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1 | ntroduction
[1] This is an application for juditreview of a decision of the Refugee

Protection Division of the Immigration and Refudéeard (the Board) dated May 6,
2005, wherein the Board found the Applicant to beher a Convention refugee nor a
person in need of protection.

[2] The Applicant seeks an ordetisgtaside the decision of the Board and
remitting the matter back to the Board for re-deieation by a differently
constituted panel.

2. Factual Background

[3] The Applicant, Ashiq Hussain &he a citizen of Pakistan. He was born
in Malaysia and lived there with his parents; hevetbto Pakistan in 1971 (when he
was around 14 years of age) after his parents d@ieel Applicant states that his father
was a convert from the Sunni to the Shia faith #rat his father helped the Shia
community in his area and did general work for tbeal Imam Bargah. The
Applicant states that he converted to the Shia fand continued his father's tradition
of hard work for the faith. As a result, he allegleat he was targeted by the Sipa-i-
Sahaba (the SSP), an extremist Sunni organization.



[4] The Applicant alleges that hesvieeaten along with his family members
by the SSP, and that the SSP looted his houseogedthis household items and
issued threats on several occasions. The Appldains his brothers were attacked
in March 2000 by the SSP because of the Applicantsk for his faith. The
Applicant claims several other incidents of violery the SSP against him occurred
on December 25, 2000, and January 31, 2001, ak@bnuary 2001. He states that
when he reported the incidents to the police, thee did nothing.

[5] The Applicant left Pakistan fitve United States in March 27, 2001, on a
three-month visa. After his visa expired, he reradiin the United States without

status. He arrived in Canada on March 23, 2003, daidhed refugee status at the
Fort Erie border crossing.

[6] The Applicant's claim for refugyprotection was heard on November 1,
2004. The Board rendered its decision on May 6,52@smissing the Applicant's
claim.

3. | mpugned Decision

[7] The Applicant claimed protectiander section 96 and section 97 of the
Immigration and Refugee Protection Act, S.C. 2001, c. 27 (the IRPA).

[8] In addition to the Applicantsstimony, the evidence before the Board
included: the Applicant's Personal Information Foftihe PIF) and amended PIF
narrative, the port of entry notes, the Applicamtaional identity card and his

passport, and the Refugee Protection Divisions RPD) documentary package on
Pakistan.

[9] The Board found the Applicarfesr of persecution and serious harm
from the SSP not to be well founded because hadlidit the profile of a Shia person

targeted by the SSP. In consequence, the Boardlfthat the Applicant had not

demonstrated that he would face a reasonable chainpersecution in Pakistan.

Alternatively, the Board determined that the Apahithad failed to provide clear and
convincing evidence of inadequate state protedtioRakistan. As a result of these
findings the Board concluded that the Applicant vimas a Convention refugee or

person in need of protection.

[10] The Board relied on the Applicariéstimony that he was not a religious
person and that he was an ordinary worker in Imamg&h. The Board also relied on
documentary evidence indicating that Shias targdétgdhe SSP have a "higher
profile" than that of the Applicant, including Stpaofessionals - doctors and lawyers
- who were not politically active or involved wisiectarian groups.

[11] Based on omissions and inconsisésnm his evidence and implausible
explanations in respect to important elements thaim, the Applicant was found to
be generally not credible. The Board relied onfatlewing determinations in finding
the Applicant generally not credible:

1. the Board found that the Applicant latkeedibility in his evidence in
respect to his religious faith, particularly abtig conversion to Shiism; his



father's involvement in the Shia community; and di@m to be an "Ahmedi
Muslim" in his first handwritten PIF and his subseqgt assertion that he was a
"Shia Muslim" from a very religious family, in hgecond PIF narrative;

2. the Board found that the Applicant'sagmce of the existence of the
"zakat exemption" to be significant;

3. the Board rejected the Applicant's enae in respect to his
circumstances in the United States and found hligréato seek asylum there
to be inconsistent with that of a person with auyea fear of persecution.

[12] In respect to the Applicant's ewvide about his religious faith, the Board
noted inconsistencies. In his first handwritten,RiFe Applicant indicated he was an
"Ahmedi Muslim (Shia)." In his amended PIF narratithe Applicant stated that he is
a Shia Muslim from a very religious family. The Bdarejected the Applicant's
explanation that the errors in the initial PIF weéne result of a misunderstanding
between himself and the consultant who assistedrimneparing the PIF. The Board
noted that the Applicant provided different reasdoss the error during his oral
testimony, at first stating that the consultant ierthe PIF and then saying that he
wrote the PIF himself with the consultant dictattodhim.

[13] The Board did not find credible tAgplicant's testimony about his
conversion to the Shia faith, noting that his fathas already a Shia Muslim. Further,
the Board found that the Applicant's ignorance lo¢ texistence of the "zakat
exemption" to be significant. (Sunni Muslims aréjset to the "zakat," a religious tax
of 2.5 percent of their income; however, Shia Musliand other religious minorities
are exemptSource: U.S. Department of State Report, 2003.) His csadutestimony
in respect to the exemption fuelled the Board'seb#tat he did not have the religious
profile that would make him the target of extremigturther, the Board found, in any
event, that the Applicant had not provided any rimfation that would bring him to
the attention of any group targeting converts ® $hia faith. As a result, the Board
found that the claimant "is without any profile thaould place him at reasonable
chance of serious harm."

[14] Because the Board found the Appitda be generally not credible, it held
that the alleged attacks by members of the SSRatidccur. The Board further noted
that the Applicant had not provided any corroboigatievidence of the alleged
incidents of persecution or of his reporting thiemédents to the police.

[15] In respect to the Applicant's sajoto the United States, the Board found
the Applicant's failure to claim in the United @sithis delay in doing so, and the lack
of danger faced by his family members led the Bdordonclude that the Applicant
does not have a subjective fear of serious harm.

[16] The Board rejected the Applicaetglanation in respect to his failure to
seek asylum in the United States. The Applicant teatlfied he was afraid of arrest
after the events of September 11, 2001, and staydsbme most of the time. The
Board noted that, according to his PIF, the Applicsas working at a gas station for
one-and-a-half years after September 11, 2001.Bdzed found that the Applicant
was living openly in the United Stated despite diaeger of deportation. As a result,



the Board held that the Applicant's conduct wascooisistent with a person who has
a genuine fear of harm if returned to Pakistan.

[17] The Board also did not find credibthe Applicant's testimony that
someone attempted to kidnap his child three or faonths before the Applicant's
refugee hearing. When asked why he had not amemde@lF, the Applicant stated
he was not aware he could do so. The Board rej¢biee@xplanation and found there
was no evidence that the Applicant's close famigmhers - his wife and children -
were at risk in Pakistan.

[18] With regard to state protectiore tBoard found that the Applicant failed
to provide clear and convincing evidence that Rakicould not provide him state
protection. In finding that adequate state protectias available to the Applicant, the
Board adopted the reasoning and findings of thelpar.X.N. (Re), [2004] R.P.D.D.
No. 34, No. TA2-20483 (QL), stating that the faatel evidence regarding country
conditions in the Applicant's claim were sufficigntlose to those before the panel in
[.X.N. (Re). In addition, the Board relied on evidence in Beard's documentary
package referring to specific steps taken by theshdwaf government regarding the
SSP, as well as the U.S. Department of State CpuRéport on Human Rights
Practices (in Pakistan) - 2003, released Februayy @04, referring to the arrests of
hundreds of members of religious extremist groupduding the SSP.

[19] The Board concluded by finding thab a balance of probabilities, the
Applicant does not have the profile of a Shia MusWwho would face a reasonable
chance of serious harm at the hands of extremmipgr including the SSP, that
Pakistan would provide adequate protection to tpelidant if he returned, and that
he and his family's behaviour is not consistenhwitsubjective fear of serious harm
in Pakistan.

4. | ssues
[20] In my view the following issues amsed in this application:

Did the Board err in concluding that thpplicant:

1. lacked the profile of someone who wobéltargeted by the
SSP;

2. lacked subjeetfear of persecution;
3. failed to provide clear and convincingdence rebutting the

presumption of state protection?

5. Standard of Review

[21] The Federal Court of Appeal hasakkshed that the Board, as a
specialized tribunal, has complete jurisdiction determine the credibility of
testimony, as well as the risk of persecutigdguebor v. Canada(Minister of

Employment & Immigration), [1993] F.C.J. No. 732 (QL). The Court will only
intervene if the Board bases its decision on aonewus finding of fact made in a



perverse and capricious manner or without regarthéomaterial before it-ederal
CourtsAct, R.S.C. 1985, c. F-7, s. 18.1(4)(d).

[22] As a result, for findings of faatacredibility, the appropriate standard of
review is patent unreasonableness. Decisions dBtlaed as to the adequacy of state
protection are findings of fact and as such aréeme®d against the standard of patent
unreasonablenessSajid Ali et al. v. Canada(Minister of Citizenship and
Immigration), 2004 FC 1449.

0. Analysis

A Did the Board err in finding that the Applicant lacked the profile of
someone who would be targeted by the SSP?

[23] The Applicant alleges that the Bbarred in finding that he did not fit the
profile of someone who would be targeted by the .SBfe¢ Applicant points to an
excerpt in the Pakistan Country Report, April 200ded by the Board which states
that: "Many of the victims [of sectarian killingsjere Shi‘a professionals - doctors
and lawyers - who were not politically active ovaitved with sectarian groups.” The
Applicant contends that this evidence shows thaasSht large are being targeted,
irrespective of individual profiles and attributesxd therefore, it was patently
unreasonable for the Board to find that only Shiefgssionals have a reasonable
chance of being persecuted. Further, the Appliasterts that, like these Shia
victims, he was neither politically active nor itved with sectarian groups and
therefore has a reasonable chance of being targébedApplicant cites an excerpt
from the Pakistan Country Report, April 2004 whsthtes that: "The worst religious
violence was directed against the country's Shi'monty, who continued
disproportionately to be victims of individual amaass killings.” By ignoring this
evidence, the Applicant argues that the Board daite consider the totality of the
evidence and as such committed a reviewable error.

[24] Finally, the Applicant argues thiaé Board's general negative credibility
finding is erroneous since it is based on a nurobeatently unreasonable findings in
respect to inconsistencies, omissions and impldigi® found in the following
evidence, namely (a) claiming to be an "Ahmedi Muslin his first handwritten PIF
and subsequently stating, he was a Shia Muslim fovery religious family, in his
second PIF narrative; (b) his testimony about bisversion to Shiism and his father's
involvement in the community; (c) his knowledge abthe "zakat exemption" and
failing to take into consideration that he corredémself.

[25] The Board's decision turns sigrfidy on its credibility findings,
particularly in respect to its central finding redjag the Applicant's religious profile.
It is because the Applicant was found to be geherat credible that the Board did
not believe that the alleged attacks and othedemts of persecution actually took
place. | will therefore consider the Applicant'gy@mnents in respect to each of the
above credibility findings in turn. Before doing, dowill consider the Applicant's
contention that the Board erred in finding thatdm@ not fit the profile of someone
who would be targeted by the SSP.



[26] The documentary evidence estabfighat religious violence is directed
against the country's Shia minority who dispromorditely continue to be victimized.
The documentary evidence also disclosed that tstsas who have a reasonable
chance of persecution in Pakistan have a 'highefilggt. The Board's finding that
Shias with a "higher profile" have a reasonablenchao be persecuted is therefore
supported in the evidence. Further, there is ngthimthe record to support the
contention that this finding was made without relgar the totality of the evidence. A
review of the documentary evidence does not allmvsiich an inference to be drawn.

[27] | am also of the view that the Bijarfinding that the Applicant does not
fit such a "higher profile" finds support in theigdence. The Applicant's own
testimony supports the view that he did not haee"thgher profile" discussed in the
documentary evidence. He testified he was notigioek person and that he was an
ordinary worker for Imam Bargah. Contrary to thepApant's submission, the Board
did not find that only professionals were targelgdreligious extremists; rather, in
my view, the Board cited the passage in its reasomssipport of its finding that the
extremists often targeted particular groups of @asswith higher profiles than that of
the Applicant, such as "doctors, business executiteachers and worshippers.”
Ultimately, the Board found that the Applicant didt fit such a profile. This finding
was open to the Board.

On my assessment of the evidence, the Board'snueggion that the Applicant
would not face a reasonable risk of persecutiomlshioe return to Pakistan, based on
his personal profile, was not patently unreasondblgll now deal with the Board's
credibility findings referred to above.

[28] The Applicant testified that hisrpats died in 1970 and 1971 in Malaysia,
whereas in his amended PIF narrative he indicabed his father helped the
community, supported Shi'as and performed genewak vior Imam Bargah. The
Applicant contends that the he reasonably explatheddiscrepancy. The Applicant
claims that the Board erred in failing to stateitim reasons why it rejected the
Applicant's explanation about his father's work tfug faith. | disagree. The Board in
its reasons did consider the Applicants explana#drpage 5 of its reasons the Board
wrote:

In the amended PIF narrative (Exhibit C-1, linetfg claimant talks about his
father helping the community and supported ShiapleeoHis father did

general work for Imam Bargahs. He arranged religjiimeetings and functions
in their house and local Imam Bargah. When it wasight to the claimant's
attention that he never lived with his father irkiBt@n, he testified that his
father was sending money to build Imam Bargahs.alde testified that he
never saw his father arranging religious meetihgs,was told this by elders
in that area and he had made a mistake in thaitoheod explain this correctly
in his second amended PIF narrative.

While not determinative of the claim, | note thia¢ tclaimant was not straightforward
or consistent in describing his father's profile&shia Muslim.

[29] The discrepancy was put to the Agapit at the hearing. | reproduce the
pertinent part of the transcript beginning at pagé:



RPO: So you and your parents ndaved] when they were alive, in
Pakistan?

Claimant: My father visited couple of timyeso | came with him once.

RPO: So, when you're saying my fatieped the community a lot,
my father did his best to support Shia people m dhea, in your narrative,
"My father also did general work for Iman Bargahe ldrranged religious
meetings and functions in our house, and local IBargah. My father and |
badly suffered at the hands of the SSP. | continngdfather's tradition for
hard work of my faith.” Your father and you wereveein Pakistan together.
You were born in '57, and lived until 70 thereddhen your father died. You
said you visited once there with your father. Wioyysbu say these things in
your narrative?

Claimant: | didn't mention about Sipa Sahavith reference to my
father. That's my personal. For the first time winey father visited, actually
he was sending money right from there to his comtpushia people. This
was told by those people who had contacts with atlgefr. | didn't mention
about my father regarding Sipa Sahaba, becausetedl970.

Presiding

Member: Sir, | am reading from your owrrraive. I'm not making

these things up. You are, in page one of your tigesahe typed one, you say,
"My father"”, line seven, eight, nine, ten, 11. "N&ther was a police officer.
My father helped the community a lot. My father thid best to support Shia
people in the area. My father did general work tiee Iman Bargah. He
arranged religious meetings and functions in ouuskoand local Iman
Bargah." Your father never was with you in Pakistdau've never seen him
in Pakistan except for once that you said you vi@na trip.

Claimant: My father sent money when he Visdsg in Malaysia, and
these people still remember him that actually westwicted that Iman
Bargah, and they still remember.

Presiding
Member: Okay. Continue, Madam RPO. Soingdrrupted.
RPO: So, when you were in Malayg@yr parents became Shias,

but you remained Sunni?
Claimant: | was young at that time, amebk just with my father.

RPO: Okay. But, listen to my questigvhen you were in Malaysia
and your parents converted to Shia, did you rerS8aimi?

Claimant: No, | followed the sect of mytfar.



RPO: So, you are not a convert?

Claimant: By conversion being that wherl8v1 | cam to my uncle's.

We were brought up by them, and after nine or teysdhe people in that area
introduced that your father was that time, thatvioeked for the welfare of the

community, the Shia community. So, | seek refugatus (inaudible). That's

why | wrote down that word that | converted frorn8uto Shia. But, actually,

| was a Shia since my parents were.

RPO: | need just a couple of minutese-read some of this, because
Presiding
Member: Okay. So, when you say your fathemanged religious

meetings and functions in your house and local IBargah, is that true?

Claimant: | was told by those people thdien my father visited
Pakistan a couple of times before my birth andr aiftg birth.

RPO: Shall I go ahead, or are yeu --
Presiding
Member: That won't be - why don't you #agt? Why don't you say that

you were told by people? You hear it, make it sotivat you weren't there.
You say, "In our house was arranged™ "l continney father's tradition for

hard work for my faith." You make it sound that yaere there. "My father

helped the community a lot", you say. Why don't yay you heard all these
stories and you never say it?

Claimant: First of all, this is my mistakteat | wrote it that way. | was
told by the elders of that area.

Presiding
Member: Why don't you say so?
Claimant: | said that that's my mistakatthdidn't write it down that
way.
[30] Given the above evidence, it wagropo the Board to conclude the

Applicant was not straightforward or consistenhia evidence regarding his father.
Further, the contradictions in his PIFs as to haslated faith, Ahmedi Muslim or
Shia, the conflicting testimony of the Applicantrespect to his father's activities, and
his tenuous explanation regarding his conversiahédShia faith, all serve to impugn
the Applicant's credibility in respect to his evide regarding his religious profile, a
key element in his claim. In my view, it was operttie Board on the evidence to find
the Applicant generally not credible. In doing ke Board committed no reviewable
error.



[31] | have reviewed the record and heemssidered the arguments advanced
by the parties in respect to the Board's findingarding the significance of the
Applicant's lack of knowledge about the "zakat eggaom”. On the whole I find the
evidence unclear on this issue. A review of thedcaipt of the hearing leads me to
conclude that it was not open to the Board to inmptige Applicant's credibility on
this basis. However, given my above determinationespect to the Board's general
credibility finding being properly founded in thgigence and open to the Board, this
error cannot be determinative of the application.

B. Did the Board err in finding that the Applicant lacked subjective fear?

[32] The Applicant submits that the Bibaarred in finding that he lacked
subjective fear on the basis that he did not malefumgee claim in the United States.
The Applicant argues that the Board ignored hidangtion in his first PIF narrative
for his failure to do so, namely, that due to difet rumours since 9-11, he was afraid
that American immigration authorities would senchhb jail or deport him back to
Pakistan. The Applicant submits that the FederalrCbas determined that fear of
deportation back to country of nationality is vatdsis for failing to claim asylum in
United States and citedRaveendran v. Canada (Minister of Citizenship and
Immigration), 2003 FCT 49, in support of his contention.

[33] The Applicant also contends tha¢ tBoard erred by impugning his
credibility on basis of contradiction between his Where he stated that he worked
as a Manager in a convenience and gas stationiaradh testimony where he stated
that he mostly stayed at home. The Applicant caigehat the Board did not consider
his explanation for this inconsistency.

[34] Further, the Applicant submits tiia¢ Board erred in finding that there
was no evidence that his close family members tarslain Pakistan. The Applicant
again cites the Pakistan Country Report, April 28@ating that "the worst religious
violence was directed against the country's Shiaonty..." The Applicant argues
that, as a consequence, all Shia families have goodnds for fearing they are at
risk.

[35] The Applicant also argues that Refugee Protection Division breached
the principles of natural justice by failing to sgially notify the Applicant that
delay would be an issue at the hearing, in the &deeening Form. In my view, the
argument is without merit. The Screening Form staéitat failure to claim asylum in
another country was an issue in the Applicant'e @l this was also brought to the
attention of the Applicant by the Board at the imearThough the Board questioned
the Applicant about the delay, it made no spedftigerse finding on that basis. The
focus was on the failure to claim asylum in thetdaiStates.

[36] In my opinion, the Board's findinggth respect to the Applicant's
subjective fear of persecution were not patentieasonable. The Board was entitled
to consider the failure of the Applicant to claiefugee status in the United States.
Raveendran does not stand for a blanket proposition thata f& deportation to
persecution is a valid reason in every case foramming asylum in the United
States. Such an argument will be decided on tlemistances of each case. In the
instant case, the Applicant does not dispute therd@s finding that he worked openly



in the United States, only that the Board shouldehput the inconsistency to him.
There is no evidence to support the Applicant'ument that the Board failed to
consider his explanation about the discrepancyisnelvidence. At page 8 of its
reasons, the Board wrote:

In light of the fact that he was working | find théne claimant was living
openly in the USA, working illegally there and cka® remain there under
these circumstances in danger of deportation touatcy where he allegedly
feared persecution for 1 ¥z years after the tetrattacks in the USA.

[37] On the evidence, it was open toBloard to find the Applicant's conduct
while in the United States was not consistent Wittt of a person fearing persecution.
The Board's finding is founded in the evidence endot patently unreasonable. The
Board committed no reviewable error in so finding.

[38] Further, | am of the view that tBeard's finding that the Applicant's
family is not at risk is not patently unreasonablée documentary evidence on
country conditions including the passage citedh®/ Applicant in his Memorandum
indicate that there is a generalized danger fage&ta Muslims in Pakistan. The
Applicant does not point to any evidence suggestigy family members are at
particular risk.

[39] In the result, there is no basisHolding that the Board erred in finding
that the Applicant lacked a subjective fear of peution.

C. DidtheBoard err in finding the availability of state protection?

[40] The onus is on the applicant toyate clear and convincing confirmation
of the state's inability or unwillingness to prdtdeer or him; otherwise, the
presumption of state protection prevails. As th@r8me Court of Canada held in
Canada(Attorney General) v. Ward, [1993] 2 S.C.R. 689 at page 725:

...Absent some evidence, the claim should faihasns should be presumed
capable of protecting their citizens. Security @ftionals is, after all, the

essence of sovereignty. Absent a situation of cetapbreakdown of state
apparatus, such as that recognized in Lebandalmali, it should be assumed
that the state is capable of protecting a claimant.

[41] Further, as the Board noted indiégision, the criteria for adequate state
protection does not require that protection be ey to all of a state's citizens all of
the time, nor is perfect protection requirgdinada (Minister of Citizenship and
Immigration) v. Villanfranca, (1992) 18 Imm L.R. (2d) 130 (F.C.A.Xalzali v.
Canada(Minister of Citizenship and Immigration), [1991] 3 F.C. 605 (F.C.A.).

[42] The Applicant submits that therecisar and convincing evidence that
Pakistan cannot protect Shia Muslims. The AppliGngues that the Board erred by
being selective in its use of documentary evidesmog that it ignored evidence that
indicates that the government has been ineffeativeducing sectarian violence. The
Applicant points to evidence in the RPD's inforraatpackage on country conditions
in Pakistan, in particular document PAK42530.E datril 1, 2004. As well, the



Applicant refers to documentary evidence that iagis that "the worst religious
violence was directed against the country's Shitaorty...." (Pakistan Country
Report, April 2004) and notes incidents of sectau®lence (Amnesty International
Report 2004).

[43] The Respondent asserts that thedt@ok into account evidence that
Pakistan is not always effective in combating semaviolence. The Respondent
notes that the decision ihX.N (Re) cited by the Board weighs the documentary
evidence on the various efforts by the Musharrafegoment to protect its citizens
from terrorist activity. The Respondent contendst tihe evidence before the Board
supports its finding of adequate state protectiod further, the Federal Court has
upheld decisions of the Board on the very issuavailability of state protection in
Pakistan for Shia Muslims.

[44] In my opinion, the Board's finditigat the Applicant failed to provide
clear and convincing evidence of the state's irtghit protect him against the SSP is
not patently unreasonable. Evidence that indicai@ence towards Shia Muslims in
general is continuing is not sufficient to rebug ghresumption of state protection. In
addition to the evidence cited by the Board, | nibtat the documentary evidence
states that sectarian violence is also committe®lfigs against Sunnis and that the
Pakistani government has banned a number of rabgextremist groups, including
the SSP.

[45] Further, as the Respondent noteskhan v. Canada (Minister of
Citizenship and Immigration), [2005] F.C.J. No. 984 (QL), Justice O'Keefe hiblalt
the Board did not err in concluding that adequéesprotection was available to the
claimant - a convert from the Sunni to the Shiahfawho was active in his
community and was a lawyer - against the banned. $6mis decision, Justice
O'Keefe also referenced several other applicationgidicial review where the Court
upheld the Board's finding of state protection$tia Muslims in Pakistadavaid v.
Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration), 2004 FC 2053ultan v. Canada
(Minister of Citizenship and Immigration), 2003 FC 1399;Razzaq v. Canada
(Minister of Citizenship and Immigration), 2003 FC 864Ali v. Canada (Minister of
Citizenship and Immigration) 2003 FCT 242; and\khtar v. Canada (Minister of
Citizenship and Immigration), 2003 FC 541.

[46] Considering the totality of the dmeentary evidence, it was open to the
Board to determine that the Applicant had failedptesent clear and convincing
evidence that the State of Pakistan would not peadequate protection for him
should he return to Pakistan. It was open to thar@®do conclude that his fear of
harm from the SSP extremists is therefore not feelhded. There is no reason for
this Court to intervene.

7. Conclusion

[47] For the above reasons this appbeatfor judicial review will be
dismissed.



8. Certified Question

[48] The parties have had the opporjutatraise a serious question of general
importance as contemplated by paragrapli)7d{ the IRPA, and have not done so. |
am satisfied that no serious question of generpbitance arises on this record. | do
not propose to certify a question.
ORDER

THIS COURT ORDERS that:
1. The application for judiciamiew is dismissed,;
2. No question of general impoc&awill be certified.

"Edmond P. Blanchard"

Judge
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