
Individuals from Russia may be 
eligible for a pre-removal risk 
assessment (PRRA) if they received 
a final decision from the Immigration 
and Refugee Board of Canada (IRB) 
or a final PRRA decision on or 
between July 1, 2016 and June 30, 
2017. Prior to removing them from 
Canada, the Canada Border Services 
Agency will advise individuals from 
Russia if they are now eligible to 
apply for a PRRA. Normally, if 
you made a refugee claim or you 
previously applied for a PRRA, 
and your application was rejected, 
abandoned or withdrawn, you 
may not apply for a PRRA unless 
at least 12 months have passed. 
Reports of violence against members 
of the LGBTQ2 community in 
Chechnya has resulted in a change 
of country conditions within the 
Chechen Republic in Russia. As a 
result, individuals from Russia are 
exempted from the one-year bar on 
accessing a PRRA as individuals 
could face a situation of risk that may 
warrant an additional assessment. It 
is important to note that the ability to 

apply for PRRA does not guarantee 
the outcome of the risk assessment. 
Officers at Immigration, Refugees 
and Citizenship Canada (IRCC) will 
continue to decide cases individually, 
based on the information provided. 
Please note that individuals are 
responsible for keeping their 
PRRA application up-to-date. It 
is the applicant’s responsibility to 
inform IRCC of any changes to 
their application. This is required 
so that decision makers have all the 
information an individual wants 
considered for their application. 
Individuals from Russia who receive 
a final IRB or PRRA decision after 
June 30, 2017, are not entitled to a 
PRRA for 12 months. Any recent 
changes in country conditions will 
have been considered when the 
refugee claim was decided or during 
the PRRA process. In considering 
what countries to exempt, IRCC 
considers any event that has recently 
arisen in a country that could place 
all or some of its individuals in a 
situation of risk similar to those 
defined in the Immigration and 
Refugee Protection Act (sections 
96—definition of a Convention 
Refugee and 97—definition of a 
person in need of protection).

Nova Scotia Reopens Express Entry 
Stream, Closes Within Hours
On July 5th, the province of Nova 
Scotia reopened their Express Entry 
stream. Through this stream, eligible 
candidates in the Express Entry pool 
may apply for a provincial nomination 
through the Nova Scotia Nominee 
Program (NSNP), one of Canada’s 
Provincial Nominee Programs 
(PNPs). The intake period that began 
on July 5th closed within hours, 
which really shows the popularity 
of this NSNP stream. As the most 
recent intake period indicates, 
the intake for this stream is now 
following the trend of other streams, 
with the closing being reached within 
hours. However, this stream is set to 
reopen over the next few months and 
into next year., benefiting potential 
applicants in the pool who prepare 
in advance. Through Category B of 
the Nova Scotia Demand: Express 
Entry stream, eligible Express Entry 
candidates with work experience in 
one of the following ‘opportunity’ 
occupations may submit an 
application. A job offer is not 
required for this category:

•	 Financial	 Auditors	 and	
Accountants
•	 Other	financial	officers
•	 Professional	 occupations	
in advertising, marketing and public 
relations

•	 Administrative	assistants
•	 Accounting	 and	 related	
clerks
•	 Civil	engineers
•	 Information	 systems	
analysts and consultants
•	 Computer	 programmers	
and interactive media development
•	 Compute r 	 ne twork	
technicians 
•	 User	support	technicians
•	 Registered	 nurses	 and	
registered psychiatric nurses
•	 Licensed	practical	nurses
•	 College	 and	 other	
vocational instructors
•	 Paralegal	 and	 related	
occupations 
•	 Social	 and	 community	
service workers
•	 F i n a n c i a l 	 s a l e s	
representatives

Category A of the Express Entry 
stream remains open currently. There 
is no targeted occupations list under 
this category, but applicants need a 
valid job offer in order to be eligible. 
A valid job offer must be:
•	 Made	by	one	employer	in	
Nova Scotia
•	 For	continuous,	paid,	full-
time work
•	 For	work	that	is:
-for at least one year after your 
permanent resident visa is issued 
-not seasonal
-in a job that is Skill Type 0, or 
Skill Levels A or B of the National 
Occupational Classification (NOC).

As of 5:30 a.m. June 27, 2017, 
citizens from Antigua and Barbuda 
will need a visa to travel to Canada. 
At that time, any existing electronic 
travel authorization (eTA) issued to 
a citizen of Antigua and Barbuda 
will no longer be valid, and these 
travellers will not be able to use 
their eTA to travel to Canada. 
After carefully monitoring the 
integrity of Antigua and Barbuda’s 
travel documents, the Government 
of Canada has determined that 

Antigua and Barbuda no longer 
meets Canada’s criteria for a visa 
exemption. Canada continues to 
welcome visitors from Antigua 
and Barbuda, while protecting the 
integrity of our immigration system 
and ensuring the safety of Canadians. 
Most	approved	visa	applicants	will	
receive a multiple-entry visa, which 
allows travellers to visit Canada as 
many times as they want, for up to 
10	 years.	 For	 each	 visit,	 travellers	
can stay for up to six months.

As of 5:30 a.m. June 27, 2017, 
citizens from Antigua and Barbuda 
will need a visa to travel to Canada. 
At that time, any existing electronic 
travel authorization (eTA) issued to 
a citizen of Antigua and Barbuda 
will no longer be valid, and these 
travellers will not be able to use 
their eTA to travel to Canada. 
After carefully monitoring the 
integrity of Antigua and Barbuda’s 
travel documents, the Government 
of Canada has determined that 

Antigua and Barbuda no longer 
meets Canada’s criteria for a visa 
exemption. Canada continues to 
welcome visitors from Antigua 
and Barbuda, while protecting 
the integrity of our immigration 
system and ensuring the safety of 
Canadians.	 Most	 approved	 visa	
applicants will receive a multiple-
entry visa, which allows travellers 
to visit Canada as many times as 
they	want,	 for	up	 to	10	years.	For	
each visit, travellers can stay for up 
to six months.

•	 Canada	is	set	to	welcome	
a historic high of 300,000 permanent 
residents this year.
•	 40,000	 of	 these	 new	
permanent residents will be refugees.  
•	 25,000	 refugees	 will	 be	
resettled by the government.
•	 16,000	 refugees	 will	 be	
sponsored.
•	 172,000	will	be	economic	

immigrants.
•	 80,000	will	 have	 entered	
using Express Entry.
•	 IRCC	reduced	wait	times	
for spousal reunification to 12 
months or less – down from previous 
wait times of 26 months to three 
years – by processing a backlog of 
spousal cases.

 Toronto | Mississauga | Vancouver | Hamilton | Montreal                     www.thestudentherald.com  |  info@thestudentherald.com                    www.facebook.com/TheStudentHerald 

july 2017
Provincial News

Volume XXVII- XXXIV
www.thestudentherald.com/gen

The Student Herald
Subscribe to$3

The Student Herald PNP focus

Changes to the Pre-Removal Risk Assessment for Russia

Canada imposes a visa requirement on Antigua 
and Barbuda 

What’s	New	for	MPNP-B?

Nova Scotia Reopens Express Entry Stream, 
Closes Within Hours

A	 few	 facts	mentioned	by	Minister	Hussen	 in	 his	
speech at the Canadian Club of Toronto on April 19 

J Stephen
www.reportersreport.com
+1	905	4884675
canadaimm8@polinsys.com

J Stephen
www.reportersreport.com
+1	905	4884675
canadaimm8@polinsys.com

Month Number of LAA’s Issued Range of Scores

May 40 87	to	99

June 50 87	to	95

http://thestudentherald.com/gen/


02 THE STUDENT HERALD ||||||||||||||||||| July 2017 www.thestudentherald.com

Canada Immigration, Case Laws 
J Stephen
www.reportersreport.com
+1	905	4884675
canadaimm8@polinsys.com

Canada Immigration Case-law  K. (N.)  v 

Canada, IMMIGRATION — Inadmissible and 

removable classes — Terrorism  

IMMIGRATION	—	Inadmissible	and	removable	

classes	—	 Terrorism	—	 Procedure	—	 Foreign	

national was citizen of Pakistan found to be 

Convention	refugee	in	1999	—	Foreign	national	

subsequently applied for permanent residence 

— Inadmissibility report was issued in 2005 by 

Canada Border Services Agency officer stating 

that foreign national had been member of terrorist 

organizations and was therefore inadmissible for 

security	reasons	under	s.	34(1)(f)	of	Immigration	

and	Refugee	Protection	Act	(Can.)	—	In	February	

2006,	 foreign	 national	 applied	 for	 Ministerial	

Relief	 under	 s.	 34(2)	 of	 Act	 —	 Immigration	

Division found that foreign national did not 

come	within	s.	34(1)(f)	—	Minister	appealed	to	

Immigration Appeal Division (“IAD”), which 

found foreign national inadmissible under s. 

34(1)(f)	—	Foreign	national	applied	for	judicial	

review, contending that law had changed since 

October 2007 when IAD found him inadmissible, 

due to impact of Supreme Court of Canada 

(“SCC”) ruling — Application dismissed 

— Immigration officer erred in declining to 

consider	impact	of	SCC	ruling	on	s.	34(1)(f)	—	

Admissibility component of officer’s analysis 

required consideration of cases that interpreted 

law, including SCC jurisprudence — Although 

appropriate remedy usually to send matter back 

for	reconsideration,	since	hearing,	Federal	Court	

of Appeal had released judgment holding that 

SCC ruling did not change existing legal test for 

assessing membership in terrorist organization 

under	 s.	 34(1)(f)	—	Futile	 to	 send	matter	 back	

for reconsideration — No error in sequencing 

of decision-making — Officer was not required 

to	wait	 until	Ministerial	Relief	 application	was	

decided before deciding on permanent residence 

application — No evidence that officer fettered 

his discretion in any way

Visit: https://youtu.be/hYpSOxtbdG4

Canada Immigration Case-law  Korkmaz  v 

Canada, IMMIGRATION — Exclusion and 

expulsion — Removal orders  

IMMIGRATION	 —	 Exclusion	 and	 expulsion	

— Removal orders — Applicant was citizen of 

Turkey — He came to Canada in June 2009 and 
sought refugee protection one month later alleging 
he faced risk of persecution if he were to return to 
Turkey on grounds of his Kurdish ethnicity and 
Alevi faith — His claim for refugee protection 
was denied in August 2011 by Refugee Protection 
Division (“RPD”), which found that applicant 
lacked credibility and moreover, had internal 
flight alternative in Istanbul — In November 
2011, applicant’s application for leave and 
judicial review of RPD’s decision was denied — 
He then applied for permanent residency based on 
humanitarian and compassionate considerations — 
That	application	was	rejected	in	February	2014	—	
Applicant now claimed that Turkish government 
had fabricated charges against him because it 
believed he had connections with Kurdish causes 
— He applied for pre-removal risk assessment 
(“PRRA”) which was denied on basis that 
applicant’s evidence did not establish existence of 
well-founded fear of persecution or establishment 
of risk — Applicant applied for judicial review of 
dismissal of PRRA — Application dismissed — 
It was entirely within PRRA officer’s purview to 
reject letter from Turkish lawyer as to outstanding 
charges against applicant since document was 
undated and applicant did not provide any details 
as	to	how	he	obtained	letter	—	Moreover,	arrest	
warrants produced by applicant did not reconcile 
with their translated versions, rendering it unclear 
if applicant was even charged — PRRA officer 
found evidence demonstrating that Alevis did 
not face persecution in Turkey — There was no 
reason to interfere with decision.

Visit: https://youtu.be/lbItkW26wFY 
Canada Immigration Case-law  Mohamed  v 
Canada, IMMIGRATION — Inadmissible and 
removable classes — Criminality 
IMMIGRATION	—	Inadmissible	and	removable	
classes	 —	 Criminality	 —	 Foreign	 national	
was citizen of Sri Lanka of Tamil ethnicity and 
Muslim	faith	who	sought	 refugee	protection	—	
Foreign	 national	was	 computer	 technician	who	
had been coerced by Liberation Tigers of Tamil 
Eelam (LTTE) into working on their computers 
— Board found that foreign national had provided 
services to persons whom he knew were members 
of LTTE, including after war ended in 2009 and 
during periods when he could have fled or sought 

state protection — Board found that foreign 

national had committed crime as prescribed by s. 

83.03	of	Criminal	Code	(Can.)	and	was	therefore	

inadmissible	 —	 Foreign	 national	 applied	 for	

judicial review — Issue whether Board’s exclusion 

analysis was reasonable in light of recent Supreme 

Court	 of	 Canada	 decision	 in	 Febles	 v.	 Canada	

(Citizenship and Immigration), which commented 

on how crime’s seriousness should be assessed 

under	s.	83.03	—	Application	allowed;	decision	

set aside and matter returned for reconsideration 

by different panel of Board — Supreme Court in 

Febles	clearly	concluded	 that	 art.	 1F(b)	 applies	

to anyone who has ever committed serious non-

political crime outside country of refuge prior 

to his admission to that country as refugee — 

Court’s comments were intended to apply all 

crimes	falling	under	art.	1F(b),	whether	involving	

convictions or flights from justice — Board did 

not attempt to consider where foreign national 

fell on range of sentences that would be applied 

to him for committing alleged crime of servicing 

computers	 of	 LTTE	 —	 Foreign	 national	 was	

less culpable than others who would play more 

direct or more significant role in abetting terrorist 

organization	—	Foreign	national	provided	same	

services to members of LTTE as he did to general 

public, somewhat comparable to selling essential 

commodity like fuel to run their trucks, although 

obviously more specialized and less available by 

his	professional	training	and	expertise	—	Foreign	

national did not have intention to support LTTE, 

but was forced into it and found out one year and 

half later who he was dealing with — Sentencing 

court would tend to be somewhat sympathetic 

about his situation in war zone, with family and 

dealing with terrorist organization fighting ethnic 

war where, by providing service offered to public, 

he must flee giving up business he had tried 

to build, or face putting his life and that of his 

family at risk — This would appear to be case 

where presumption of serious crime was far from 

clear — Board applied 10-year rule in somewhat 

mechanistic, decontextualized, or unjust manner 

—	Failure	to	adhere	to	Febles	decision	was	ground	

for setting aside decision.

Visit: https://youtu.be/EUN0Pz8Z9t0 


