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the evening I said I was in process of drafting
such an amendment. Now I have completed it
and perhaps I may read it. I intend to move:

That clause 21 (1) be amended by striking out
ail the words in lines 5 to 10 inclusive and
substitutlng therefor the following:

"if the board finds, on the basis of security
or criminal intelligence reports filed with them.
which reports the board shail keep secret but
the existence of which it shail disclose to the
appellant, it would be contrary to, the national
Interest to stay the execution of the order. con-
tinue or renew the stay or render the decision, as
the case may be."

And that clause 21 (2) be struclc out.

I would then propose a consequential
amendment to clause 20 as foilows:

That clause 20 be amnended by lnserting the
following words after the word "discretion" in
lime 38, namnely: "or if reports have been filed
pursuant to section 21 shall"

I arn not; proposing to argue this at the
present time. I arn only putting the amend-
ments on record so as to facilitate the minis-
ter's consideration of the matter.

Mr. Wahn: Like other members I arn con-
cerned about clause 21 and hope that an
amendment can be introduced by the minister
which wiil avoid any possibility of arbitrary
action under that clause.

I welcome the intention to provide an ap-
peal procedure for Canadian citizens who are
sponsoring relatives. In general I believe the
departmental officials have been fair and rea-
sonable in such cases. Nevertheless it is in
accordance with sound principle that there
should be provision for appeal from the exer-
cise of this type of discretion, and I arn de-
lîghted to know that this bill when it becomes
law will provide for such appeals in the case
of sponsored immigrants.

It is because I welcome this provision for
appeal by Canadian citizens that I urge the
minister to extend this rîght to, ail residents
of Canada. It is possible that for some time
the immigration regulations may permit per-
sons who are not Canadian citizens to sponsor
the entry of relatives, and in such cases there
is no reason at ail why residents of Canada
who, sponsor the entry of relatives should not;
be placed in exactly the same position in this
regard as are Canadian citizens. Indeed it
would be unjust to give Canadian citizens
who are sponsoring relatives the right of ap-
peal while denying Canadian residents who
are not; Canadian citizens the same rights. So
I strongly urge the minister to extend clause
17 to include all persons who under the regu-
lations are Permitted to sponsor relatives.

Establishment of Immigration Appeal Board
Moreover I would hope that when the regu-

lations are laid down they will permit ap-
plications to be filed in Canada on the part of
persons who may be here legaily, but on a
temporary basis, for example as students or
visitors, and who wish to becomne permanent
landed immigrants. Presumably such persons
would be entitled to obtain permanent land-
ing privileges, provided they have the skiils
or the other training which will enable them
to become good Canadian citizens.

If, by any chance, an application by such a
person should be refused by the officiais, I
would suggest to the minister that the appli-
cant be gîven the right to appeal to the Immi-
gration Appeal Board. In other words, I arn
asking that the right of appeal under clause
17 should be extended to all Canadian resi-
dents who sponsor relatives, and further that
it should be extended to ail persons who are
here legally on a temporary basis and who
have filed an application for permanent land-
ing. I do not think the extension of the appeal
facilities in this way would overburden the
appeal board. Moreover such an extension
Would be in accordance with sound principle,
and I urge the minister to agree to it.

[Translation]
Mr. Goyer: Mr. Chairman, just a f ew short

remarks on clause 21, concerning security
cases.

The minister mentioned a few minutes ago
that the government was carrying out an in-
quiry on sedurity in Canada and that he
considered it slightly repulsive to, observe
that someone who constituted a security case
could not in any way present a defence. On
this, it might be appropriate, under clause 21,
if the ministers required to sign such certifi-
cate were to give a general reason for their
refusal in the security case involved. It could
be done in a general way, without having to
supply evidence to the board, and by filing
the certificate in camera, simply to enable
the appellant to present a detailed defence,
which would be submitted to the ministers
concerned who, in turn, could re-examine the
record in the light of this defence and then
issue either a negative certificate, one that
would cancel the first one.

In fact, there is no doubt that in cases of
security, it is difficult to introduce detailed
evidence to give the opportunity for a de-
fence. But if, at least, the appeilant were to
get an indication of the general reason why
the minister rejects the appeal, the appeilant
would have the possibility of presentingz a
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