can you respond to the same question?
Mr. Ajay Patel: I would define “needs” as working with our‐

selves and the B.C. government to identify what our labour market
needs are in specific regions so that the provincial government has
some autonomy to ask public post-secondary institutions to ensure
we are training the workforce that will meet those labour market
needs, taking into consideration how those needs will be filled be‐
tween domestic students and non-domestic residents.

Ms. Jenny Kwan: Mr. Patel, can you elaborate on the implica‐
tions of this public policy now for VCC specifically? I'm aware
that, in the news, the VCC Faculty Association has already men‐
tioned there will be layoffs.

What are the implications from a staff point of view as well as
for access to programs for both domestic and international stu‐
dents?

Mr. Ajay Patel: At this point, we have not announced any lay‐
offs. We are just managing our enrolment in hopes that we can min‐
imize any employment impact.

We do anticipate the declining numbers would have an impact on
not just providing programs that fit the labour market needs, as I
addressed earlier, but also potentially some of those revenues that
we have to better support our other diverse student body, particular‐
ly the programs for the blind, deaf, hard of hearing and visually im‐
paired, and a number of the programs that we have for our new im‐
migrants.

Many institutions use the net revenue from international students
to help support some of those program areas, but the biggest hit
could be in the area of the labour market.

Ms. Jenny Kwan: On the issue of implications, I know that you
were not consulted. Were you made aware of what the govern‐
ment's goal is with respect to their announcement at any point in
time?

I'll put that first to Mr. Jacob, and then Mr. Patel.

Mr. Jean Daniel Jacob: I'm not aware of any of that information
being shared.

Ms. Jenny Kwan: Mr. Patel, go ahead.

Mr. Ajay Patel: I'm not aware of any information being shared
other than that there was supposed to be a cap on international stu‐
dent numbers, but there was no consultation.

Ms. Jenny Kwan: There's the issue of differences in regions,
provinces and so on. There are some issues with respect to interna‐
tional students, especially with the bad actors, meaning the people
who are fraudulently engaged in bringing international students to
Canada with both consultants and the potential involvement with
the institutions, particularly those from the private sector.

My quick question for Mr. Patel is this: Is there a difference be‐
tween provinces, and is the government's approach to addressing
this using this sort of broad scope approach ineffective?

Mr. Ajay Patel: I can only speak about the province of B.C. We
have public post-secondary codes of practice and standards that we
follow if we use a third party. I know that is not consistent across
the country.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We have about six minutes left, so I think we'll go two, two, one
and one. You know what I mean. We'll have two minutes for the
Conservatives, two minutes for the Liberals, one minute for the
NDP and one minute for the Bloc.

Before I waste any more time, I will go to Mr. Redekopp for two
minutes.

Mr. Brad Redekopp (Saskatoon West, CPC): It's Larry.

The Chair: Larry, my friend, go ahead for two minutes.

Mr. Larry Maguire (Brandon—Souris, CPC): First of all, you
weren't consulted, Mr. Jacob.

There's an urgent demand here across Canada for skilled workers
in the crucial sectors, including health. Can you explain how this
uncertainty, caused by the abrupt changes announced by the Liberal
government, has created an impact on Canada's reputation as a des‐
tination for top talent?

You mentioned the master's and Ph.D. students. Can you elabo‐
rate on that?

● (1625)

Mr. Jean Daniel Jacob: Do you mean the reputation itself?

The Chair: Yes.
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Mr. Jean Daniel Jacob: I can only speak to the effects. What
we're seeing is decreased enrolment.

Mr. Larry Maguire: You're doing that out of decreased enrol‐
ment. What other impacts do you see with regard to that? What are
your student numbers going to look like?

Mr. Jean Daniel Jacob: There are multiple impacts. When
you're looking at the functioning of any academic institution, it's
not in silos. If you're going to affect the budgets of universities or
colleges, you will see that all sectors are affected, including nurs‐
ing.

If you're looking at the college sector, with the PSW programs
that have been affected by these international caps, the caps end up
affecting the number of faculty available within the different de‐
partments. We're looking at not being able to deliver as many nurs‐
es as we would like to in order to respond to the needs.

Mr. Larry Maguire: I'll ask this of Mr. Patel.

How do you see the reputation here? How would you describe
the Liberals' motivation in addressing this? Could they have made
better policy choices in the past to avoid the outcome we've seen
today?

Mr. Ajay Patel: If we had gone through a more comprehensive
consultation process and been able to work collectively with the
provinces and institutions, we might have got to a better place. I
think André referenced this.

On the ground, when you speak to our folks who are overseas,
like our staff who fly overseas, the Canada brand has taken a signif‐
icant hit. It's going to take some time to rebuild that reputation back
up as a steady destination and a high-quality education destination.

The Chair: Thank you.

We'll now go to Mr. Ali.

You have two minutes.
Mr. Shafqat Ali (Brampton Centre, Lib.): Thank you, Chair.

Thank you to the witnesses.

My question is for Mr. Côté.

With international students accounting for a significant share of
tuition revenue in Ontario's post-secondary institutions, do you
think the federal government's reform will help reduce the risk as‐
sociated with the overreliance on this revenue stream?

Mr. André Côté: I think it will force a reduction in the overre‐
liance on that revenue stream. We're already starting to see some of
the cracks in the system as a result of the fall in international stu‐
dent numbers.

With certain colleges announcing campus closures, we're just at
the beginning of what's going to happen. However, I think this was
just not sustainable and we were not providing solid outcomes for
many of these learners. We were giving them a false bill of goods
on their opportunity to stay here in Canada, so something had to be
done.

Mr. Shafqat Ali: Your report mentions that need for a strategic
approach to integrating international students into the economy and

society. Do you see the federal government's reform as laying the
groundwork for a more balanced education sector?

Mr. André Côté: International education strategies going back a
decade or so have focused on this idea of alignment with the labour
market to fill labour market needs. Obviously, that's a priority in
these federal reforms.

I agree with what Mr. Patel was saying. It's really about the
mechanism to go about it, especially around this connection to
postgraduate work permit eligibility for college programs. I feel
that is something that would be much better decided at a provincial
level, where there's a keener sense of local labour market needs and
demands and the capability to set it at that level, as opposed to na‐
tionally, where it's a blunt instrument.

Mr. Shafqat Ali: Thank you, Chair.

The Chair: I'm sorry, Mr. Ali. That was two minutes and 10 sec‐
onds. Thank you.

We will go to Mr. Brunelle-Duceppe for one minute.

[Translation]

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe: Mr. Côté, when you talked about
the failure of federalism, that captured my attention and resonated
with me.

I think you're on the same wavelength as everybody else. The
government doesn't seem to be consulting with stakeholders.
Maybe it should give the provinces a little more power when it
comes to making decisions like that.

What are your thoughts on that?

● (1630)

Mr. André Côté: Thank you for your question.

[English]

I'm sorry. I'll answer in English because I'll be able to go more
quickly.

We've been seeing this in many areas. The international student
program is a jointly managed system, but you have a situation
where the federal government felt compelled to take unilateral steps
without adequate consultation with stakeholders and, from what I
can gather, the provinces. I do not feel we will be capable of prop‐
erly reforming and fixing the system if we do not have better coor‐
dination between the federal and provincial and territorial govern‐
ments and a clear division of labour, whether it's overseeing DLIs
or putting in place standards or requirements around international
recruitment, and if we're using a common Canada brand, though
obviously differentiated for certain provinces or institutions.

I have a very hard time seeing how we're going to repair the sys‐
tem without a much more coordinated approach.
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The Chair: Thank you very much.

We'll go to MP Kwan.

MP Kwan, you have one minute.
Ms. Jenny Kwan: Thank you.

Mr. Jacob, are there any recommendations you want to make to
the government?

Mr. Jean Daniel Jacob: Make sure you look at what happened
to the schools of nursing. If you're going to ask to increase the
numbers in the schools, the resources need to follow. If you end up
cutting those types of programs within academic institutions, you're
not going to get the output you're looking for.

Ms. Jenny Kwan: I think we've heard from all witnesses about
the lack of consultation and the importance of coordination and
working together. Would you recommend that the government
pause this plan and begin that work now, so we can get it right?

I'll get a quick answer from all of the witnesses.
The Chair: I'll start with Mr.—
Mr. Ajay Patel: I say yes.
The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Patel.

Mr. Côté.
Mr. André Côté: I don't think it can be paused, but I think

there's no reason why the government couldn't step in now and say,
“We're going to be thinking long term, and we're going to be con‐
vening and consulting around a new long-term strategy together.”

Mr. Jean Daniel Jacob: I would agree on more consultation, ab‐
solutely.

The Chair: On behalf of the committee members, I would like
to thank Mr. Patel, Mr. Côté and Mr. Jacob for their time and input
to the committee.

With that, we will suspend for five minutes to set up the next
round of witnesses.
● (1630)

_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (1635)

The Chair: I will call the meeting back to order.

I would like to welcome our witnesses for the second panel.

We will start with Higher Education Strategy Associates, Ms.
MacLennan, senior research associate. Ms. MacLennan, welcome
to the committee.

From Simon Fraser University, we have with us Mr. Dilson
Rassier. Welcome to the committee.

From the Canadian Bar Association, we have Madam Kamaljit
Lehal. Welcome to the committee.

With us, we also have Wei William Tao. Welcome to the commit‐
tee.

Up to five minutes will be given for opening remarks, and then
we will proceed with the rounds of questions.

We'll start with Ms. MacLennan for five minutes.

● (1640)

Ms. Tiffany MacLennan (Senior Research Associate, Higher
Education Strategy Associates): Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you to the committee for having me as a witness today.

My name is Tiffany MacLennan, and I'm a senior research asso‐
ciate at Higher Education Strategy Associates, a consultancy in
Toronto. I've studied at St. FX University in Antigonish, Nova Sco‐
tia, and I now hold a master's in education policy analysis from
Harvard University.

In my academic and my professional careers, I spend the majori‐
ty of my time analyzing sectoral trends and understanding what
drives decision-making within the Canadian post-secondary educa‐
tion system. The roots of the challenges facing the international stu‐
dent program today run deep, stemming from years of systemic un‐
derinvestment and various policy decisions.

For over a decade, provincial government spending on the post-
secondary education sector has been stagnant across the country.
On top of this stagnation, many provinces have introduced domes‐
tic student tuition caps. When combined, these two things have re‐
sulted in less real university and college operating funding, per stu‐
dent, over time.

Instead of investing government money, provincial governments
encourage colleges and universities to become more entrepreneurial
and to produce new revenue sources to meet their costs. As a result,
many institutions turn to recruiting significant numbers of interna‐
tional students.

The overreliance on international student recruitment not only
became a financial lifeline for many institutions, but also intro‐
duced significant pressures on the local infrastructure, particularly
on the housing market. The interplay between institutional strate‐
gies and inadequate provincial support for housing exacerbated an
already critical supply and demand imbalance. Nowhere was this
more apparent than in regions like southern Ontario, where some
colleges leveraged international student recruitment as a monetized
pathway to permanent residency, intensifying an already noticeable
strain.

While it is undeniable that action was necessary, the blanket caps
have imposed unfair penalization across the entire sector, rather
than addressing the practices of a select few bad actors.
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The international student caps, however, represent just one facet
of the damage that has been inflicted through the recent reforms to
the international student program. Broader restrictions on the post‐
graduate work permit eligibility, limiting attraction to selected
high-demand programs, have created additional barriers for both
students and institutions. Compounding these challenges is the nar‐
rative from the minister, who has openly questioned the quality of
Canada's post-secondary sector, labelling certain institutions as
“diploma mills”, a term that undermines the credibility of the entire
system.

These reputational blows, coupled with the financial strain of the
caps, have had a chilling effect on international student recruitment.
Many institutions across the country are already reporting steep de‐
clines in applications, far exceeding what might be expected solely
from the introduction of enrolment limits.

It is crucial to recognize that no single entity is responsible for
the series of actions that have brought us to this point. Provincial
governments neglected to appropriately fund institutions, colleges
and universities leveraged international students as a source of
funding, with some overusing the resource, and the federal govern‐
ment took an action that was understood to be a problem.

However, there were many other options that would have been
available and less damaging to the sector. To give an example, even
setting a limit at a maximum of 25% of the student population be‐
ing international—allowing for exceptions with things like graduate
student programming at U of T bringing in top talent—would have
been an alternative that would have punished bad actors without
causing harm across the entire sector.

The lack of regional and targeted measures will not only reduce
the opportunity for international students to learn in the country, but
also decrease opportunities for domestic students. Already, we are
seeing institutions cut off entire program offerings, close regional
campuses and lay off hundreds of staff members.

A question that should have been considered much more deeply
is this: Should students studying in Atlantic Canada, in rural Mani‐
toba or in the interior of B.C. have less access to education as a re‐
sult of a problem that was largely concentrated in a handful of
southern Ontario colleges?

Addressing systemic challenges in higher education requires
thoughtful, regionally tailored solutions that balance accountability
with the preservation of access and opportunity. Broad, untargeted
policies risk undermining the very foundation of an inclusive and
robust education system, leaving both international and domestic
students to bear the brunt of poorly considered decisions.

I look forward to answering your questions.

Thank you.
The Chair: Thank you very much. That was four minutes. That's

excellent timing.

Now we'll go to Simon Fraser University's provost and vice-pres‐
ident, Mr. Dilson Rassier.

Please go ahead for five minutes.

Mr. Dilson Rassier (Provost and Vice-President, Academic,
Simon Fraser University): Thank you, Mr. Chair and the commit‐
tee, for the opportunity to address you today.

I would like to begin by acknowledging that I am speaking to
you today from the traditional and unceded territory of the
Musqueam, Squamish, Tsleil-Waututh and Kwikwetlem nations.

● (1645)

[Translation]

I appreciate the opportunity to talk about the recent changes the
Government of Canada has made to the international student pro‐
gram. This is something we're very familiar with at Simon Fraser
University.

[English]

As many of you know, Simon Fraser University is a leading re‐
search university that is advancing an inclusive and sustainable fu‐
ture.

Based in British Columbia, SFU has over 37,000 students across
three campuses in Burnaby, Surrey and Vancouver.

Since 1995, we have a demonstrated record of helping business
and academia commercialize their great ideas right here at home.
Our dedication to driving innovation has enabled us to attract the
world's best and brightest to Canada. Students from abroad who
choose to study at SFU bring incredible ideas and diverse thoughts
to our classrooms. Those who graduate and stay in Canada have
gone on to contribute greatly toward our domestic economy.

International and domestic students alike are students in comput‐
er science, engineering, health sciences, as well as business and so‐
cial science programs at both the undergraduate and graduate lev‐
els.

Immigration reform has become a priority for the Government of
Canada, and it has been escalating in urgency over the past 18
months. These matters are incredibly complex. While we agree on
the need to address bad actors and to increase the housing supply
for students and Canadians alike, we feel it's crucial to approach
this challenge with care and consideration, especially given where
we find ourselves today.

Canada's talent gap is widening and its domestic productivity
continues to lag behind global competitors. This is a decades-long
issue exacerbated by the COVID-19 pandemic. SFU and other re‐
search universities are uniquely positioned to help address these
challenges. Through partnerships with industry, we drive innova‐
tion, create economic opportunities and prepare students for the
jobs of the future.
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Actions taken to address this complex set of issues have caused
several unintended and significant consequences, including the fi‐
nancial burden placed on institutions that were largely unaware of
and not consulted on these changes.

At SFU, we have been recognized as Canada's top comprehen‐
sive university, offering a diverse academic program. The changes
implemented by the IRCC have resulted in significant declines
across all faculties at the undergraduate and graduate levels. This
impacts our globally recognized research programs.

In these challenging times, when the need for collaboration and
collective action is greater than ever before, SFU and our col‐
leagues in the sector are ready and willing to help the government.
They are already doing so in diverse ways.

Take housing, for example. Through SFU's housing master plan,
we are investing in the delivery of affordable housing and child
care for students, which is reducing pressure in the community.
Over the last year, we opened 865 new accommodations for the stu‐
dents on the Burnaby campus. Many more students have on-cam‐
pus housing and are not competing in the local rental market, which
frees up lower-cost rentals. This brings the number of on-campus
student beds to more than 2,450. The next phase of student housing
will open in fall 2027, creating additional accommodations for 445
students and a 106 spaces in the child care centre.

We encourage all committee members to recognize the unintend‐
ed, immediate and long-term consequences that these blunt policy
measures will have on Canada's economy. These measures will,
without a doubt, affect SFU's ability to help close Canada's talent
gap through workforce training, to drive innovative research, and to
foster economic growth. This will impact the whole post-secondary
sector.
[Translation]

Lastly, we encourage you to engage with universities and institu‐
tions of higher learning. We're here to help mitigate risk, avoid un‐
intended consequences and build a sustainable path for internation‐
al education and the Canadian economy as a whole.

Working collaboratively, we have the opportunity to ensure that
institutions like Simon Fraser University continue to shape the next
generation of Canadian leaders and innovators and drive Canada's
economy.
[English]

I thank committee members once again for the opportunity to ad‐
dress you today. I look forward to your questions.
[Translation]

Thank you very much.
[English]

The Chair: Thank you very much. That was four minutes and 32
seconds. Again, it's excellent timing.

Now we will go to the Canadian Bar Association.

Madam Lehal or Mr. Tao, you have five minutes.

Please go ahead.

Ms. Kamaljit Lehal (Chair, National Immigration Section,
The Canadian Bar Association): Thank you.

Good afternoon, Chair and members of the committee.

My name is Kamaljit Lehal. I am the chair of the CBA national
immigration law section. I am here with my colleague, Will Tao,
who is also a member of the section.

Thank you for the opportunity to come before you on this impor‐
tant topic.

The recent reforms to this program are intended to primarily tar‐
get fraud within the system. While these measures may help to
somewhat safeguard the program's integrity, they directly and ad‐
versely impact students who came to Canada in good faith, com‐
mitted years to studying and working here and were led to believe,
through government messaging, that by doing so there was a path‐
way to permanent residence. The reforms now expect students to
leave the country yet do not hold bad actors accountable.

This committee has been tasked with studying the impact of
these reforms. We need to look at both the immediate and long-
term consequences.

In terms of immediate impact, again, it's on the students already
in Canada, who paid premium tuition fees to pursue studies here
under an immigration system that supported their families to be
here while they studied, permitted spouses to work and provided a
postgraduate work permit as the next step towards the ultimate goal
of PR.

Quite abruptly, the legal framework has changed, and tens of
thousands of students in Canada are now grappling with uncertainty
and the threat of removal from the country they've come to call
home.

Many of those students—and I really want to emphasize this—
are members of racialized and equity-deserving communities who
are more likely to face barriers in addressing the challenges they
now face to their immigration status.

From a humanitarian perspective, we must also acknowledge the
profound mental health toll these changes are taking on internation‐
al students.

In terms of long-term consequences, it's undisputed that interna‐
tional students contributed to Canada's GDP, supported jobs in
Canada and paid taxes. We need to assess the long-term impact of
the exodus of thousands of students from Canada under these re‐
forms.

Another long-term consequence is the reputational harm to
Canada's immigration system resulting from misaligned messaging,
which may cause future students to think twice about Canada being
their destination for studies.
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Additionally, the reforms requiring students to reapply for a
study permit in order to change institutions may further erode
Canada's appeal, because it creates a two-tiered system.

Thank you.
● (1650)

Mr. Wei William Tao (Canadian Immigration and Refugee
Lawyer and Member, The Canadian Bar Association): Mr.
Chair, the CBA national immigration law section makes the five
following recommendations. If I don't get through all of them, I
will rely on our written material.

First, the government should prioritize creating pathways to per‐
manent residency for students already in Canada. There are stu‐
dents here who have studied and worked here. They're well estab‐
lished, some even having arrived here in their youth. They are per‐
manent residents but for having received the legal status. Canadians
likewise have invested in them and supported them. As such, we
need to implement unique pathway programs, including dedicated
express entry draws targeted at filling labour shortages and aimed
at ensuring positive long-term outcomes not only for our economy
but also for future immigrants and their families. A broad range of
stakeholders must be consulted when building these programs.

We understand that there is an in-Canada focus set out in the lev‐
els plan and the minister's mandate, but how is this going to be op‐
erationalized and how is this going to be done within the current
levels plan?

Second, we should halt the systemic removal of international stu‐
dents with no pathway to PR until the available pathways and ex‐
emptions are made clear.

As a result of these recent changes, many students will find
themselves without pathways to permanent residency, having lost
status or fallen into non-compliance due to circumstances outside
of their control. We must explore new ways to facilitate temporary
and permanent measures for these individuals utilizing the minis‐
ter's authority to consider implementing new public policies and re‐
vise existing ones. Coordinated efforts to systematically remove
and refuse students must be halted until we find urgent efforts to
create and clarify the availability of these pathways.

Third, federal and provincial governments must collaborate on a
long-term plan for managing international student enrolment. This
includes redefining the criteria for designated learning institutions
and implementing measures to disincentivize exploitation, reduce
opportunities for abuse and provide effective oversight of agents,
recruiters and employers. We do recognize the recent positive ef‐
forts in the latest regulatory amendments.

Fourth, we should introduce legislation to deter bad actors who
prey on international students. This includes harsher penalties for
fraud and large-scale misrepresentations. We understand that this
takes more than just a whole-of-government approach; it likely will
take a whole-of-society approach.

Fifth and finally, a two-tiered system should not be adopted. In‐
ternational students should have the same flexibility as local stu‐
dents to change studies without needing to apply for a new study
permit or become non-compliant while waiting. There are many

bona fide reasons for students to change institutions, such as mental
health, harm prevention, sexual assault and educational advance‐
ment. There needs to be at least a list of carve outs.

In our role as immigration lawyers, we work to uphold the in‐
tegrity of the system while also recognizing and empathizing with
the increasing traumas of our clients. Let us ensure that Canada's
policies reflect that shared value. Protect international students and
hold bad actors rightfully accountable.

Thank you.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

That was four minutes and 50 seconds, which was excellent tim‐
ing.

We will follow that with the honourable members' questions.

We will start with Mr. Kmiec for six minutes, please.

Mr. Tom Kmiec: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Witnesses, I'll quickly go through some questions. If you keep
your answers short, then I won't have to interrupt you as often, just
like in the last round.

I'll start with the provost of SFU.

Sir, were you consulted on the immigration changes announced
by the government for the international student program?

● (1655)

Mr. Dilson Rassier: No.

Mr. Tom Kmiec: Do you agree with the temporary cap?

Mr. Dilson Rassier: No.

Mr. Tom Kmiec: Would you agree to making the cap perma‐
nent?

Mr. Dilson Rassier: No.

Mr. Tom Kmiec: Do you agree with the cap on master's students
and Ph.D. students?

Mr. Dilson Rassier: No.

Mr. Tom Kmiec: In the case of your institution, how often does
IRCC check with you on the status of international students?

Mr. Dilson Rassier: I would have to get back to you on that
question, but it's not very often.

Mr. Tom Kmiec: If you could check with the registrar's office in
your institution and get back to the committee, that would be much
appreciated.

Mr. Dilson Rassier: Yes.
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Mr. Tom Kmiec: Does IRCC check with your institution that
students have paid one full year of tuition before issuing them their
study permit?

Mr. Dilson Rassier: No.
Mr. Tom Kmiec: They don't check?
Mr. Dilson Rassier: Not that I'm aware of, but I'd have to get

back to you on that.
Mr. Tom Kmiec: Okay. If you could provide that to the commit‐

tee, it would be very valuable information for us to have.
Mr. Dilson Rassier: Yes.
Mr. Tom Kmiec: I want to move on now to Higher Education

Strategy Associates and ask the same questions.

Were you consulted on the changes announced by the govern‐
ment?

Ms. Tiffany MacLennan: No, we were not.
Mr. Tom Kmiec: Do you support the cap?
Ms. Tiffany MacLennan: I do.
Mr. Tom Kmiec: If the cap became permanent, would you sup‐

port that as well?
Ms. Tiffany MacLennan: It would depend on the conditions of

the cap.
Mr. Tom Kmiec: Yes, but with conditions—I'll take it as that.

[Translation]
Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe: I have a point of order,

Mr. Chair. I believe the interpreters are having trouble hearing the
witness.

It's fixed now. Thank you.

Did Ms. MacLennan say that she agrees with the cap?
Mr. Tom Kmiec: Yes, she agrees with the cap.

[English]

Are we okay to continue, Mr. Chair?
The Chair: Yes.
Mr. Tom Kmiec: Do I still have the rest of my time?
The Chair: You have four minutes left.
Mr. Tom Kmiec: Thank you.

I asked if you would support the cap if it were permanent, and
you said, yes, with conditions, depending on how they would do it.

Would you support the cap on master's and Ph.D. students?
Ms. Tiffany MacLennan: No.
Mr. Tom Kmiec: Before I go on to the Bar Association, I want

to ask you another question. I'm on your website, and I do read
Alex Usher quite often. I'm sure you knew that I was going to ask
you about this.

I'm wondering if you can comment on this particular statement
that he made:

Now, of course, Justin Trudeau was at the ready to back up his Minister with
some truly odious crocodile tears. “Immigration is great” he said, “We just want
to punish bad actors.” This is ludicrous. The government is in no way, shape or

form going after specific bad actors; it is going after the entire sector. Whether
this is cruelty or stupidity I leave to readers to decide, but Trudeau’s explanation
holds no water. The only possible justification for the approach the feds have
taken here is that “it’s a national problem,” (it isn’t, but that’s another story) “but
we have to let provinces find their own solution to the problem of bad actors.”
This at least is a constitutionally correct attitude but it’s very different from
Trudeau's claim.

Could you please explain who the bad actors are, in your view?

Ms. Tiffany MacLennan: I can't speak on behalf of what Mr.
Usher has written. He writes his blog without our input.

I would argue that the bad actors are the people who have been
able to exploit international students well beyond their capacity in
their communities. For example, if you look at institutions who
have brought in hundreds or even thousands of international stu‐
dents well beyond what their funding needs are, I would consider
them to be the bad actors in this situation.

Mr. Tom Kmiec: I'll move on to the Canadian Bar Association.

I'll ask you the same things that you've heard me ask the others.

Were you consulted before these changes were announced?

Mr. Wei William Tao: I can only speak from my own personal
experience: no. I can't express on behalf of the Canadian Bar Asso‐
ciation the answer to that question, but in my capacity I wasn't.

Mr. Tom Kmiec: Madam Lehal, you're the chair of the national
immigration section. Were you consulted?

Ms. Kamaljit Lehal: There was no direct consultation, although
we have regular meetings with IRCC on various topics.

Mr. Tom Kmiec: Do you support the temporary cap? Does your
organization support the temporary cap?

Mr. Wei William Tao: We've yet to take a position on it. I think
we'll be taking some positions on it in the days to come.

Mr. Tom Kmiec: Okay.

Should the cap become permanent, would you take a position on
that too? Would you support that?

Ms. Kamaljit Lehal: Again, we are looking into this. We will be
doing submissions on this. We don't have a standing position on
this.

Mr. Tom Kmiec: Then you wouldn't have a position either on
master's and Ph.D. students at all and whether they should be in‐
cluded in the cap or not.

Mr. Wei William Tao: Organizationally and individually are dif‐
ferent. I think I'm allowed in my individual capacity to say that I
don't agree with the cap on master's and Ph.D. students. Organiza‐
tionally, we haven't taken a position.

Mr. Tom Kmiec: Okay.

I'm going to ask this of both of you, because you are lawyers
with a specialty in immigration law that I do not have.
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My question is on annex 4 of the immigration levels plan.

You mentioned that some of these changes target international
students very directly on their path to permanent residency. I'm
bringing up the immigration levels plan because I think it's impor‐
tant. You specifically disagreed with the need to make international
students reapply for a new study permit if they change their desig‐
nated learning institute. There were other things you were con‐
cerned about. The plan calls for people to voluntarily leave—al‐
most a million people—over two years.

How would the ministry do this legally? What are their options
to ensure people leave voluntarily? When I asked this question of
the minister, he couldn't answer. I'm wondering what two lawyers,
specifically experts in immigration law, understand to be the meth‐
ods to make people leave.
● (1700)

Mr. Wei William Tao: What we're seeing making applicants
leave on their own, in practice, are refusals of extensions, refusals
of applications and delays in processing PR.

Do I think it's enough, personally, to remove that many individu‐
als in this period of time? It's going to be a hard process. I don't
think there's anything in law that will make it easy, unless some sort
of policy or program comes into place, or some announcement is
made to make it a coordinated effort.

We're saying to hold off on the coordinated effort until it's clear
who's in and who's out of the new plans.

The Chair: Thank you very much.

We will go to Parliamentary Secretary Chiang.

The next six minutes are yours.
Mr. Paul Chiang (Markham—Unionville, Lib.): Thank you,

Mr. Chair, for allowing me to ask questions.

I'd like to thank all of the witnesses here today for committing
their time to help us with the study.

My first question is for the Canadian Bar Association.

The government's decision to raise the financial threshold for
study permit applicants aims to ensure students are better prepared
for life in Canada.

How does this align with recommendations in your December
2023 letter to Minister Miller to safeguard international students
against financial vulnerabilities?

Ms. Kamaljit Lehal: Obviously, there need to be financial
thresholds for students, but they have to be in keeping with abili‐
ties. I believe our submissions have always consistently been that
students need to be supported with resources like housing once they
come to Canada. They are paying premium tuition fees, so housing,
counselling and all of those additional supports are essential.

Mr. Paul Chiang: Do you agree they need to be financially se‐
cure before they get to Canada?

Ms. Kamaljit Lehal: I think all students need to be financially
secure, but the bigger part is Canada's role in supporting them once

they are here in terms of resources like counselling and housing, as
I said.

Mr. Paul Chiang: Thank you.

You highlighted concerns about the role of unscrupulous school
recruiters and immigration consultants.

How might the government's measures to limit visas for pro‐
grams not eligible for postgraduate work permits, as well as its en‐
hanced verification process, deter fraudulent actors in the system?

Mr. Wei William Tao: I think those are positive steps.

However, the reality is that, even if the rules change, those who
want to exploit the system and take advantage of it will adjust their
efforts, as well. Unfortunately, we're dealing with a lot of students
from countries where Canada's relationship might not be the
strongest right now. The Philippines is a great example of where we
were able to make some bilateral improvements and encourage au‐
thorities to take on a bigger role in combatting fraud. With India,
China and other countries right now, it might be a much more diffi‐
cult situation.

I don't think it's as easy as measures will change things. I think it
takes a coordinated effort on many stages to achieve that.

Mr. Paul Chiang: Thank you for those answers.

Are you inferring that India and China will be difficult countries
to work with?

Mr. Wei William Tao: I think it will be extremely difficult to
curb some of these practices. They're so long-standing in those
countries that it will require an enhanced level of diplomatic effort
to get there.

Mr. Paul Chiang: Thank you so much.

I'm turning to the witness from Higher Education Strategy Asso‐
ciates.

Do you view the introduction of annual caps on study permits as
a measure to stabilize international student numbers, and do you
see this as an effective way to address capacity challenges while
maintaining institutional integrity?

Ms. Tiffany MacLennan: Yes and no is the complicated answer
to that.

Yes, I think it is a step to help curb some of the problems we're—

Mr. Paul Chiang: I'm sorry, Mr. Chair.

I cannot hear you. Could you speak up?

● (1705)

Ms. Tiffany MacLennan: My apologies.
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I was saying that I think the answer to that is twofold. Yes, I do
think that it is a measure that will be effective. That said, effective
for whom and for what is a different story.

I think we've implemented a kind of broad stroke and one-size-
fits-all measure that doesn't particularly solve issues that are hap‐
pening in other places. In fact, it might create them.

While it might be an effective measure to curb some of the ab‐
sorptive capacity of some of the areas that these schools are in, on
the flip side of that I think it will also lead to other problems that
bringing in international students has been addressing over the past
decade.

Mr. Paul Chiang: My next question is about how the decision to
enhance the use of the designated learning institution portal for is‐
suing acceptance letters was partly influenced by concerns about
fraudulent consultant practices.

Do you believe that this move will address such issues? Are
there additional safeguards that institutions and government should
consider?

Ms. Tiffany MacLennan: I'm not perfectly equipped to speak to
that. We are a consultancy that works with institutions and are not
in any form of recruiting. I do think that the designated learning in‐
stitutions are a first step in moving towards there, but I think there
will be more steps that will have to be taken.

Mr. Paul Chiang: Would you recommend any other additional
steps that we could take to make this system more credible?

Ms. Tiffany MacLennan: I could get back to you with recom‐
mendations, yes.

Mr. Paul Chiang: That's great.

Thank you so much for your answers. Thank you for your time.
The Chair: You still have a minute.
Mr. Paul Chiang: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

How do you anticipate that the changes limiting spousal work
permits for undergraduate and college-level international students
will impact Canada's competitiveness in the global education mar‐
ket?

Ms. Tiffany MacLennan: I believe that the places they will af‐
fect the most are the colleges and the college vocational schools
that are offering their programming. Their students are traditionally
older and are participating in things that are directly related to our
labour market, as opposed to more traditional undergraduate pro‐
gramming. I think that as a result we'll see less demand in some of
the programming that is high-need, high-demand programming, es‐
pecially vocational-type programming.

The Chair: Thank you very much, Mr. Chiang.

We will go to Mr. Brunelle-Duceppe for six minutes, please.

[Translation]
Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I'd also like to thank all the witnesses for being with us today.

Ms. MacLennan, you said in your opening remarks that some
universities are using international students to fill their coffers be‐
cause education is underfunded in some provinces.

In your opinion, is that true of all universities across Canada?

[English]

Ms. Tiffany MacLennan: Yes, I think it's true of the system
overall.

I can't speak to motivations in every single institution in the
country. There are quite a few, but in the provinces, the funding for
the post-secondary sector overall has been stagnant, with very mini‐
mal new money coming in on behalf of the governments, and as the
costs continue to rise for these incredibly labour-intensive institu‐
tions, that money has to be made up somewhere. In places like No‐
va Scotia, where you have a 3% domestic student tuition cap, their
hands have been quite tied, for lack of a better term.

[Translation]

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe: Are you familiar with the Uni‐
versité du Québec network?

[English]

Ms. Tiffany MacLennan: I am familiar, but there are people in
our office who are from Quebec, work in Quebec and have studied
in Quebec. I would not be the right person to answer any particular
question.

● (1710)

[Translation]

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe: Okay. Thank you very much.

I want to explain to the committee that the Université du Québec
network is big. It has more students than the entire University of
Toronto. When Maxime Colleret testified here on behalf of the Uni‐
versité du Québec network, he said:

...we charge about $21,000 a year for international students. For a Quebec stu‐
dent, we get about $18,000 a year. However, we have to take into account the
costs associated with educational tools, as well as support and integration mea‐
sures for international students. We need to dispel the cash cow myth...

I imagine it's different elsewhere, but my understanding is that
the Université du Québec network is unique. I think that's exactly
why you talked about targeted measures rather than pan-Canadian
ones. There are some major differences in Quebec because our edu‐
cation system is not like those in the rest of Canada.

Would you agree with that?

[English]

Ms. Tiffany MacLennan: Yes, I agree. I think targeted mea‐
sures are the way to move forward.

[Translation]

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe: Thank you very much,
Ms. MacLennan.
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I will go to the Canadian Bar Association representatives next.

What do you think of Minister Miller's suggestion that immigra‐
tion consultants have legitimately counselled international students
to seek asylum?

That concerns you directly. Maybe there's a problem with these
notorious immigration consultants.
[English]

Ms. Kamaljit Lehal: Thank you for that question.

There is indeed. We've been using the term “bad actors” in the
system, and international students have been misguided and misled
on a number of fronts. With respect to refugee claims, on that point
alone, you have students here from countries that are known to be
refugee-producing countries.

Can you hear me?
The Chair: Let Madam Lehal finish, and then we'll go to—

[Translation]
Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe: Excuse me, Ms. Lehal. I was

speaking to the chair because I wanted to know how much time I
have left.

You can continue your answer. Go ahead.
[English]

Ms. Kamaljit Lehal: With respect to students being guided to
make refugee claims by consultants, that may indeed be something
that's happening.

We also need to realize that a number of students come from
refugee-producing countries. There are human rights violations in a
number of countries, such as Colombia, Nigeria, Ghana, China, In‐
dia—these countries.

There are a number of reasons why students may not, when they
first come in, make a refugee claim. They may have very legitimate
reasons to make a claim. If you come in on a student permit, you
don't have to deal with the uncertainty of making a refugee claim,
which is complex, but then there are circumstances that may com‐
pel them to do that because the country conditions are such that—
[Translation]

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe: Also, the situation in their coun‐
try may change after they arrive and during their studies. There are
reasons why they might claim asylum.
[English]

Ms. Kamaljit Lehal: That's correct. Circumstances can change.

Sorry, there's just a bit of a delay.
[Translation]

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe: Yes, I know.

Welcome to my world.

Mr. Chair, I'm taking advantage of my allotted time to reiterate
the notice of motion I tabled on November 18 so we can debate and
adopt it. I believe your office received it on November 19 or there‐
abouts.

I apologize to the witnesses, but I think this motion can be dealt
with fairly quickly.

Just to jog my colleagues' memory, I'll read it again. The motion
reads as follows:

That, pursuant to Standing Order 108(2), the committee undertake a study on the
implications for Canada of the measures announced by Donald Trump during the
U.S. presidential campaign regarding the deportation of persons who are in the
United States illegally, as well as on the Canadian federal government's plan to
ensure border security and compliance with federal immigration statutes and
policies;

That the committee invite the following witnesses to appear:

1. for two hours each, accompanied by senior officials from their respective de‐
partments:

a. Mr. Marc Miller, Minister of Immigration and Citizenship;

b. Mr. Dominic LeBlanc, Minister of Public Safety;

2. for one hour each:

a. Ms. Kristen Hillman, Canadian Ambassador to the United States;

b. Mr. David L. Cohen, U.S. Ambassador to Canada;

3. as well as any witnesses the committee considers necessary, in accordance
with the usual practices of the committee; and

That the committee prioritize this study and report its findings to the House.

[English]
The Chair: Thank you very much, Mr. Brunelle-Duceppe.

I have three speakers on my list.

I would like to have direction from the committee members, be‐
cause MP Kwan did not have her six minutes.

I just want direction from the committee. Do we release the wit‐
nesses or do we hold them?

An hon. member: Hold them.

The Chair: Hold them. Okay, thank you.

Dear witnesses, there's a motion that is in order on the floor, so
we have to deal with that. Please relax a bit, and I will ask you to
come back. I'm sorry for the interruption. Your input is very much
appreciated, so please bear with us.

With that, I have MP Kwan, then Mr. Chiang and then Mr.
Kmiec.

MP Kwan, go ahead.
● (1715)

Ms. Jenny Kwan: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

As you've noted, we have about 15 minutes before the end of the
committee. I have yet to ask my six minutes of questions. This hap‐
pens to me quite a lot—welcome to my world—where committee
members make a motion and then cut off the opportunity for the
NDP to ask any questions.

In the spirit of that, Mr. Chair, I move adjournment of debate on
the motion.

The Chair: Adjournment of the debate is a non-debatable mo‐
tion.
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(Motion negatived: nays 9; yeas 1)

The Chair: Will go to Mr. Chiang for debate.
Mr. Paul Chiang: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

I would like to thank my committee member across for bringing
the motion forward. I would like to make some friendly amend‐
ments to his motion.

In the first paragraph where it stops at “policies”, I would add
“that the study consist of no less than four meetings”. That's at the
first paragraph.

In the last paragraph, where it says, “That the committee priori‐
tize this study,” I would like to add, “alongside the international
student study and the human smuggler/passport study, and that the
committee”.

The next change is, after “the House”, it should say “and that
pursuant to Standing Order 109, the government table a compre‐
hensive response to the report.”

The Chair: Thank you.

Now we'll go to debate on the amendment.

I have MP Kwan.
Ms. Jenny Kwan: Thank you very much.

[Translation]
Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe: I have a point of order,

Mr. Chair.
[English]

The Chair: There's a point of order.
[Translation]

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe: Mr. Chair, I think it's a friendly
amendment.

That being case, isn't it enough for me to agree?

It doesn't seem to work that way. I didn't say anything.
[English]

The Chair: MP Kwan.
Ms. Jenny Kwan: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

Commenting then on the motion, I think it's interesting that the
committee—

The Chair: You are speaking to the amendment, right?
Ms. Jenny Kwan: Yes, this is on the amendment to the motion

that is accepted as a friendly amendment, from what I gather, by the
mover. Really, on the whole, there is intention for this committee to
sort of bypass the stages in terms of engaging in debate around
business of the committee.

What's interesting as well, Mr. Chair, is that this happens quite a
lot. Two meetings ago, we actually had a motion on the floor. The
motion speaks to calling for the committee to:

undertake a study of no more than two meetings to examine the temporary pub‐
lic policy to facilitate temporary resident visas for certain extended family af‐
fected by the crisis in Gaza; including the challenges that the Government of

Canada faces in facilitating the exit of Gazans and that Canada is not the only
country that faces these challenges;

● (1720)

Mr. Paul Chiang: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: Go ahead, MP Chiang.
Mr. Paul Chiang: This is not relevant to the amendment that we

have before the committee right now.
The Chair: I would request that the honourable member come

back to speaking to the amendment.
Ms. Jenny Kwan: Mr. Chair, it is relevant because we're talking

about border measures. We're talking about implications of poten‐
tial trafficking issues and of the desperation of people getting to
safety. The motion that I was raising ties exactly into that point.

Mr. Chair, if you allow me to finish, then I can actually complete
my thought and my comments as they relate to the amendment and
to the main motion.

The Chair: Continue, please.
Ms. Jenny Kwan: Thank you.

To continue, it went on to say in that motion:
and that Canada is not the only country that faces these challenges; that the
study include examination of the development and execution of the Government
of Canada's special immigration measures to reunite and help bring Canadian
Gazan family members to safety, including extended family; that the committee
also consider Canada's use of its diplomatic relations to help facilitate the free
movement of persons authorized to travel to Canada; that the committee consid‐
er testimony from affected families as well as Canadian civil society; that the
committee invite the Minister of Immigration, Refugees, and Citizenship to ap‐
pear for one hour with departmental officials and that departmental officials ap‐
pear for one additional hour

There were amendments to this motion as well. The motion then
went on to say “that the committee invite other relevant witnesses
in accordance with the usual practices of the committee”.

The amendments were to include—
The Chair: There is another point of order.

MP Zahid, go ahead.
Mrs. Salma Zahid: We have the amendment proposed by Mr.

Chiang to the motion by Mr. Brunelle-Duceppe. Is this relevant to
that amendment? We need to debate the amendment.

The Chair: MP Zahid, I'm trying to figure it out.

If she's bringing a motion, there cannot be two motions on the
floor. If she's going to come back to the debate and can somehow
relate what she's saying to the amendment to the motion, then I
have to accept that.

That's when I asked the honourable member to come to the
amendment. She said that she's coming back to the amendment. I
have given her the opportunity to finish quickly and see if she
comes back to the amendment. If she does not, then I will stop her.

MP Kwan, the floor is yours.
Ms. Jenny Kwan: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

I appreciate your giving me the opportunity to finish my thought,
despite the ongoing interruption from Liberal members.
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To my point, Mr. Chair, if I can finish my thought, the motion
was then amended by the Conservatives to add Sudan to it, with
which I wholeheartedly agree. I further had made an amendment to
that motion to indicate that:

the committee order the production of all documents and records related to the
policy-making considerations that led to the specific dimensions of the tempo‐
rary public policy that opened on January 9, 2024, including the 1,000-person
cap, the gradual issuance of access codes and delays in receiving codes experi‐
enced by many applicants, and the information requested from applicants on ad‐
ditional screening forms; that, while respecting s. 19, s. 23, and s. 69 of the Ac‐
cess to Information Act, these details be provided within 30 days of the adoption
of this motion and relevant documents are released in full to the public;

The motion goes on to say, “that the committee report its find‐
ings to the House; and that pursuant to Standing Order 109 the gov‐
ernment table a comprehensive response to the report.”

That was paused because we ran out of time. Of course, we have
not been able to come back to debate this motion, which we abso‐
lutely should.

How does this actually tie into the amendment at hand, Mr.
Chair? We're all talking about the grave situation with respect to
our borders, borders that tie into the United States, of course, now,
with the Trump administration and what those implications might
be.

I think about borders also in other countries, as well. In the situa‐
tion with the Gazans, they have not been able to get to safety. Many
of them have been subject to trafficking, as well. I think many of
them have been subject to having to actually pay exorbitant fees
and bribes in order to stay safe.

All of that has implications for borders, including the Canadian
border. It's interesting to note that this amendment and this main
motion, Mr. Chair, exclude that community and the implications for
them and the hardships they have to face. If we really want to look
at the implications of trafficking and what it means in terms of bor‐
der control and so on, we should actually be looking at this commu‐
nity as well.

However, we consistently and persistently refuse to do so, and
we allow the continuation of these atrocities to take place. Commu‐
nity members have actually come before this committee in a dire
situation. In fact, as they wait for the government to do what is nec‐
essary to move forward to fix the problem and to facilitate the pro‐
cess, what the government has done instead of doing that is create
further barriers.

In the meantime, family members have come before the commit‐
tee and indicated that their loved one had passed. Their loved one
had not been able to get to safety as they tried to manage to get
through the many barriers, whether it's the Gazans or even the
Lebanese community.

You have to ask the question of what's going on with the
Lebanese community, where the government refuses to even bring
forward a special immigration measure so that Canadian family
members with loved ones in Lebanon can get to safety. How is it
even possible that the Canadian government would not consider
that? How is it even possible that the Canadian government, for ex‐
ample, would tell a Canadian family member in that dire situation

that they have to leave their spouse and their child behind because
they are not Canadians and do not have PR status?

If I were a Canadian stuck in a situation like that in Lebanon,
let's say, and my child and my spouse were there, and I was told
that I had to leave them behind in that dangerous situation...and
think it's okay. I don't think any of us would think that's okay.

Why is it that the Canadian government will not bring forward a
special immigration measure to expedite and bring to safety those
family members and allow those Canadian family members to
bring their children and their spouses to Canada? This persists and
continues in certain countries and in certain approaches. The Cana‐
dian government continues to do this and allow for this to happen.

Therefore, if we're going to do a study on border measures, then
we should be examining this as well. Why is there differential treat‐
ment for different countries?
● (1725)

Some have already said that perhaps it's because of the colour of
their skin. Is it? I don't know. IRCC has a history of discrimination
and discriminatory practices. That has been shown before. Reports
have indicated as such. Is this an ongoing perpetuation of that from
this government? Should we not, then, include these elements as
part of the study, Mr. Chair?

We often just—I don't know what it is—turn a blind eye, per‐
haps, or just set those issues aside as though somehow they are not
crucial or critical for this committee to examine. I don't understand
it; I really don't. I don't understand the practice and the approach
here. I don't understand the cavalier response from the government.
I would like to think that I'm wrong. I hope to think that I'm wrong;
however, the practice has been consistent from the government. It
continues, and it doesn't matter how dire the situation is. At the end
of the day, lives do matter.

I wonder why, in this whole conversation with this amendment,
with this motion, there is no discussion about whether or not the
United States is a a safe third country now in light of what's hap‐
pened and in light of what we've learned from the previous Trump
administration and their practices, where they separated child and
parent and where they put children in cages. I have even heard that
some of those children have not been reunited with their loved
ones. Why are we not having that conversation at this committee?
● (1730)

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz (Davenport, Lib.): I have a point of order,
Mr. Chair.

The Chair: MP Dzerowicz, I'll consider your point of order, but
before I consider your point of order, it is already 5:30, so I am go‐
ing to release the witnesses because it seems this discussion is go‐
ing forever.

On behalf of the committee members, I would like to thank the
witnesses who have come to the committee to share information
and help us with this.

Thank you, and you are released.

Now I will entertain a point of order from MP Dzerowicz.
Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: Thank you, Mr. Chair.
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I want to say that I appreciate the caring comments of my col‐
league. I just don't know what the relevance is to the motion
changes that my colleague has made.

My sense is that she does not support it. I don't know if she is
trying to add things to it. I don't think we could consider two mo‐
tions at the same time. We'll have to just deal with the motion,
which is the addition to the current motion at the moment.

The Chair: Thank you very much, MP Dzerowicz.

We will go to MP Kwan because she has the floor, and she is not
bringing in this as a second motion on the floor. She is speaking to
the amendment to the motion.

We have resources until 5:45. If you fellows don't come up with
a conclusion before 5:45, then I have to make a decision on my
own to either adjourn or suspend the meeting.

I will give the floor to MP Kwan.

Ms. Jenny Kwan: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

I was saying earlier that I remember very well the situation in the
United States when we first saw the Trump administration come in‐
to office. It was in January and I was newly elected to the House of
Commons. Being the immigration critic for the NDP, I moved an
emergency debate in the House of Commons on that situation,
which was ultimately granted because of the dire situation there and
the discriminatory practices the Trump administration attempted to
bring into play to impact the Muslim community, as an example.
Their immigration policy, as we saw it play out, was devastating.
There is no question about that. People were separated from their
loved ones. Children were put in cages, if you can imagine it, Mr.
Chair. That kind of approach was taken to impact the lives of peo‐
ple. There were toddlers separated from their parents. I've been in‐
formed that there are situations where children have not yet been
reunited with their parents. They've actually been lost in the sys‐
tem.

Fast forward to today. What do we have? We have Trump win‐
ning the election. We all heard what he said during the campaign
period. He said immigrants and migrants are “poisoning the blood
of” the United States. I sure hope that's not what we're thinking
here in Canada. You can imagine the rhetoric and the toxic descrip‐
tion of migrants in the U.S. Trump administration, what that might
mean and the implications for people who look like me—immi‐
grants in that country. What will it mean for them?

Of course, they're holding Canada hostage in some way with re‐
spect to immigration policies and implications around trade.

However, nowhere in time have I heard anyone on this commit‐
tee—or the government or the minister—talking about whether or
not the United States is a safe country for migrants, despite the
changing circumstances in the United States, the record of the pre‐
vious Trump administration and Trump himself.

That is a real question that should be heard, Mr. Chair.

Has there been a change of chairs?

● (1735)

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Brad Redekopp): Wait one moment, Ms.
Kwan. I'm just checking with MP Dzerowicz.

Do you have a point of order, or do you just want to be on the
speaking list? I want to clarify that.

Ms. Julie Dzerowicz: I want to be on the speaking list.

Thank you.

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Brad Redekopp): Okay, you're on the list.
That's fine.

Thank you.

Go ahead, MP Kwan.

Ms. Jenny Kwan: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

You have to wonder about whether the United States is still a
safe third country. You have to ask the question of not only our‐
selves but the international community as well. We have a responsi‐
bility as parliamentarians and we have a responsibility as what I
like to think of as a country that is compassionate and a country
that puts the lives of people and the human rights of people ahead
of all else, and not just for cheap politics or for political gain. All
too often I feel like what goes on around this table and what goes
on around the theatrics of Parliament and parliamentarians is sim‐
ply about the politics of things.

Stripping down all of those pieces, we have to see the faces be‐
hind these policies. Why else are we here? I hope we're here be‐
cause we want to actually create a better world. I hope we are here
because Canada has a role to play in the face of this kind of regres‐
sion and attack on the migrant and immigrant community.

Canada relied on the immigrant community to create and build
this country. I still recall learning from the history books about the
contributions of the Chinese migrant workers. We were brought
here to Canada not because we were wanted but because we were a
source of cheap labour. We were brought into this country to build
the railway to connect the west coast with the rest of the country,
from coast to coast to coast. The Chinese migrant workers were
brought in to do the most dangerous jobs. They were paid the least
amount of money, and they faced discrimination, and many of them
died in that process.

Where are we today? We say we recognize history, and we apol‐
ogize for the horrific treatment and discriminatory practices of the
past, yet we perpetuate the situation. We allow for it to continue. In
many ways, one might actually say that today's immigration stream,
particularly with the low-wage stream with a closed work permit, is
a modern-day program of the past with regard to how people are
being treated. We have to live through it over and over again. Here
we are once again. It's as though time has stood still and we have
learned nothing.
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In terms of the current situation with the United States, I think
we can all anticipate what might be coming in the sense that people
in the United States might have fear in their hearts. Whether you
were a migrant or a person with or without status, can you imagine
being told by the president-elect that you were the poison of that
country? How would that make a person feel? Would you feel like
you belonged in that country? I would think not. I would think that
the government of the day was sending a clear message that mi‐
grants and immigrants are not welcome.

In fact, I think they are denigrating the people and their contribu‐
tions to the United States, and some people might feel like they
don't belong and they might need to leave.

On that question, isn't there a real question about whether the
United States is a safe third country? Isn't that a real question not
just for Canada to consider but, rather, for the international commu‐
nity to consider? I would even venture to say that the UNHCR
needs to be considering that as well.
● (1740)

The United States, with its approach, is not a particularly safe
country at this juncture. It's not safe for migrants, immigrants or
newcomers. They're told they don't belong. They're told they're
“poisoning” the bloodstream of Americans. Can you imagine that?

That's not too dissimilar in some ways, though, from the kind of
message the Canadian government is sending and what the Prime
Minister is saying. The government has put out ads to tell asylum
seekers about the application process to seek asylum. I don't neces‐
sarily think the intention behind them is to inform people what the
approach ought to be; rather, it is to scare people away from mak‐
ing an asylum claim. That's what I think is going on.

In some ways, Canada has picked up the narrative and mentality
that the United States and the Trump administration are bringing
forward. To me, that's just absolutely devastating. I never thought I
would live to see that day here in Canada. I didn't.

I never thought I would hear the Prime Minister say that migrant
workers and immigrants are a tap that should be turned off, as
though we're some sort of weirdos who don't belong in this country,
don't contribute to Canadian society and are somehow just an eco‐
nomic unit. We're not real people with real lives and real families,
who have made Canada their home and contributed to building this
country. That is the mentality that's forthcoming.

I have experienced lots of discrimination in my life. I always
thought it would stop with my generation. My grandparents experi‐
enced it. People pushed them off the bus. My granddad, who has
passed now, used to tell me these stories of what he had experi‐
enced. My parents experienced it. I've experienced it.

I never thought my children would experience it, but yes, they
did. My daughter, just coming out of COVID, who was on the way
to school on a bus, was spat on and racial slurs were yelled at her.
She was 18 years old. I desperately do not want to see this hap‐
pen—not here in Canada, not in my family and not for anyone else.

Often in this House, we get together and say we will not stand
for hate, we will not stand for discrimination and we will fight
against them. Where is that courage now, Mr. Chair?

When we see the president-elect of the United States during the
campaign calling immigrants and migrants the poison of the United
States bloodstream, do we think that is acceptable? Do we not think
that perpetuates hate?

Now what are we talking about around this table? We're talking
about how to secure a border against people who are not wanted
and who are mistreated in that way. We're talking about building a
wall. It's not dissimilar to the physical wall the Trump administra‐
tion of the first term wanted to build. Canada built an invisible wall
with the safe third country agreement by extending it further and
further—

● (1745)

The Chair: I'm sorry to interrupt, MP Kwan. We'll come back to
this.

The meeting is suspended for now.

[The meeting was suspended at 5:45 p.m., Monday, December 2]

[The meeting resumed at 11:09 a.m., Thursday, December 5]

● (8305)

The Vice-Chair (Mr. Brad Redekopp): I call this meeting to
order. We are meeting in public. This is a continuation of meeting
number 119 of the House of Commons Standing Committee on Cit‐
izenship and Immigration.

Today's meeting is taking place in a hybrid format. I'd like to re‐
mind participants of the following points. Please wait until I recog‐
nize you by name before speaking. All comments should be ad‐
dressed through the chair. Whether participating in person or via
Zoom, please raise your hand if you wish to speak. The clerk and I
will manage the speaking order as best we can.

We're discussing MP Chiang's amendment to MP Brunelle-
Duceppe's motion. At the time of the suspension on Monday, MP
Kwan had the floor. The following members are on the list to de‐
bate the amendment after MP Kwan: MP Dzerowicz or Madam
Kayabaga and Mr. Kmiec.

MP Kwan, the floor is yours.

Ms. Jenny Kwan: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

We're resuming debate on this motion, and the motion, of course,
is to talk about the situation or the anticipated situation with the
United States, with the Trump administration being elected for the
second time.

Last time in my comments at the committee, I was talking about
the implications of what we experienced in the first Trump admin‐
istration. You will recall that Canadians were deeply concerned and
dismayed about Trump's appalling immigration ban in his first ad‐
ministration. I share those concerns, and I strongly believe that a
travel ban against individuals based upon race, religion or country
of birth implemented by our closest neighbour cannot be tolerated
by Canada. This deeply misguided policy not only sent a chill of in‐
tolerance around the world, but I think it emboldened racist senti‐
ments and contributed to unleashing overt acts of racism.
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In fact, I witnessed some of those and experienced some of
those. In my 30-plus years in elected office, I've always experi‐
enced racism. I've had horrible messages, hateful messages, sent to
me, and a lot of the time they were sent anonymously. However, af‐
ter the Trump administration was elected, I was attending a rally in
my riding to celebrate, actually, the international day for the elimi‐
nation of racism. A large group of us—families, children, elderly
people—were marching up to Victory Square. I was getting ready
to speak at the event and to hear the speakers. There were people
who had experienced racism, particularly the elderly, the Japanese
Canadian community, who had experienced horrific Canadian poli‐
cies which separated them from their family members and actually
caused them to lose their property. In Vancouver, they were housed
at the PNE, where the stables are, where the cattle and horses were
kept. In any event, we were all there to celebrate the international
day for the elimination of racism.

As we gathered, there were these white supremacists who ap‐
peared around us. You could see them—the Proud Boys, amongst
others—all circle around us. Things were getting intense. I was
about to be invited up to speak, and the organizer of the event got
so worried that he came to me and asked whether or not we should
end the event then. I said that we should not because that was ex‐
actly their goal: to silence us and stop us from speaking up and
speaking out for equality and against discrimination, hate and race
supremacy.

I got up on the stage, and what did they do? They threw a smoke
bomb into the crowd. There was a giant purple haze in the area.
That's what happened. To disrupt the event was their intention. It
was to get me off the stage, I suppose, to send me a message per‐
haps. I don't know. Even in spite of that, we persisted. The police
were there. I wasn't going to be shut down by people who were full
of hate and who wanted to spread their racism and discrimination
and who wanted to attempt to intimidate, threaten and silence us.

I carried on, and we finished our event. In the meantime, the or‐
ganizers had to phone for backup, if you will, because we were
quite worried about the people who were there. The children at that
point were crying. Seniors were crying. People were clearly shaken
up.
● (8310)

We had to call for backup to make sure that they were assisted,
as they made their way back to their car, to the bus station or to the
SkyTrain station to go home. That was what happened after the
Trump administration's travel ban and hateful immigration policies
were announced. I experienced first-hand that emboldening of
racism by white supremacists in the community.

I've always been proud of the fact that Canada has always been a
shelter for those who need it. During that unprecedented time,
Canada stood strong on that. I still recall the Prime Minister send‐
ing a clear message.

Now, I don't agree with the Liberals a lot of the time, but at that
moment, he sent a clear message to say, “Canada welcomes you.” I
take that to mean we are a country that will not discriminate, a
country that will welcome everyone and a country that recognizes
the contributions of the multicultural community, the ethnic com‐

munity, migrants, immigrants, international students and newcom‐
ers. We say the colour of your skin doesn't matter; we all belong.

Despite Canada's very checkered history and some very dark his‐
tory of racism and discriminatory laws, like the one that, for exam‐
ple, imposed a head tax on the Chinese community after the railway
was built, when lives were lost and cheap labour was had. When
the project was done, Canada tried to do everything to get rid of us,
including putting a head tax in place.

There's been some very dark history in Canada, but in spite of all
of that, at that moment, I thought it was an important message to
send. It was critically important that we establish a clear path for
Canada to step in and do our part.

I believe that all committee members are well aware of that situ‐
ation. We all experienced it. We all saw it. People were risking life
and limb to come to Canada. Why? It's simply that they did not feel
that the U.S. was a safe country for them.

When you have a president—at that time, it was Trump—basi‐
cally telling you that certain races are going to be banned from
coming to Canada and they don't want you there, you get a clear
message. If that hatred washed over to Canada, where I experienced
first-hand the discriminatory sentiments that were hurled at me, you
can imagine what it was like for people in the United States at that
time.

On January 11, 2017, Canadians saw stories about Seidu Mo‐
hammed, who at the time was a 24-year-old refugee who nearly
died making the dangerous journey from the United States to
Canada, crossing into Manitoba on Christmas Eve. You can imag‐
ine it. Right now, it's not quite Christmas. It's early December. Here
in Ottawa, I must say that this year, the cold weather has come late.
I believe yesterday was the first snow day here in Ottawa, which
makes me worry about climate change. That said, you can feel the
chill in the air in Manitoba.

I went to Manitoba with my colleague Leah Gazan. We held a
press conference at that very border where Seidu Mohammed
crossed over. Oh my God, it was cold that day. The wind was howl‐
ing. We were standing out there. I was so cold that my face felt
frozen and I felt like I couldn't speak. Why were we gathered there?
We were gathered there to talk about the safe third country agree‐
ment and the implications of what the Canadian government was
doing at that time with the changes to it.

Mr. Chair, you're doing some hand signalling. I'm not quite sure
what's happening.

● (8315)

The Chair: It's not for you. I was talking to Mr. McLean.
Ms. Jenny Kwan: I'm sorry. I thought you were signalling

something to me.

In any event, we were gathered there to talk about that with Mr.
Seidu Mohammed, who shared his experience with us to highlight
the dangerous, perilous journey he had to take and what it means,
when Canada takes these actions, for the lives of people who are
being persecuted.
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By way of background, Mr. Mohammed was born in Ghana. He
fled, hoping to rebuild his life in the United States out of fear for
his life due to his sexual orientation. I know that the committee
members would be aware of this. This was major news in the com‐
munity. The media did cover this story extensively.

Mr. Mohammed is gay. We know that homosexuality is illegal in
Ghana. It is punished under a section of their criminal code entitled
“Unnatural Carnal Knowledge”. A 2012 U.S. State Department hu‐
man rights report also pointed to widespread discrimination, police
harassment and extortion attempts, citing several instances of vio‐
lent mob-style assaults being carried out against suspected homo‐
sexuals.

Seidu Mohammed made an asylum claim in the United States af‐
ter arriving in San Diego in 2015. He then spent a year in a deten‐
tion centre. While in detention, he did not have access to legal
counsel. He lacked the freedom to gather materials to support his
case. As a Harvard report stated, which I'll speak to later today, this
is all too common.

Ultimately, his claim was rejected. He felt that he had no choice:
He headed north. He met another man from Ghana in the Min‐
neapolis, Minnesota, area. The men took a bus from there to Grand
Forks, North Dakota, and then took a $400 cab ride to the spot near
the border.

The men then embarked on the most dangerous part of their jour‐
ney. They walked for at least seven hours, at times through waist-
deep snow, in -18°C weather, trying to cross into Canada. Of
course, they were poorly equipped for the conditions. They tried to
hitchhike for hours to see if they could get some assistance. This
failed. They were stuck in the snow, you see. It was so cold that
their pants were frozen, stuck in the snow. In fact, part of his pants
were pulled off. He tried to actually take off his pants to see if he
could move forward. He couldn't. He was frozen. He was stuck in
the snow. Can you imagine?

He told me that at that point, he thought he was going to die. He
thought he was going to die. They tried to get attention from peo‐
ple, but to no avail. Luckily, a truck drove along that way. The driv‐
er saw the two men stuck in the snow and stopped. He called 911
and help did come.

Mr. Mohammed did not lose his life that day, but he ended up
losing all the digits of both hands. His fingers and his thumb had to
be amputated as a result of the extreme frostbite he suffered trying
to cross the border. Despite that, he said the journey was worth it.

We should also put this into context. Mr. Mohammed is an ath‐
lete. He's a soccer player. We can imagine how important his physi‐
cality is for him in terms of that sport.
● (8320)

That said, to save his life, he lost the digits of his fingers on both
hands, and he said that the journey was worth it. He also said that
he was happy to be here—here meaning Canada—because he knew
that to go back to his country, to Ghana, would mean that he would
lose his life.

That was one story, but that's not the only story about people
fleeing persecution because the United States is not a safe country

for them. I don't know if we can understand that. I have never expe‐
rienced it myself, to be persecuted in that way. I don't know what it
is like to fear for your life, for being who you are, for loving the
people you love. To be so desperate as to take on such a dangerous
journey, that's the state people were in. That's the state Mr. Mo‐
hammed was in.

By the way, Mr. Chair, I invited Mr. Mohammed to this commit‐
tee when we studied the Safe Third Country Agreement, and he of‐
fered his perspective. Afterwards, I was outside, and I recorded his
story, if nothing else, just to remind myself how important this
work is and what it really means to hear from someone who direct‐
ly experienced that. Although he gave me permission, I never put
that video on the public record.
● (8325)

Mr. Tom Kmiec: On a point of order, Chair, I believe the bells
are going for votes, and you don't have consent to continue.

The Chair: That's what I was trying to figure out.

Is there unanimous consent to carry on?
Mr. Tom Kmiec: No.
The Chair: There's no unanimous consent.

We'll come back 10 minutes after the vote is done. Thank you.
● (8325)

_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (8420)

The Chair: I call the meeting back to order.

MP Kwan, you have the floor. Please go ahead.
Ms. Jenny Kwan: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

Just before the vote, I was talking about the history of what hap‐
pened in the last administration. It was only one story, that of Mr.
Seidu Mohammed. There are other instances that I can talk about
and bring to the committee's attention.

At this juncture, though, I'd like to move an amendment to the
motion. I will get my staff to send it in both French and English to
the clerk for distribution. In the meantime, I'll read it into the
record.

The motion reads—
● (8425)

The Chair: You mean subamendment, I think. It's a subamend‐
ment.

Ms. Jenny Kwan: Yes.

I will highlight the parts of the motion where I am amending.
The language is as follows:

That, pursuant to Standing Order 108(2), the committee undertake a study on the
implications for Canada

I'm adding “and for undocumented people and people with tem‐
porary status in the United States”. That's the change.

The original motion goes on to say:
of the measures announced by Donald Trump during the U.S. presidential cam‐
paign regarding the deportation of
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Here I add in new language, “undocumented”. Then it's back to
the original language:

persons

Then I'm adding new language, “and their family members, in‐
cluding children, who are U.S. citizens”. Then it goes on with the
original language:

who are in the United States

My amendment would be to strike the word “illegally”. Then I
add further new language, “examine the proposal by U.S. president-
elect Donald Trump to carry out 'the largest deportation program in
American history' of millions of undocumented residents of the
U.S., including his stated intentions to declare a national emergency
and deploy the U.S. military to carry out mass deportations to de‐
termine if the U.S. still qualifies as a safe country for refugees.”

Then, in the next clause, add a new word, “request”. Then it's the
original language:

the Canadian federal government

Add new language, “to table their”. Then it's the original lan‐
guage:

plan to ensure border security and compliance with federal immigration statutes
and policies;

Add new language “and to examine its implication in compliance
with Canada's obligations under the charter and international law,
including the 1951 Refugees Convention, to which Canada is a sig‐
natory for 55 years, and that the study take into account this com‐
mittee's report on asylum seekers at Canada's border that recom‐
mended the Safe Third Country Agreement exemptions for gender-
based claims and claims from moratorium countries in recognition
of the risk of harms these claimants face in the U.S. prior to the cur‐
rent deportation issues.”

Those would be my amendments.
The Chair: There's a point of order from MP Kmiec.

Please go ahead.
Mr. Tom Kmiec: Chair, having heard what the motion is doing

and amending, I don't believe that this amendment is in order. It
changes the substance of the original motion. It's a subamendment,
but it doesn't amend the amendment. It's like an entirely new thing
that changes the total substance of it. I don't believe it's in order,
and I'd like the chair's ruling on it.

The Chair: I'm going to suspend for a couple of minutes.
● (8425)

_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (8430)

The Chair: Thank you, Mr. Kmiec, for raising the point of order.

I'm reading from chapter 12 about subamendments.
Most of what applies to amendments applies equally to subamendments. Each
subamendment must be strictly relevant to, and not at variance with the sense of,
the corresponding amendment and must seek to modify the amendment and not
the original question. A subamendment cannot enlarge upon the amendment, in‐
troduce new matters foreign to it or differ in substance from it. A subamendment
cannot strike out all of the words in an amendment, thereby nullifying it; the
Speaker has ruled that the proper course in such a case would be for the House
to defeat the amendment. Debate on a subamendment is restricted to the words

added to or omitted from the original motion by amendment. Since subamend‐
ments cannot be further amended, a Member wishing to change one under de‐
bate must wait until it is defeated and then propose a new subamendment.

According to this, my interpretation is that this is out of order,
and we have to deal with Mr. Chiang's amendment first. Then, if
MP Kwan wants to bring it forward, she has the right.

I'll give the floor to MP Kwan.

● (8435)

Ms. Jenny Kwan: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair, for that
clarification.

As I understand your ruling, this will not be deemed to be in or‐
der as a subamendment. However, when the amendment by Mr.
Chiang is dealt with, I will be able to come back and move this as
an amendment, separate and apart.

The Chair: That's correct.
Ms. Jenny Kwan: I'm okay with that.

In that case, I'll take it as giving notice on the amendment that
will be brought about at the appropriate time. I think that those ele‐
ments expand the study and take in crucial information that is im‐
portant for the committee to evaluate if we're going to undertake
such a study.

Mr. Chair, I'm fine with that ruling. I will not challenge your rul‐
ing from that perspective.

The Chair: Thank you.
Ms. Jenny Kwan: Mr. Chair, I'm going to seek your guidance in

terms of process with respect to the next steps. I could go on with
my deliberation on the matter and could offer my comments. How‐
ever, I think that you wanted to ask a question of the committee.

I will cede the floor to you, at this point, with respect to that. I
have much more to say about this, but perhaps we can come back to
it after you have your intervention.

The Chair: Thank you, MP Kwan.

Honourable members, my thought process is this. We have post‐
poned the witnesses. Monday, we already have business planned.
There is only a handful of meetings left, if we can get this business,
the ones that we have on the schedule, out of the way.

If we continue with this debate, I know that MP Kwan has
tremendous knowledge and background, and she could keep going
on this, so we might be doing this for a few days. My thought pro‐
cess is that we could adjourn this meeting and then go back to our
regular business on Monday. That is my suggestion to you. Again,
the committee decides its own work process.

Next, I have Mr. Redekopp.
Mr. Brad Redekopp: Thank you, Chair.

I guess to aid in that discussion, could you please tell us what the
plan is for next week?

The Chair: Certainly.
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I would like to inform you that there is an absence of response
from both ministers. I have requested that the clerk invite officials
to appear on Monday, December 9, regarding the study of the is‐
suance of passports to human smugglers.

CBSA and Public Safety have concluded that their involvement
in this matter related to passports and human smuggling is limited.
Additionally, the RCMP is unable to provide information at this
time due to the ongoing nature of the investigation. As a result,
Public Safety, the RCMP and CBSA are declining the invitation.
Only people from IRCC and from the passport program can appear,
and they will be invited on Monday.

Ms. Jenny Kwan: I'm sorry, Mr. Chair. Could you repeat that
part? Did you say CBSA declined the invitation? Did I hear that
correctly?

The Chair: The RCMP and CBSA are declining the invitation,
as CBSA and Public Safety have concluded that their involvement
in matters related to passports and human smuggling is limited.

Ms. Jenny Kwan: Oh, my goodness.

Could you clarify, Mr. Chair, that the minister has also declined?
The Chair: That is correct. They did not decline, but they are

not available on that day.
Ms. Jenny Kwan: Did they say when they might be available?

Did we seek that information from them?
The Chair: We're still trying. The clerk is still trying to work

with them.
Ms. Jenny Kwan: I'm sorry, but I was asking those questions for

clarification.

I think Mr. Redekopp has the floor, and then I would like to have
the floor after.

The Chair: Sure.

We have Mr. Redekopp.
● (8440)

Mr. Brad Redekopp: With respect to the CBSA, to be clear, it's
not that they just can't show up on a particular day; it's that they
don't think they need to show up.

The Chair: That's what it is.
Mr. Brad Redekopp: That makes absolutely no sense, because

that's a huge piece of the whole puzzle that we're trying to look at
here. I think I need to raise the fact that that's not—

The Chair: We can always subpoena them if they say no.
Mr. Brad Redekopp: We might want to consider that, yes.
The Chair: We always have protocols in place that we can use

as a committee.

Do you see what I mean? This is what they are saying; we are
not accepting that.

Mr. Brad Redekopp: I guess that would be—
The Chair: Acceptance is one thing, declining is one thing; we

as a committee accepting that is the other. A committee has its own
destiny, so if committee members want to subpoena them—they

think that they must be here—we can always bring them here
through that process.

Mr. Brad Redekopp: Okay, so—
The Chair: Are you okay with that? Can I go to Mr. Brunelle-

Duceppe after you?
Mr. Brad Redekopp: If that's the case, I don't think I've ever

been involved in subpoenaing somebody before. Is that a motion
we have to make? How does that work?

If it is, I would like to move a motion that we subpoena the CB‐
SA to come to this committee.

The Chair: I'll come back to you, Brad, and I will give you the
floor, but perhaps we can listen for one second to Mr. Brunelle-
Duceppe.
[Translation]

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe: Thank you.

First of all, this is new to all of us. I think it comes as a bit of a
surprise to everyone. Even though we're all surprised, I'm not sure
we need to go as far as subpoenaing witnesses. However, I think
those people need to understand that we can do so if we want to.

The clerk can contact them again to tell them that we really want
them to be here and that, if they categorically refuse, we can sub‐
poena them.

That's how I would handle it. Before we get to the subpoenas, I
would let them know we can do that and it's better for them to
come and testify and not get a subpoena that might get them into
kind of a crazy situation. I think some journalists would be interest‐
ed to know that people have been subpoenaed to testify before a
committee.

If I were one of those people, I would understand the seriousness
of my refusal to appear before the committee. We can play nice
with them and make them understand that it's really not a good
idea. I would leave that in the hands of the clerk.

That's what I suggest. Committee members may agree with me,
or maybe they would prefer to issue a subpoena right away.
[English]

The Chair: That's an excellent idea. We will do that.

I have a couple of speakers. I have MP Zahid. Mr. Redekopp still
has the floor. If he wants, I can go quickly to MP Kwan, and then
come back to him.

Okay.

I have MP Zahid, and then we'll go to MP Kwan.
Mrs. Salma Zahid: I just wanted to check if the officials from

IRCC are already scheduled for Monday. Will we have two hours
with them, or will we have other witnesses also?

The Chair: No, we have one hour with them.
Mrs. Salma Zahid: In the second hour, who's coming?
The Chair: We haven't planned that yet. We can figure that out.

MP Kwan, go ahead.
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Ms. Jenny Kwan: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

It would seem to me that we're not ready to go on Monday. I
don't think it's good enough to just have IRCC officials before us. I
think we should go back to request the RCMP and CBSA to appear
before the committee.

I don't know if subpoenaing them is the right approach or the
next step. My understanding is that the committee could move a
motion to compel them to come before we subpoena them to come.
Maybe there are some intermediate steps to get there.

The other thing that I think is absolutely critical—
The Chair: [Technical difficulty—Editor] see the consensus, so

I'll go back to MP Kwan.

Go to your original motion, then, because—
Ms. Jenny Kwan: I'm sorry. I'm not done yet with my comments

related to this matter.
● (8445)

The Chair: Okay.
Ms. Jenny Kwan: Related to it as well is that I don't think it's

good enough for the ministers to say that they're not available. I
would like to ensure that the clerk continues to pursue the availabil‐
ity of the ministers so that they can come to the committee. I think
they need to come and answer these questions. We can't just say,
“Oh, shoot, they can't come”, and then move on. There has to be
really good justification for why they can't come.

I think this is an important matter. We need the ministers here.
The Chair: I'm going to close this, MP Chiang, because I have

to go on. The thing is that this was not part of the business. I have
heard enough from fellows. I think we might be able to continue
with the debate, the way it's going on right now, unless you have a
very compelling point.

Mr. Paul Chiang: Mr. Chair, I just wanted to remind the com‐
mittee that we are still dealing with my amendment and Mr.
Brunelle-Duceppe's motion. We need to vote on that before we car‐
ry on.

Thank you.
The Chair: Okay.

If that's the case, you have the floor, MP Kwan. Please continue.
Ms. Jenny Kwan: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

I know that you were just trying to facilitate a process, and I un‐
derstood that the process for Monday was that we would get all
these officials here, but then, upon your clarification, that clearly is
not the case. I think there's more work that needs to be done to
bring them here.

Back to the amendment and the motion around the U.S. border,
before all this happened and before the vote, I was talking about
what had happened in the previous administration. I highlighted the
example of Mr. Seidu Mohammed and his situation. I noted that I
have had private conversations on many occasions now with Mr.
Seidu Mohammed, by the way, about his experiences and what they
meant for him.

I'm happy to report to the committee that, in my most recent
meeting with him, I learned that he's now not only working, but
he's also volunteering, coaching young people in soccer. That's his
profession. He was a professional soccer player before he came to
Canada. Not only is he working, he's also volunteering in support
of the community coaching young people soccer. Then, of course,
he's trying to reach out to those who are also refugees to make sure
that their engagement in the community is supported.

I just think this is really important to note. Right now we're in an
environment where people talk about immigrants, migrants and
refugees as though they're just a drain on our society, that they're no
good and we have to close the borders to them. People say that we
need to kick them out, that we need to deport them, that we need to
blame them for all the problems that the government has created
such as the housing crisis and so on. When people come to Canada,
not only do they contribute to Canada, they contribute to their com‐
munity both economically and socially, and they volunteer.

On other stories of people experiencing persecution and the des‐
peration that they're faced with, what do they do? There was anoth‐
er heart-wrenching situation. On February 8, 2017, we heard the
heartbreaking story of the two-year-old making the trip from Min‐
nesota into Manitoba as part of a group of over 20 individuals. It
was reported in the media that, at that time, the temperature was
-20°C. You can imagine how cold and frigid that weather is.

The family, the people who were trying to get to safety, were
tired making this long trek, and they were ill-equipped. The child
particularly was finding the entire journey unbearable. It was re‐
ported that the child said to the mother, “Mom, I want to die, you
can go in the Canada. I want to die in the snow, you can go, mom,
in the Canada.” That's from the mouth of a child who was on a trek
to make it to safety.

I need committee members to take that in for a minute and to un‐
derstand what that means. When we talk about border security,
when we talk about heightening all of this, what does it mean for
the people who are faced with persecution. What are the implica‐
tions for them? What do they have to go through to try to get to
safety? If you were the mother of a child who you know is being
persecuted in a country where you're not welcome and that you
may well be deported back to where you had escaped the violence,
would you not do everything you could to protect your child and
get your child to safety? I would in a heartbeat. I know I would. I
would walk through hot coals to try to bring my family to safety.

That's what these individuals are doing. In their instance, they
walked through the snow in -20°C weather. I'm not a good person
in cold weather. If it's 0°, I think I'm going to die, and I'm wearing a
giant parka with snow boots and everything.

● (8450)

You can imagine being out in the extreme cold for an extended
period of time if you're ill-equipped. Even if you have snow boots,
if you're trekking through the snow, it will get wet, and your feet
will get cold. If you're small, if you're a child, your ability to retain
heat is further minimized. That is the reality people are faced with.
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I really hope that we don't become a country that forces people
into such desperation, but that's what we're doing. That's what's
happening with the Safe Third Country Agreement. That's what
happened in the first round with the Trump administration. You can
imagine how that will escalate in this second round.

On February 22, 2017, there was another story. It was the story
of Naimo Ahmed, which was reported by the CBC.

Ahmed, at the time, was 23 and is part of a minority group origi‐
nally from southern Somalia. She was set to be married in July at
that time, but members of her community were against the union
because her would-be husband was not a member of her group. On
the day of her wedding, a group of armed individuals came to her
mother's house and murdered her mother, her husband and other
members of her family. Ahmed spent her wedding day and many
following fleeing and hoping to rebuild her life in safety.

After travelling from Somalia through Ecuador and Colombia to
Costa Rica, she eventually made her way to Texas, where she was
detained and then deported to Minneapolis to await her asylum
hearing. Due to the fear of the Trump administration's discriminato‐
ry policies toward people like her from Somalia, Ahmed believed
she had no choice but to make the trip to Canada instead.

She stated, “I am Black; I am Somali; I am a Muslim—the three
things the president doesn't like. To him, I am a terrorist. But I am
not. I don't want to harm anyone; that's the last thing I want to do.
All I am looking for is protection.” Those were the circumstances
she found herself in and the reason she needed to get to a safe coun‐
try. It's why the United States, for her, is not a safe country.

These are just some of the people who feel they had no choice.
These are just some examples—not all of them—where they felt
they had to make that journey, a dangerous journey. It's not like it's
a walk in the park. It's not like a casual evening stroll or anything
like that.

They have to make this dangerous journey from the United
States to Canada because they don't feel that they can be safe in the
United States. They don't feel that they can have a fair chance at a
hearing to obtain asylum and safety because they don't feel that
they belong. They don't feel that they're welcome. They fear that in
that process they would be deported back to their country of origin.

Can you imagine if this woman who, on her wedding day, saw
people come to her home and murder her family and newly wedded
husband before her eyes, then had to entertain the prospect that she
might be sent back to that country? Can you imagine what would
happen to her, what that would be like, Mr. Chair?

I can't imagine it. The fear in her heart, the anxiety that she feels,
the desperation. Honestly, it's desperation. Either you get sent back
and get killed in a violent way, or you make a dangerous journey
for the chance that you might have a shot to live in safety and have
protection.

That's all that she was seeking. She's not a terrorist. She's not try‐
ing to kill anyone.

● (8455)

Isn't that what humanity is about when we see something like
that? Isn't that what we should be trying to do to be supportive of
each other?

During that period, in addition to the political and social up‐
heaval that continues in Somalia, which had caused countless So‐
malis to flee, Somalia was facing a severe drought. In addition to
the potential violence, there was another challenge that not just she
but all Somalis would be faced with, which was the severe drought.

The UN estimated that 363,000 children were acutely malnour‐
ished at that time, with 270,000 more at risk. That was in 2017.
They further stated that there was only a two-month window to
avert a drought catastrophe. That was the reality.

We need to be very clear when we're talking about the individu‐
als abandoning their claims in the United States to come to Canada.
They have already fled serious and, in many cases, life-threatening
situations in the hope that they could find safety. Under those cir‐
cumstances, their fears that they would not have access to fair and
just hearings or procedures are not unfounded in the face of what
you saw in the United States with the Trump administration, with
his travel ban and with his spread of hatred towards those folks.

On January 30, 2017, Amnesty International wrote an open letter
to the then minister of immigration, Minister Hussen, as well as to
the Prime Minister and to Minister Freeland. They urged the Cana‐
dian government to “immediately rescind the designation of the
United States” as a safe third country.

In that letter, Amnesty International quite clearly states:
What has become clear is that all of the developments involve dramatic mea‐
sures that blatantly violate numerous international refugee and human rights le‐
gal obligations, including under the 1951 Refugee Convention and its 1967 Pro‐
tocol, the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights and the Conven‐
tion against Torture.

Mr. Tom Kmiec: Chair, I have a point of order.

Since we're approaching one hour on the clock, I just want to
make sure I put on the record that you do not have consent to ad‐
journ the meeting.

The Chair: Okay.

Continue please, Ms. Kwan.
Ms. Jenny Kwan: As I was saying, Amnesty International stated

this clearly in their letter, which continues:
Most directly, crucial principles with respect to non-discrimination, non-refoule‐
ment, arbitrary arrest and imprisonment, fair trials and the rights of children
have already been infringed.

We are strongly of the view that in this context Canada cannot wait to see how
things continue to develop in the days and weeks to come.

While the original discriminatory executive orders that the letter
responded to were struck down by the courts, Amnesty had the
foresight to know it was unlikely that those would be the only at‐
tempts the Trump administration would pursue. At the time, they
stated, “There is every reason to believe that there may be further
changes, including through additional Executive Orders.”
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We know that some of the original discriminatory executive or‐
ders have remained in force. We know that additional anti-immi‐
grant executive orders have been signed, and we know that an addi‐
tional travel ban had been attempted. Over that period, we also
know that irregular border crossings from the United States into
Canada have sharply increased. Amnesty International took an ob‐
servational fact-finding mission at the Canada-U.S. border in Mani‐
toba.
● (8500)

The Chair: Ms. Kwan, I know you have lots to say, but it's past
one o'clock. I have no choice but to suspend the meeting until Mon‐
day.

[The meeting was suspended at 1:01 p.m., Thursday, December
5]

[The meeting resumed at 4:01 p.m., Monday, December 9]
The Chair: I call the meeting to order. We are meeting in public.

Welcome to the continuation of meeting number 119 of the House
of Commons Standing Committee on Citizenship and Immigration.

Today's meeting is taking place in a hybrid format. I would like
to remind all participants of the following points. Please wait until I
recognize you by name before speaking. All comments should be
addressed through the chair. Whether participating in person or by
Zoom, please raise your hand if you wish to speak. The clerk and I
will manage the speaking order as best as we can.

We are discussing the amendment by Mr. Chiang to the motion
by Mr. Brunelle-Duceppe. At the time of the suspension on Mon‐
day, December 2 and on Thursday, December 5, MP Kwan had the
floor. The following were on the list to debate the amendments: af‐
ter MP Kwan, it's MP Dzerowicz, for whom Ms. Kayabaga will
take over, and MP Kmiec.

With that, MP Kwan, you have the floor.
Ms. Jenny Kwan: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

Before I go into comments, I'm wondering whether or not the
committee could get a quick update with respect to the request for
the RCMP and CBSA to appear before the committee. You had in‐
formed us, Mr. Chair, that they had declined the invitation, and that
our committee's wish was to go back to indicate that we would like
to extend the invitation again, and that, if they were to decline it,
we would then take further action either to compel them to come to
committee or to subpoena them.

In addition, I'm wondering if you have any updates for us with
respect to the ministers who declined to come to the committee on
this very important question.

Could we get a quick update before I get into it?
The Chair: Thank you, MP Kwan. That's an excellent question.

Because you had the floor, I wanted to tell the honourable members
that RCMP, CBSA, Public Safety, the passport program and IRCC
have all agreed to come to the committee.

As for the ministers, they will not be able to appear in December.
Basically, they will not be able to come before the adjournment of
Parliament. It will be afterwards.

That answers MP Kwan's question.

MP Kwan, the floor is yours.

Ms. Jenny Kwan: I'm sorry. Perhaps I could just further ask a
follow-up question on that. Did CBSA and RCMP indicate what
date they would be available?

The Chair: That is not the question. They have said that they are
willing to come forward, so I'm sure once we are done with the
committee business and are in a position to bring them in, they will
be able to come.

Mr. Clerk, do you have anything else to add?

The Clerk of the Committee (Mr. Rémi Bourgault): No.

The Chair: That's good. Thank you.

Ms. Jenny Kwan: For the ministers, you indicated that they
would not be able to attend before the end of December. Was there
any indication that they would be available in the new year? Did
they give you any dates?

The Chair: All we heard is that they would not be able to come
to the meeting until after the adjournment in December, so I'm not
sure. I'm sure when we come back at the end of January, we'll send
an invitation again and see what their response is. I or the clerk will
be able to get back to honourable members.

Ms. Jenny Kwan: I see. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chair. I
guess we'll wait to see about the ministers' availability in the new
year. I'm glad to hear that a further invitation will be extended to
them. Maybe there's some ability to coordinate this effort with CB‐
SA, IRCC and the RCMP. I think they all need to be here as the
matter is important, and there are lots of questions from committee
members.

On that note—

The Chair: They already said they will come, MP Kwan.

So that it's clear to every member, I can say it one more time. All
of these officials I mentioned—the RCMP, CBSA, Public Safety,
the passport program and IRCC—are willing to come, and they will
come.

Thank you.

Ms. Jenny Kwan: That's good to know. Thank you very much,
Mr. Chair.

I'll resume from where I left off last time at the committee. I was
just about to go into the work of Amnesty International. They un‐
dertook an observational fact-finding mission at the Canada-U.S.
border in Manitoba.

At that time, with the first Trump administration, which brought
in the travel ban and all of their anti-immigration, anti-Muslim and
anti-migrant worker policies, two researchers were sent to the bor‐
der crossing to interview refugee claimants who had recently made
the dangerous journey in frigid temperatures in order to bypass the
Safe Third Country Agreement and be eligible to make an asylum
claim in Canada.
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The reason people had to do that was they were being forced to
cross at irregular crossings. On crossing at irregular crossings, I
know that some people, including the Prime Minister at one point,
called it illegal, when in fact it isn't. I just want to make that clear
as well, Mr. Chair.

People were trying to seek safety and, as a result of the Safe
Third Country Agreement, they were—

Mr. Greg McLean (Calgary Centre, CPC): I'm sorry. I have a
point of order, Mr. Chair.

The Chair: We have a point of order.
Mr. Greg McLean: Correct me if I'm wrong, but with the Safe

Third Country Agreement back in place, is crossing at non-con‐
trolled borders now considered legal?

The Chair: That's a debate, Mr. McLean.

MP Kwan, the floor is yours.
Ms. Jenny Kwan: No, actually, it's a common mistake that peo‐

ple make. People sometimes purposely make those errors so as to
gaslight asylum seekers who are needing to get to safety. When
people cross at irregular border crossings—

Mr. Greg McLean: On a point of order, Mr. Chair, there's no
gaslighting going on here. This is a routine question.

Thank you very much.
The Chair: Thank you, MP McLean.
Ms. Jenny Kwan: As I was saying, there are people who rou‐

tinely call it illegal when, in fact, it isn't. When they do that on pur‐
pose and deliberately, that would be, in my books, gaslighting asy‐
lum seekers who are trying to get to safety. It's very clear in our
regulations, in our laws and in our act that, when people cross irreg‐
ularly into Canada, it is not an illegal act.

I was mentioning about Amnesty International and their fact-
finding mission. They held interviews with asylum seekers. During
these interviews, they observed the following. One was the notion
of abandoned dreams of freedom in the United States. When asy‐
lum seekers arrived in the U.S., individuals interviewed said that
their original feelings of optimism about finding freedom and safe‐
ty there were replaced with feelings of vulnerability and a lack of
protection.

This was not just through the direct policy actions undertaken by
the first Trump administration, but by the change in public atmo‐
sphere ushered in by the rhetoric and climate that the Trump admin‐
istration had created. We're seeing it now, too. The anti-migrant, an‐
ti-asylum-seeker, anti-immigrant viewpoint is becoming more and
more extreme to the point where people feel very emboldened by
their discriminatory and racist views and don't even try to hide it
anymore. This is, in essence, what people were talking about.

When you have the first Trump administration creating that at‐
mosphere, going about its racist way, targeting migrants, immi‐
grants, asylum seekers and refugees, you can imagine what the pub‐
lic is picking up on. They think if the president can do that and if
the president can say that, then there's nothing wrong with them
carrying on with their racist views publicly and openly.

This is what people had to endure. I'm sad to say—and I fear
this—that this is going to be even further escalated in this second
Trump administration. I'm sad, too, from this point of view, that the
Canadian government actually played into all of that in the ap‐
proach the Minister of Immigration has taken in changing the levels
plan and in blaming migrants and international students for the
housing crisis. We're playing into that kind of narrative, that kind of
approach and that kind of racist attitude toward migrants, interna‐
tional students, immigrants, refugees and others.

To me, it's wrong. We're just simply then.... It's the government,
so I shouldn't say “we”, because I'm definitely not in that space, but
the Prime Minister, the minister and the Liberals are playing into
exactly that kind of rhetoric. I don't even know if they know how
dangerous it would be. It's politically convenient for them to blame
migrants and international students for the housing crisis, but
there's a price to pay, I think. There's a price to pay for the commu‐
nity and for people who look like me. That's what it will mean for
them, ultimately, with the racism, the discrimination and the hate
that is going to be hurled towards us.

Amnesty International also found in their fact-finding mission
concerns about arbitrary immigration actions. Individuals from So‐
malia explained that, while they had made their asylum claims prior
to the Trump administration at that time, their hearings had been
cancelled without explanation and in some cases not rescheduled.
That's what people were faced with during that time in the first ad‐
ministration. They weren't able to get any reassurances, including
from their legal counsel. They didn't know if their claims would
even be heard. They were just arbitrarily cancelled without any in‐
formation about the status of their application.

You can imagine what that means for people. Many had feelings
of fear. I guess that's one way to describe it and maybe the most ap‐
propriate way to describe that uncertainty, not knowing what your
future is. What does it even mean that your asylum claim has been
cancelled and that you don't have a date on when it would be
heard? They don't know what further action might be taken. They
don't know what their life is going to be like at that moment. This
creates enormous stress, anxiety and fear in the hearts and minds of
those who are waiting for their claim to be heard, for their status to
be determined and for that fair procedural process to take its course.

The U.S. wanted to claim that they are a safer country. Can you
imagine an asylum seeker whose application was arbitrarily can‐
celled and they have no idea when and if their claim will be heard
and what it means for them in the meantime?

Another thing that Amnesty International found in their observa‐
tions with their mission was around immigration detentions. Immi‐
gration detention had been well documented in the United States
for decades, and the Trump administration expanded it with his
hateful, discriminatory targeting of migrants with the travel ban and
racist immigration policies. Several of the individuals interviewed
explained that they were detained upon arrival and throughout the
duration of their asylum claim process. That means they were never
able to go out in the community. They were in detention the entire
time.
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As explained by the Harvard report, individuals under this deten‐
tion are far less likely to have access to legal counsel or consulta‐
tion and are also far less likely to be able to make a successful asy‐
lum claim as a result.

It was clear from the Amnesty researchers that individuals, in‐
cluding children, who were detained in the United States simply
would not have been detained in Canada. This detention of individ‐
uals was in clear violation of the international legal standards and
obligations governing the detention of refugees and migrants.

That's what happened to people in that first administration. We
saw a lot of news coverage on this matter. As I indicated, I called
for an emergency debate in the House, which was granted by the
Speaker, to raise the alarming situation that was happening south of
the border when the Trump administration came to office.

I remember this like it was yesterday. It kind of reminds me of
what's going on today. It was cold. It was winter here in Canada. I
remember people were lined up around the block outside to try to
get into the gallery so that they could watch that debate. I had the
opportunity to talk to some of the people there and ask why they
were there. They all expressed their deep concerns for what was go‐
ing on in the United States. Some of them raised the experiences of
racism and discrimination that they had experienced themselves.
Many of them raised the issue of how they wished for Canada to
stand up, to be strong and to be on the right side of history. I talked
to many of them. People braved the cold in order to try to get into
the gallery to watch the debate in the chamber.

Now, of course, this was what was going on, so people did not
get legal counsel. People were arbitrarily detained. People's appli‐
cation hearings were cancelled without knowing what their future
held or when their hearing would even be heard.

Amnesty International also observed that claims were being re‐
jected.

The Harvard report explained at length about how well-founded
asylum claims were often summarily rejected in the United States.
This was, in large part, due to the obstacles faced by the claimants,
who were held in detention, in preparing their cases.

In a troubling example of this, an individual interviewed by
Amnesty made an asylum claim in the United States based on his
sexual orientation. He was held in detention and his claim was re‐
jected. Luckily, he was able to raise funds to obtain a bond to be
released from detention. Then he made the dangerous trip, crossing
irregularly into Canada. That individual's claim was heard by the
Immigration and Refugee Board, the IRB. It was so clear to them
that he immediately received a positive decision on his claim at the
completion of the hearing.

That's a stark difference, isn't it? The United States rejected the
claim. Canada, on the other hand, accepted the claim immediately.
Normally, through an IRB process, the decision could take some
time, but for this particular situation, the decision was rendered im‐
mediately because the person was found to be at risk if they were to
return to their country. The persecution that they were experiencing
was real.

The IRB, by the way, is an independent board that undertakes
this work. It is not subject to political interference. These are indi‐
viduals who are doing this work and making that assessment entire‐
ly on their own with full independence. In many ways, I suppose it
is a quasi-judicial kind of process that people undergo.

With respect to that individual, the fact is that had that individual
not made the dangerous trip to Canada, he would have been deport‐
ed and his life would have been put in real danger. With the Safe
Third Country Agreement in effect, Canada would have been com‐
plicit in that man's demise. That's a factual case that Amnesty had
reported.

During that time, Amnesty also witnessed, in a fact-finding mis‐
sion, increased immigration raids. Many of the individuals who
were interviewed spoke recently of experiencing a significant in‐
crease in immigration raids. This was most frequently experienced
by Somalian asylum seekers. That's what Amnesty International
found. They spoke of friends and neighbours being suddenly arrest‐
ed and detained when reporting for regular immigration appoint‐
ments, as well as raids occurring at workplaces, apartment com‐
plexes and so on. This was considered a key factor for individuals
to make the decision to undertake the dangerous trip to Canada.

I should pause here to say that I know that some people think
that people make these trips because they want to queue-jump and
take advantage of Canada's system. Let us be clear. People don't
embark on a dangerous journey in the dead of winter, trekking
through snow just for fun. People don't do that for fun. This is not
like a tobogganing trip with family and friends. This is not like a
cross-country ski holiday. People were doing it because their lives
were in danger. They felt that they had no other choice. They felt
that if they were returned to their country of origin, they could lose
their life. It is not a walk in the park by any means. It is not a fun
thing for people to embark on.

Many media reports pointed out the significant raids taking place
and what appeared to be a shift from targeting only those with
criminal records to targeting anyone. We're now actually seeing,
very potentially, the repeat of this history with a second Trump ad‐
ministration, perhaps even more aggressively so.

I will put on the record a little later some of the reporting on
what's going on now, and what we might anticipate with the second
Trump administration.

During that time, Amnesty indicated that many of the reports
spoke to the fear, which is now gripping immigrant communities,
that perhaps the first Trump administration would move forward
with its promised forced deportation. That's the reality people were
faced with. It was very real for people.

For us who are sitting here in safety in Canada, we may not
know any of that. We may not have any of those fears in our hearts
and minds. Unless you're a person who's been persecuted, unless
you've been put in that position, you may never understand it.
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One thing is for sure, though. I can hear them. I can hear their
cries. I see their cries, and I think that, as Canadians, as a country
that stands for fairness, that stands for justice, we need to ensure
that we do our part.

I have more to say with respect to that, especially now in the face
of this second Trump administration.

Amnesty International also found that there was exploitation and
danger at the border. Due to the nature of the asylum claimants'
journey and in order for them to be able to make a claim in Canada
because of the Safe Third Country Agreement, asylum claimants
are not only vulnerable to the harsh weather conditions; they're also
vulnerable to exploitation by the so-called consultants and agents
who charge significant sums of money to get them near the border.

There were situations where people were faced with such dire
situations that they were taken advantage of. In those situations,
people would literally—I guess, in their desperation—spend that
money in the belief that those who are there, whose goal is really
just to make some quick cash and exploit the situation and who
don't really care about the safety of these individuals, would under‐
take that kind of activity.

There are concerns being brought up as well around trafficking
of people who are in these desperate situations.

Amnesty International concluded this fact-finding mission by
once again advocating that Canada suspend the Safe Third Country
Agreement. That was the end of the fact-finding mission, and that's
what they were calling for.

Unfortunately, as we now know, not only did the government not
undertake that measure, but in fact, they went further to create fur‐
ther barriers and blockades for people to get to safety. Then we saw
a number of those measures put in place as well after this. Amnesty
called for the Canadian government to suspend the Safe Third
Country Agreement. They also suggested that, at minimum, the
government invoke article 10 of the agreement, which allows for
the agreement to be suspended for three months.

That would have given us some time to talk with the Canadian
counterpart about the situation, to see how we can go about ad‐
dressing this issue in a thoughtful way. Unfortunately, the Canadian
government did not take that advice, did not suspend the agree‐
ment, and we had every authority to do so. Canada could have done
so itself under that article in the Safe Third Country Agreement. We
didn't need agreement from the United States. We could have done
that work unilaterally.

Amnesty International was concerned enough with the state of
asylum crossings that they felt obligated to get people on the
ground to try to better understand what was happening on the
ground. That was the incredible work that they did.

Despite what the then minister of immigration seems to try and
claim, that nothing has changed, it is important to note that many
people, including experts, disagree with that sentiment.

As the immigration critic at the time, I can tell you about the vol‐
ume of correspondence that I got from people in all walks of life,
from all across the country and, in fact, from outside of the country
as well. There are people who are real experts on this issue, who

will know about the Safe Third Country Agreement and its implica‐
tions, its legality, far more than I would. They are the real experts,
and they all expressed the same sentiments to me.

They all indicated how they believe the Safe Third Country
Agreement puts people in danger and that, in fact, it is a violation
of migrant rights and asylum seeker rights.

What's more, it was becoming evident that people in the asylum
system knew what it felt like on the ground. To them, it was clear
as day that the climate had changed drastically in the United States.
That was a big part of the motivation for them to take their lives
into their own hands to embark on those dangerous journeys.

Many of the media reports, such as the ones that I previously cit‐
ed, detail both the number of hours that asylum seekers had to trek
through the snow and the frigid temperatures. Often it was around
-20°C. I think that in Ottawa today it's actually about -5°C or some‐
thing like that. I am wearing snow boots and a big parka and I've
been cold all day. I've been drinking hot water all day. For me it
was only about a 15-minute walk from my apartment to the House
of Commons. I can't imagine being in -20 temperatures for hours
on end, being stuck in snow that's waist deep and just trying to
labour through the field in those kinds of conditions. I can't imag‐
ine. I'm pretty sure that if I were put in that kind of environment, I
wouldn't survive it.

Despite these conditions and despite many of these people not
being well prepared and not having the right coats, boots and so on
to deal with the conditions, they undertook those journeys. For all
those who think that people do this just for fun, there is nothing fun
about that. People do this with great risks. It means that the situa‐
tion for these asylum seekers has reached that height of despera‐
tion. I can't imagine why else people would undertake such a jour‐
ney.

With the current situation, I don't know what's going to happen
for the people who are going to be there. We're hearing in the news
that the Trump administration is working on putting together a mas‐
sive deportation plan. What will happen to those people this time
around? That is the big question. This is about people's lives, at the
end of the day. That is what we're talking about.

During the time of the first Trump administration, many individ‐
uals and organizations voiced their concerns. It wasn't just over the
winter period that they were concerned about this. Many were con‐
cerned about when the weather would get warmer. In the warm
weather, as the snow melts, people were worried about potential
flooding and how dangerous those fields would be. It would be
very wet. It's quite possible that the flooding season could also cre‐
ate a dangerous environment for people.

I suspect that many of the asylum seekers will not be familiar
with the weather conditions and what it means when the weather
turns like that. Those are the kinds of things asylum seekers are
faced with. They are in such a desperate environment that they
would often embark on these journeys hoping there would be light
at the end of the tunnel and that they somehow would be able to get
to safety.



December 2, 2024 CIMM-119 33

At the time, we talked about getting ready for the Trump admin‐
istration, with the impact of the first Trump administration's dis‐
criminatory immigration policy. I truly believe that at that time, ev‐
erybody wanted the situation to be handled properly.

I should note that in Quebec, many of the residents opened their
hearts and minds, and some of them even opened their doors, by the
way, for the asylum seekers who were trekking through.

I know that the CBSA and RCMP officials were tremendous in
treating these asylum seekers in their desperate situation at the
time. There are many stories about how people were treated with
some level of dignity when they managed to make the trip and were
in Canada. Later on, they were able to make their asylum claim and
go through the process.

I think it is the case that nobody wanted the situation to go from
bad to worse. I truly believed at the time that it included everybody
at committee from all sides and political parties. People did not
want this situation to get worse.

Resettlement organizations servicing the communities were also
stretched thin, by the way, by the big promise of the government
around increased refugee targets and the inadequate funding of the
services.

Mr. Chair, I'll share this story with you.

During that first administration, many people used Roxham Road
to get to safety. First it was Manitoba, and then later on it was Rox‐
ham Road. British Columbia, at that time, was the second province
to have the largest number of asylum seekers crossing the border.
There were some asylum seekers who made it to Canada.

This is just about how beautiful people are. There is a small or‐
ganization in my riding. I won't name them. They weren't hugely
funded by the government by any stretch of the imagination. At that
time, there were asylum seekers who came in. Many of these asy‐
lum seekers, when they came in, weren't getting any resources or
support from the government in any way, shape or form. They were
unhoused. They didn't have any ability to survive. Do you know
what happened? On their own, the people working in that organiza‐
tion invited these people into their homes to stay, albeit temporarily,
to get out of the frigid cold and environment where they had zero
recourse or ability to survive.

They weren't funded by government. They just did it out of the
goodness of their hearts because of their compassion. They saw hu‐
manity. They acted. That's what that organization did. Some of their
staff ended up having asylum seekers in their own homes. There
was no support for them anywhere else. They couldn't see how they
could just be displaced, further displaced, by the way, because these
asylum seekers were displaced from their country of origin. They
fled to the United States for safety and then were forced again to
flee. They were people who were fleeing over and over again and
who were displaced over and over again.

This group has a very special place in my heart. I saw how beau‐
tiful they were in their compassion, kindness and humanity in the
treatment of a fellow human being in distress.

During this period, my office spoke with Greg Janzen, the reeve
of Emerson, Manitoba. He told us that crossings were no longer

just on some nights. As things escalated, they started to occur on a
nightly basis. Temporary shelters for individuals were becoming a
problem. As we now know, it's been an ongoing problem.

It does bring to mind the folks in Emerson, which is just a little
town of about 600 people. He noted that about 300 people at that
time had crossed into the town since February 3. The CBSA centre
was full, and the local Salvation Army was also full. He was con‐
cerned that if these trends continued or increased, they would need
to set up something, like a tent city, to house people.

As the people continued to get desperate, and as the crossings
continued, asylum seekers and NGOs on the ground were doing the
best they could. Some NGOs, by the way, without government
funding, opened their doors and shelters to house some of these
asylum seekers. The government had said they would retroactively
fund these organizations in Manitoba. I don't believe they actually
got the money, even though the government had said they would re‐
imburse them for the services they had provided to the asylum
seekers. I don't believe that actually happened.

The reality of this situation may well repeat itself in this second
Trump administration. The question then is this: What have we
learned from the first round, and what did the government do in
preparing itself for this situation? Instead of taking a humanitarian
approach, what I saw, of course, is that the government secretly ne‐
gotiated an agreement, the Safe Third Country Agreement, with the
Biden administration.

There were many occasions when questions were asked at this
committee, when the minister showed up and committee members
asked the then minister what was happening and what plans they
had in place. They kept saying that there was nothing happening,
that there were no negotiations and so on and so forth. Behind the
scenes, of course, they were doing intense negotiations. We saw
that when Biden came to Canada. Then, on that day, out of the blue,
the government announced what they had secretly negotiated.

Canadians were kept in the dark the entire time. Members of Par‐
liament were kept in the dark the entire time. There was zero
inkling as to what the government was planning on doing. What we
now know, of course, is that the government, in many ways I would
say, built an invisible wall. It was not the wall that Trump talked
about in terms of bricks and mortar, but rather an invisible wall by
extending the Safe Third Country Agreement to the entire border,
and then some. That's what we ended up seeing. They put in provi‐
sions that made it even harder for people to get to safety. It pushed
them further underground, I think.
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Mr. Chair, I know that committee members are asking why I am
going on about this. I say all of this because I have to remind com‐
mittee members that these are real people and real lives. We all
have hopes and dreams when we come to Canada. I'm an immi‐
grant. My parents had hopes and dreams for me and my siblings,
for sure. We're all human beings. I learned this from the indigenous
elders who taught me that we are all connected as one. I'm so grate‐
ful for their teachings. They have a phrase for it in their indigenous
language, depending on which language they speak. They told me
it's n¢ç¢mat t¢ ßx∑q∑el¢w¢n ct—we're all united as one. I hope I
pronounced that correctly, but it was to my best ability.

That is the essence of it. That's why I'm going on about it, be‐
cause it isn't just out of sight, out of mind. As well, we should not
just look inwardly, just for ourselves. We have to look outwardly
too and know that we're all part of the human race.

I often try to understand the situation, and in that process ask
myself what I would do. I try to put myself in their situation and try
to imagine what it would be like and what they would hope for, as a
means to better understand this and to motivate myself to do the
right thing, as a policy-maker, a legislator, a parliamentarian. I've
had the privilege of doing this for over 30 years now in different
capacities, at different levels of government.

As part of that process, I try to picture myself in someone else's
shoes—not that I could ever fully understand it, as I'm not there to
fully experience it. I do my best to try to understand it. I talk with
them, so that I can hear their stories and they can share in their own
words their experiences and thoughts with me. It's so that I can bet‐
ter articulate that and use this platform to emphasize and elevate
their voices.

That's really what I think my job is, in many instances. It's to ele‐
vate their voices. It's to use this platform to give voice to them, so
that they could be heard. It's with the hope that they could be heard.
It's with the hope that we can work across parties collaboratively to
find a path forward in the interest of humanity.

That's what I keep coming back to. There really isn't much about
life in general really, with the exception of our own humanity and
how we receive, respect and honour it.

I use that as a guide for me to do my work, especially in this
portfolio, because that's what we're talking about. It's about people
who don't enjoy the freedoms that I enjoy and who don't enjoy the
privileges that I enjoy. It's those who don't enjoy safety. A very ba‐
sic thing for us is to feel secure and whole and to have that safety
and protection in place.

That's what I try to do. That's what I hope we could do. I keep
hoping for that, although there are many signs that show me other‐
wise. Maybe some people don't care anymore.

Maybe that's why people ask, “Why is she going on about this?”
I actually do think that at this juncture, we need to be reminded of
it. I need to be reminded of it. I try to remind myself of it every day.
I think that we need to collectively remind each other of it.

I don't think people want to do this with ill intent. I hope that is
not the case, but sometimes I feel sad about approaches that we
take because I think that we've lost sight of why we're here and the

purpose of it. I think we've lost sight of humanity, Mr. Chair. It
makes me sad when I think about that.

On that note, Mr. Chair, I'm going to cede the floor. I have much
more to say. I'm interested in voting on the subamendment and see‐
ing where we go with it. I know that there are other members who
wish to speak. After that, I would like to get back on the speakers
list after the vote on the subamendment, Mr. Chair.

The Chair: We are working on the amendment brought forward
by Mr. Chiang.

MP Kwan has finished. We will go to MP Kayabaga and then to
Mr. Kmiec.

MP Kayabaga, the floor is yours.

Ms. Arielle Kayabaga (London West, Lib.): I will pass the
floor to my colleague, MP Chiang.

The Chair: No, you can't do that.

We will go to Mr. Kmiec.

I'm sorry. Before I go to you....

MP Kayabaga, if you want to speak, you are welcome to. You
cannot give the floor to Mr. Chiang. He can put himself on the list.

Ms. Arielle Kayabaga: I was not here, Chair, to continue the
conversation.

The Chair: Thank you.

Mr. Kmiec, please go ahead.

Mr. Tom Kmiec: Chair, I think we're on our third meeting now.

Briefly, I want to make sure I put this on the record.

The next time we have either Minister Miller or Minister
LeBlanc before the committee, or someone from the RCMP, Public
Safety Canada or immigration officials, I will be raising the ques‐
tion of the matter of....

It's relevant to this specifically because it's been in the news, the
way Ms. Kwan has talked about it. The Globe and Mail reported
last week that a Jordanian national who illegally crossed into
Canada in 2017, stayed here, applied for refugee status, was reject‐
ed by the Immigration and Refugee Board, and overstayed for sev‐
eral years. He then crossed illegally into the United States, was ap‐
prehended by border patrol and then was deported back to Jordan.
He had turned out to be a known terrorist and was on a terrorist
watch list. This was reported last week.
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I want to make sure that all the agencies know—because I know
they'll be paying attention—that I will be asking questions about it
when they appear before the committee on this motion or any other
motion. I will ask them how it can be that someone who's on a ter‐
rorist watch list in the United States, and presumably on our watch
lists.... This is a security issue. It's about our immigration system.
It's about the security of our system. How can it be that someone
who is also rejected by the Immigration and Refugee Board would
then be allowed to stay for so many years, only to be apprehended
in the United States and then deported to their country of origin?

To me, that's a big failure of our security system. It adds to the
concerns that American officials will have that we don't seem to be
able to control our border. Furthermore, this person had crossed il‐
legally into Canada in 2017 and then crossed the entire country,
presumably. From what I've been told, he crossed illegally into
Canada across one of the states into the province of Quebec, then
found himself all the way in British Columbia and then crossed
back. I want to make sure the officials know that I will be raising
the matter because I think it's of national interest and it is in the
public interest.

The Minister of Immigration, when he made comments on it
publicly, said that there were privacy reasons for not releasing in‐
formation related to the case. This person is a foreign national. He
has no privacy rights. In fact, he was rejected by the IRB. More‐
over, he was deported by the Americans to his country of origin. It's
in the public interest to disclose the particulars of that case, so the
public is assured that all the agencies did whatever they could to
stop this individual and to try to catch this individual, and that he
was known. At least, I would like to know if he was known to our
agencies, to the public safety minister and to the immigration min‐
ister.

With that being said, Chair, I move to adjourn the debate.

The Chair: There is a motion on the floor to adjourn the debate.

All in favour of adjourning the debate?

An hon. member: No.

The Chair: Okay. I don't see the vote there, unless Mr. Kmiec
wants a recorded vote.

Mr. Tom Kmiec: I'm okay.

The Chair: Thank you.

Are there any other speakers before we take the vote on the
amendment brought forward by Mr. Chiang?

Ms. Jenny Kwan: Mr. Chair, can you repeat the amendment?

The Chair: Sure, I will ask the clerk to repeat the amendment.

[Translation]

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe: I have a point of order,
Mr. Chair.

[English]

The Chair: Go ahead, Mr. Brunelle-Duceppe.

[Translation]

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe: If I'm not mistaken, Mr. Kmiec
asked that we vote on adjourning debate. I believe we have to vote
on that right away, without debate, and then come back to—

[English]

The Chair: That's already gone. I asked.... I thought that the—

[Translation]

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe: Okay. I didn't see the vote.

[English]

The Chair: No, Mr. Brunelle-Duceppe, I personally saw that
there was not a majority of membership and I asked Mr. Kmiec if
he wanted a recorded vote. He said no; he was fine with that. I had
to take his word because he's the one who brought it forward.

[Translation]

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe: Okay.

[English]

The Chair: With that point of order dealt with, Mr. Clerk, on the
request of MP Kwan, could you please state the amendment before
we vote?

Thank you.

The Clerk: Yes, Ms. Kwan, I know it has been a while since we
did that, but it was distributed.

For your information, the amendment was that the motion be
amended by adding after the words “statutes and policies”, the fol‐
lowing: “that the study consist of no less than four meetings”.

Then, it amends the motion by adding after the words “prioritize
this study”, the following: “alongside the study of the recent re‐
forms to the international student program and the study of the is‐
suance of a passport to a human smuggler, that the committee”.

Also, it would add after the words “to the House”, the following:
“and that pursuant to Standing Order 109, the government table a
comprehensive response to the report.”

The Chair: Thank you very much.

MP Kwan, do you have any questions?

Ms. Jenny Kwan: No.

The Chair: Thank you.

All in favour of the amendment brought forward by MP Chiang?

(Amendment agreed to on division [See Minutes of Proceed‐
ings])

The Chair Now we are back to the motion as amended.

I have two speakers, MP Chiang and MP Kwan.
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Ms. Jenny Kwan: I think my hand was up before MP Chiang.
The Chair: Go ahead, MP Kwan.
Ms. Jenny Kwan: Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

At this juncture, I would like to move an amendment to the mo‐
tion. This was shared previously, and I'm going to move this
amendment now. I will highlight the parts to which the changes are
taking place, Mr. Chair.

The motion reads: That, pursuant to Standing Order 108(2), the
committee undertake a study on the implications for Canada—
adding in these new words—“and for undocumented people and
people with temporary status in the United States”—then going
back to the original language—of the measures announced by Don‐
ald Trump during the U.S. presidential campaign regarding the de‐
portation of— adding a new word—“undocumented”—then going
back to original language—persons. Then it's adding new lan‐
guage—“and their family members including children who are U.S.
citizens;”—going back to the original language—who are in the
United States—then striking out the word “illegally”.

Then it's adding in new language—“Examine the proposal by
U.S. president-elect Donald Trump to carry out the 'largest deporta‐
tion program in American history' of millions of undocumented res‐
idents of the U.S., including his stated intentions to declare a na‐
tional emergency and deploy the U.S. military to carry out mass de‐
portations to determine if the U.S. still qualifies as a safe third
country for refugees;”

Then, “Request”—a change here, and then going back to the
original language—the Canadian federal government—adding the
new language—“to table their”—going back to the original lan‐
guage—“plan to ensure border security and compliance with feder‐
al immigration statutes and policies”—then adding new language—
“and to examine that it's in compliance with Canada's obligations
under the Charter and international law, including the 1951
Refugees Convention to which Canada is a signatory of for 55
years;”

It's adding new language—“And that the study take into account
this committee's report on Asylum Seekers at Canada's Border that
recommended [safe third country] exemptions for gender-based
claims and claims from moratorium countries in recognition of the
risk of harm these claimants face in the U.S. prior to the current de‐
portation issues.”

Mr. Chair—
Mr. Tom Kmiec: I have a point of order, Mr. Chair.
The Chair: We have a point of order, MP Kwan.

Mr. Kmiec, please go ahead.
Mr. Tom Kmiec: Chair, this substantive amendment has the

same problem as the subamendment that was attempted before,
which you ruled out of order. On page 541, under “The Process of
Debate” in chapter 12, it says distinctly, “An amendment should be
so framed that, if agreed to, it will leave the main motion intelligi‐
ble and internally consistent.” It says what's out of order. I would
say that this amendment makes this motion that we've been debat‐
ing not consistent anymore. It introduces a whole bunch of new
ideas and entirely new subject matters for consideration, some of

which, I would submit to you, Chair, are out of order, because they
are out of the scope of the committee's work.

I would also draw your attention to the three bullets on page 541.
Some of the substance of this “is irrelevant to the main motion” and
“it deals with a matter foreign to the main motion, exceeds its
scope, or introduces a new proposition, which should properly be
the subject of a separate substantive motion with notice”.

I submit to you, Chair, that is the case with this amendment.

I also would raise this question. It's substantially the same one
that we have dealt with—a subamendment that you ruled out of or‐
der as well. I think it's contrary in some parts to the main motion,
which was to invite two ministers to talk about the Canadian expe‐
rience.

I would also submit to you that it also violates chapter 20 under
the committee's work sections on what is an allowable amendment
that can be submitted through the process. This is an entirely new
motion. It can't be ruled in order, Chair.

I would like a ruling from you.

The Chair: Thank you. I'll give the ruling as soon as MP Kwan
finishes her amendment.

MP Kwan, have you finished the amendment and the wording of
the motion?

Ms. Jenny Kwan: Well, I have finished—

The Chair: My question is whether you have finished the word‐
ing of the motion.

Ms. Jenny Kwan: I finished the wording of the motion, Mr.
Chair.

In the ruling that you're about to make on whether or not this is
in order, I would argue that this is exactly the nature of the issue
we're dealing with.

As you can see by the original motion, it actually says, “the com‐
mittee undertake a study on the implications for Canada of the mea‐
sures announced by Donald Trump during the U.S. presidential
campaign regarding the deportation of persons who are in the Unit‐
ed States”, and “the Canadian federal government's plan to ensure
border security and compliance with...immigration statutes and
policies.”

My amendment to this deals with the United States and its immi‐
gration policy. It expands on it by adding some additional compo‐
nents to it, but it is consistent with the thrust of this motion, which,
centrally, is about the U.S. presidential campaign plan to massively
deport people in the United States and the Canadian government's
plan for how it's going to deal with it.

The Chair: I'm going to suspend for a few minutes and I'm go‐
ing to come up with the ruling momentarily.
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● (18455)
_____________________(Pause)_____________________

● (18500)

The Chair: I call the meeting back to order.

I heard the arguments from both Mr. Kmiec and MP Kwan.

My ruling goes along with Mr. Kmiec. This goes beyond the
scope of the original motion, so we are back to the motion as
amended.

You can challenge the chair, MP Kwan, but that's what—
Ms. Jenny Kwan: Yes, I'm challenging the chair.
The Chair: Okay, the chair is challenged. There's no debate.

I'll take a vote on this one.
Ms. Arielle Kayabaga: What are we voting on? Can you read it

out?
The Chair: Mr. Clerk, the decision of the chair is challenged.
Ms. Arielle Kayabaga: You're going to vote yes or no, but—

[Translation]
Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe: I have a point of order,

Mr. Chair.
[English]

The Chair: Go ahead.
[Translation]

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe: I would remind everyone to con‐
sider the health and safety of the interpreters. We have to wait for
the chair to recognize us and for the microphones to be turned on.

Need I remind you that our interpreters do an exceptional job and
that they are the best in the world?
[English]

The Chair: Thank you.

MP Kayabaga.
Ms. Arielle Kayabaga: Thank you, Chair.

I apologize to my colleagues. I thought this was going to be a re‐
ally quick thing.

You're about to call a vote and we're going to have to say yes or
no. I'm just trying to figure out if we are voting yes or no to sustain
the ruling of the chair.

Can you make the language plain and understandable?
The Chair: It is to sustain the ruling of the chair.

I would ask the clerk to say one more time what we are voting
on.

The Clerk: The question is, shall the ruling of the chair be sus‐
tained?

(Ruling of the chair sustained: yeas 11; nays 1)
The Chair: We are back to the motion as amended.

I have Mr. Redekopp, MP Kwan and Mr. Chiang.
Mr. Brad Redekopp: Thank you, Mr. Chair.

We're back to the motion as amended. There's one part of this
where I would like to propose an amendment.

When it comes to the section that says, “as well as any other wit‐
nesses the committee considers necessary”, I'd like to specify a lit‐
tle more clearly that I think we should be hearing from some wit‐
nesses, because a lot of this is about people travelling across the
border illegally. We've heard lots of testimony that—

The Chair: There is a point of order, Mr. Redekopp.

I will go to MP Chiang on a point of order.
Mr. Paul Chiang: Mr. Chair, I was on the speaking order after

Ms. Kwan.
Ms. Jenny Kwan: He was. It's true.
The Chair: Mr. Redekopp, the thing is, we are on the motion as

amended, and it's not Mr. Chiang who brought the amendment for‐
ward. I apologize. I will come back to you.

Mr. Brad Redekopp: You gave me the floor, though.
The Chair: I will come to you, and I hope you will agree that I

as chair can sometimes overlook things, but I'm always fair. I try to
be fair.

Mr. Chiang, the floor is yours.

I'm so sorry.
Mr. Paul Chiang: Thank you, Mr Chair.

Thank you to my committee member across the aisle.

Mr. Chair, I move to adjourn the meeting.
The Chair: There is a motion on the floor to adjourn the meet‐

ing. It's a non-debatable motion.
[Translation]

Mr. Alexis Brunelle-Duceppe: I request a recorded vote.
[English]

The Chair: We will have a recorded vote.

(Motion agreed to: yeas 9; nays 2)

The Chair: The meeting is adjourned.
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