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PART I – STATEMENT OF FACTS 

1. The Intervener, the Canadian Section of Amnesty International (“Amnesty Canada”) takes no 

position on the facts. 

PART II – POSITION ON POINTS IN ISSUE 

2. Amnesty Canada accepts the issues as framed by the Appellant, and takes the following 

positions on the issues raised by the appeal: 

a) The Court of Appeal erred in holding that the extradition and refugee determination 
procedures are distinct and independent from each other. These two regimes are 
interconnected and they must be interpreted so as to ensure that all of Canada’s 
international obligations and obligations under the Canadian Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms (“the Charter”) are respected. 

b) The Court of Appeal erred in holding that the Extradition Act provides sufficient 
protection against refoulement.   

c) In exercising his discretion to surrender a Convention Refugee for extradition the 
Minister must ensure that he is acting in compliance with Canada’s international 
obligations and the Charter.  This requires that the Minister conduct a proper risk 
assessment in accordance with the principles of fundamental justice so that extradition 
does not expose a person to a risk of persecution or torture.  

PART III – STATEMENT OF ARGUMENT 

A. The Extradition and Refugee Protection Regimes Are Not Distinct 

The Statutes Have Similar Objectives 

3. The Quebec Court of Appeal erred in holding that the refugee and extradition regimes are 

two distinct processes. Instead, the Extradition Act1 and the Immigration and Refugee Protection 

Act (“IRPA”)2 should be viewed as complimentary pieces of legislation, that must both be 

interpreted in a manner consistent with Canada’s international obligations, including the 

obligation to uphold the principle of non-refoulement in cases where the Government of Canada 

is dealing with the possible extradition of a refugee or refugee claimant. 

4. Both statutes are concerned with the issues of criminality and risk. With regards to 

criminality, both Acts attempt to ensure that Canada is not a safe haven for individuals who have 

committed serious crimes elsewhere. The Extradition Act codifies into domestic law Canada’s 

international obligations to surrender fugitives who have committed crimes, or are alleged to 

                                                 
1 Extradition Act, S.C. 1999, c. 18. 
2 Immigration and Refugee Protection Act, S.C. 2001, c. 27. 
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have committed crimes, in other jurisdictions.3 Similarly, IRPA is meant “to promote 

international justice and security by fostering respect for human rights and by denying access to 

Canadian territory to persons who are criminals or security risks”.4  

5. With regards to the risks faced by an individual being removed from Canada, both the 

extradition and refugee regimes require a determination as to whether or not the person is at risk 

of torture, persecution, cruel, inhumane or degrading treatment in the country to which they are 

to be sent.  This determination must be made in a manner consistent with the principles of 

fundamental justice. This risk assessment is required in order to ensure Canada does not return a 

person to persecution or torture in breach of our international obligations or section seven of the 

Charter. 5   

The Statutes Have Overlapping Procedures 

6. In both the extradition and refugee determination procedures a competent body, either the 

Immigration and Refugee Board (“the IRB”) or the Superior Court, determines whether there are 

reasonable grounds to believe that the person has committed the offence. Under s. 24 of the 

Extradition Act, this is carried out in a hearing before a Superior Court judge. In IRPA, the IRB 

makes this determination if the Minister raises a s. 98 exclusion issue.6 Section 98 of IRPA 

incorporates Article 1F(b) of the United Nations Convention relating to the Status of Refugees 

(“Refugee Convention”) into IRPA, which denies refugee protection to persons who there are 

reasonable grounds to believe have committed a serious non-political crime.7 

7. Similarly, in both regimes a proper constitutionally mandated risk assessment is done by the 

IRB or the Minister of Citizenship and Immigration.  If there is risk to the person upon return, 

                                                 
3 United States of America v. Kwok, [2001] 1 S.C.R. 532 at para. 27. 
4 IRPA, supra, at s. 3(i).  
5 Charkaoui v. Canada (Citizenship and Immigration), 2007 SCC 9. In most cases when a person claims refugee 
protection the determination will be carried out at the Refugee Protection Division (RPD) of the IRB. However, if 
the claimant is excluded or found ineligible to make a refugee claim then he or she is still entitled to a risk 
assessment known as a Pre Removal Risk Assessment (PRRA) which is carried out prior to removal.  
6 The provision has been used to deny Convention Refugee status to claimants in circumstances where they have not 
been sought for extradition. The leading case is Jayasekara v. Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration), 
2008 FCA 404, where the Federal Court of Appeal provides guidelines of the interpretation of s. 98.  
7 UN General Assembly, Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees, 28 July 1951, United Nations, Treaty 
Series, v. 189, p. 137. While the exact meaning of the term "serious non-political crime' may be the subject of 
differing views, it is clear that not all extraditable offenses are so serious a character as to involve exclusion from 
refugee status”: United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, Note on Problems of Extradition Affecting 
Refugees, EC/SCP/14, 27 August 1980 at para. 5. 



3 

then under both Acts, the Charter and Canada’s international obligations preclude return unless 

there are exceptional circumstances that are consistent with fundamental justice.8  

8. In cases where the extradition of a refugee claimant is sought, section 40(2) of the 

Extradition Act requires the Minister of Justice to consult with the Minister of Citizenship and 

Immigration prior to rendering a decision on surrender.9 In this procedure, the Minister of 

Citizenship and Immigration bears the responsibility of providing the Minister of Justice with a 

risk analysis that has been conducted in accordance with the principles of fundamental justice. 

The Minister of Citizenship and Immigration has expertise in this area and is already responsible 

for conducting pre-removal risk assessments in the context of some claims for refugee 

protection.10 It is therefore logical that the Extradition Act gives the responsibility for making the 

risk assessment to the Minister of Citizenship and Immigration.    

9. In contrast, where the extradition of a person who has already been found to be a Convention 

Refugee is sought, the Extradition Act does not require a consultation with the Minister of 

Citizenship and Immigration. There is no need for a new assessment of risk.  At that stage, a 

binding positive determination on risk has already been made by the Immigration and Refugee 

Board (“the IRB”).   

10. Given these two overlapping objectives and procedures, it is essential that the Extradition Act 

and IRPA are interpreted in conjunction with one another to avoid conflict and ensure the best 

possible outcome for each objective is achieved.   

Principles of Statutory Interpretation Require that the Extradition Act and IRPA be reconciled 

11. It is an established principle of statutory interpretation that the legislature intends to produce 

                                                 
8 Suresh v. Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration), [2002] 1 S.C.R. 3 [Suresh]; United States of America 
v. Burns, [2001] 1 S.C.R. 283. Relevant international obligations include the protection against refoulement in Art. 
33 of the Refugee Convention, supra, and the prohibition on return to torture in Art. 3 of the Convention against 
Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment : UNGA Resolution 10 December 
1984, A/RES/39/46 [Convention Against Torture]. 
9 In cases where the claimant is the subject of an authority to proceed, under s. 105  of IRPA the claim is suspended 
and if the Minister determines to surrender, and the offence is punishable by more than 10 years, then the claim is 
deemed to be rejected and the person is not entitled to a PRRA.    
10 Under IRPA, determinations of claims for refugee protection are made by the IRB if a person is found eligible to 
make a refugee claim. In all other circumstances, and in the case of a failed refugee claimant, determinations of 
claims for refugee protection are made by the Minister (or his/her delegate) who decides the PRRA. Individuals are 
still entitled to procedural fairness in the PRRA process, including an opportunity to respond. 
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coherent, internally consistent legislation.11 Therefore, different legislative enactments should be 

interpreted, where possible, in a manner that avoids conflict. Furthermore, to achieve a 

harmonious interpretation, the scope of one or both overlapping provisions may be narrowed to 

make room for the other, and any apparent repugnancy should be avoided by reconciling the two 

enactments where possible.12 

12. It is Amnesty Canada’s submission that the Quebec Court of Appeal erred because it did not 

reconcile the two statutes. Instead, it created a conflict between them by holding that the 

Extradition Act could be interpreted independently of IRPA, even where a Convention Refugee 

is sought for extradition to the country where the IRB has determined they have a well founded 

fear of persecution. Interpreting the Extradition Act independently of IRPA effectively allows the 

Minister of Citizenship and Immigration to revoke a person’s refugee status without following 

the procedures specified in IRPA for doing so,13 thus rendering these provisions meaningless. 

Such an interpretation puts the Extradition Act procedures in direct conflict with the rights and 

procedures in IRPA.   

13. Amnesty Canada’s submission is that such a conflict can be avoided. The two statutes can 

and should be interpreted in a harmonious fashion by requiring the Minister of Justice to accept 

that a person is at risk of persecution if the IRB has found them to be a Convention Refugee 

under IRPA.  The Minister of Justice must then accept the IRB’s positive risk determination 

when exercising his discretion to surrender an individual. If the sought-after individual is a 

Convention Refugee, the Minister of Justice will be precluded from surrendering the person to 

the country where they face a risk of persecution, unless the procedures set out in IRPA are used 

to have the decision of the IRB vacated, a cessation is obtained, or a determination pursuant to 

section 115(2) of IRPA is made. The requirement that the Minister of Justice respect the 

procedures outlined in IRPA can be read into the Extradition Act without any conflict with the 

text or purpose of the Acts. In this way, the Extradition Act can be reconciled with IRPA. 

14. Furthermore, a purposive analysis of the two legislative schemes reveals that the Minister of 

                                                 
11 Ruth Sullivan, Statutory Interpretation, 2nd ed. (Toronto: Irwin Law Inc., 2007) at p. 305. 
12 Condominium Plan No. 762 0380 (Owners) v. Edmonton (City of) 2001 ABQB 97 at para. 86. 
13 Once the IRB has granted status, the Minister can only revoke this status by bringing a cessation application under 
s. 108 of IRPA, and establishing on a balance of probabilities that the reasons for which the person sought protection 
have ceased to exist, or by bringing a vacation application under s. 109, and establishing that the refugee status was 
obtained through a misrepresentation.  
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Justice is not authorized to extradite a person that the IRB has deemed to be a Convention 

Refugee to a country where they have a well founded fear of persecution.  IRPA explicitly lays 

out a procedure for the extradition of refugee claimants, but is silent on the issue of individuals 

who have been found to be Convention Refugees.  Had Parliament intended the Extradition Act 

procedure to apply to individuals who have already been granted refugee status, this would also 

have been explicitly laid out in IRPA. By implication, this silence suggests that the procedure 

outlined in IRPA should be followed. 

15. The presumption in IRPA is that a claim for refugee status will be determined by an 

independent tribunal, the Refugee Protection Division of the IRB or by a PRRA officer doing a 

risk assessment under section 112.  Nothing in the Extradition Act explicitly confers on the 

Minister of Justice the authority to determine cessation of refugee status, and s. 105 of IRPA is 

confined to circumstances in which the authority to proceed under s. 15 of the Extradition Act is 

issued prior to determination of the refugee claim.  Moreover, nothing in the Extradition Act 

directly or by necessary implication empowers the Minister of Justice to usurp the jurisdiction of 

the independent tribunal with expertise in conferring refugee status to be able to determine 

cessation of that status once granted. If the legislature intended to confer upon the Minister of 

Justice such authority, it could have done so. Therefore, Amnesty Canada submits that the 

Minister of Justice is without jurisdiction to extradite a Convention Refugee, and must use the 

appropriate procedures laid out in IRPA to set aside the refugee status.   

B. The Extradition Act, IRPA and the Minister’s Exercise of Discretion Must Accord with 
Canada’s International Law Obligations and Section Seven of the Charter 

The Principle of Non-Refoulement is one of Canada’s International Legal Obligations 

16. The principle of non-refoulement is a cornerstone in international refugee protection.14 The 

principle of non-refoulement is codified in Article 33(1) of the Refugee Convention: 

No Contracting State shall expel or return (“refouler”) a refugee in any manner whatsoever to the 
frontiers of territories where his life or freedom would be threatened on account of his race, 
religion, nationality, membership of a particular social group or political opinion.15  

                                                 
14 UN High Commissioner for Refugees, Conclusions Adopted by the Executive  Committee on the International 
Protection of Refugees, December 2009, 1975 – 2009, at Conclusion  No. 6, see also Conclusion 25, para. (b), where 
the UNHCR Executive Committee argues that the principle of non-refoulement is progressively acquiring the 
character of jus cogens [“Executive Committee Conclusions”]; UN High Commissioner for Refugees, Thematic 
Compilation of Executive Committee Conclusions, August 2008, Third edition. 
15 Refugee Convention, supra, Article 33(1). 
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The principle of non-refoulement applies to any person who has been deemed a refugee under 

the terms of the Refugee Convention and is binding on all states that have ratified the 

Convention. 

17. Canada ratified the Refugee Convention in 1969, therefore the principle of non-refoulement 

forms part of Canada’s international obligations.16 Furthermore, non-refoulement is generally 

recognized as a principle of customary international law.17 It has been incorporated in 

international treaties at both the universal and regional levels with a significant number of State 

parties.18 This principle has also been systematically reaffirmed in Conclusions of the Executive 

Committee and in Resolutions adopted by the General Assembly, thus demonstrating 

international consensus on this principle.19 

18. Canada has implemented the principle of non-refoulement in section 115(1) of IRPA: 

A protected person or a person who is recognized as a Convention refugee by another country to 
which the person may be returned shall not be removed from Canada to a country where they 
would be at risk of persecution for reasons of race, religion, nationality, membership in a 
particular social group or political opinion or at risk of torture or cruel and unusual treatment or 
punishment.20 

19. According to this Court’s jurisprudence, s. 115 of IRPA should be interpreted in a manner 

“which is consonant with the relevant international obligations” because it is the domestic 

implementation of Article 33 of the Refugee Convention. 21 

20. Amnesty Canada submits that in light of Article 33(1) of the Convention, the phrase 

“removed from Canada” in section 115(1) of IRPA must be interpreted to mean “returned in any 

                                                 
16UN High Commissioner for Refugees, State Parties to the 1951 Convention and its 1967 Protocol.   
17 Executive Committee Conclusions, at Conclusion No. 79, para. (i); UN High Commissioner for Refugees, 
UNHCR Note on the Principle of Non-Refoulement, November 1997, [UNHCR Note]. See also Executive 
Committee Conclusions, Conclusion No. 22 para. II A 2; Conclusion No. 25, at para. (b). The principle of non-
refoulement was first referred to in Article 3 of the 1933 Convention relating to the International Status of Refugees 
and later endorsed by the U.N. General Assembly Resolution 8(I), 13th Plen. Mtg., 12 February 1946, para. c(ii); 
Guy S. Goodwin-Gill:Convention Relating To The Status Of Refugees Protocol Relating To The Status Of 
Refugees, United Nations Audiovisual Library of International Law 2008 at 4. 
18 Ibid. See e.g. Article 22(8) of the American Human Rights Convention O.A.S. Treaty Series No. 36, 1144 
U.N.T.S. 123, entered into force July 18, 1978 which provides that:"In no case may an alien be deported or returned 
to a country regardless of whether or not it is his country of origin, if in that country his right to life or personal 
freedom is in danger of being violated because of his race, nationality, religion, social status or political opinions." 
19 UNHCR Note, supra; See in particular Executive Committee Conclusions, Conclusion No. 6, and Article 3 (1) of 
the Declaration on Territorial Asylum United Nations GA Res. 2312 (XXII) (1967) . 
20 IRPA, supra, s. 115(1) 
21 National Corn Growers assn. v. Canada (Import tribunal) [1990] 2 S.C.R. 1324 at para. 74. See also 
Pushpanathan v. Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration) [1998] 1 S.C.R. 982. 

http://www.canlii.org/en/ca/scc/doc/1990/1990canlii49/1990canlii49.html
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manner whatsoever;”22 a phrase that has repeatedly been held by the international community to 

preclude extradition to the country of persecution. Interpreted in this way, IRPA adequately 

protects refugees against refoulement in accordance with international law, including Canada’s 

obligations under the Refugee Convention and the Convention Against Torture. 

21. Similarly, the Minister of Justice must exercise the discretion conferred upon him in sections 

15 and 40 of the Extradition Act in accordance with Canada’s international legal obligations and 

the Charter.23  The Minister’s failure to appropriately apply the principle of non-refoulement 

when exercising his discretion renders his decision unreasonable. 

Non-Refoulement is a Mandatory Bar to Extradition but for Exceptional Circumstances 

22. The principle of non-refoulement establishes a mandatory bar to extradition where 

extradition would result in the surrender of a Convention Refugee to a country where they face a 

risk of persecution, unless there are reasonable grounds to believe the individual is a danger to 

the security of country, or has been convicted of a particularly serious crime.24 For State Parties 

of the Refugee Convention or the Protocol Relating to the Status of Refugees,25 the obligation to 

protect refugees from refoulement prevails over any duty to extradite which they may have under 

a bilateral or multilateral extradition treaty with respect to a State requesting extradition.26  

23. There are several reasons why extradition must be interpreted as falling within the scope of 

Article 33(1) of the Refugee Convention. First, the words of Article 33(1) are apparent. The 

phrase “in any manner whatsoever” indicates clearly that the concept of refoulement must be 

construed expansively and without limitation. There is nothing in the formulation of the principle 

in Article 33(1) or in the exceptions indicated in Article 33(2) to the effect that extradition falls 

outside the scope of its terms.27 

                                                 
22 Refugee Convention, supra, section 33(1). 
23 Baker v. Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration), [1999] 2 S.C.R. 817at paras. 69-71. 
24 Refugee Convention, supra, Art. 33(2). 
25 UN General Assembly, Protocol Relating to the Status of Refugees, 30 January 1967, United Nations, Treaty 
Series, vol. 606, p. 267. 
26 Sibylle Kapferer (UNHCR Consultant): The Interface Between Extradition and Asylum, Legal and Protection 
Policy Research Series, Department of International Protection, November 2003, at para 229; UNHCR Note on 
Problems of Extradition Affecting Refugees, supra, at para. 16. 
27UN High Commissioner for Refugees, Advisory Opinion on the Extraterritorial Application of Non-Refoulement 
Obligations under the 1951 Convention relating to the Status of Refugees and its 1967 Protocol, 26 January 2007: 
“The prohibition of refoulement to a danger of persecution under international refugee law is applicable to any form 
of forcible removal, including deportation, expulsion, extradition, informal transfer or "renditions", and non-
admission at the border in the circumstances described below. This is evident from the wording of Article 33(1) of 

http://www.canlii.org/eliisa/highlight.do?text=immigration&language=en&searchTitle=Federal+-+Supreme+Court+of+Canada&path=/en/ca/scc/doc/1999/1999canlii699/1999canlii699.html
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24. Second, the express terms of a number of standard-setting multilateral conventions in the 

field support this proposition including Article 3(2) of the 1957 European Convention on 

Extradition28 and Article 4(5) of the 1981 Inter-American Convention on Extradition.29  

Furthermore, the UN High Commissioner for Refugees (“the UNHCR”) Executive Committee 

has reaffirmed the fundamental character of the principle of non-refoulement, recognised that 

refugees should be protected from extradition to a country where they have well-founded fear of 

persecution, and called upon States to ensure that the principle of non-refoulement is taken into 

account in the drafting of extradition treaties and the application of national legislation.30 

25. Third, any exclusion of extradition from the scope of Article 33(1) would undermine the 

effectiveness of the Refugee Convention because it would allow States to defeat the prohibition 

on refoulement by simply making an extradition request. Such a reading of Article 33 would not 

be consistent with the humanitarian object of the Refugee Convention.31 

C. The Extradition Act Does Not Provide a Proper Risk Assessment and Adequate 
Protection against Refoulement  

26. The Quebec Court of Appeal erred in determining that the assessment done by the Minister 

of Justice under the Extradition Act is a proper risk assessment which upholds our international 

and constitutional obligations to protect refugees from refoulement.     

27. The procedure for determining whether or not to surrender a fugitive in the extradition 

context is set out in section 44(1) of the Extradition Act.  It reads as follows: 

The Minister shall refuse to make a surrender order if the Minister is satisfied that 
(a) the surrender would be unjust or oppressive having regard to all the relevant circumstances; or 
(b) the request for extradition is made for the purpose of prosecuting or punishing the person by 
reason of their race, religion, nationality, ethnic origin, language, colour, political opinion, sex, 
sexual orientation, age, mental or physical disability or status or that the person’s position may be 
prejudiced for any of those reasons. 

28. There are three central reasons why this procedure does not provide refugees with sufficient 

protection against refoulement. First, the nature of the decision making process is set out very 

                                                                                                                                                             
the 1951 Convention, which refers to expulsion or return (refoulement) "in any manner whatsoever" (emphasis 
added, paragraph 7). See also: Sir Elihu Lauterpacht CBE QC, Daniel Bethlehem: The Scope and Content of The 
Principle of Non-Refoulement, United Nations High Commissioner For Refugees, 20 June 2001,at para. 72. 
28 Paris, 13.XII.1957.  
29 Organization of American States, Inter-American Convention on Extradition, 25 February 1981; Lauterpacht and 
Bethlehem, supra at para. 73. 
30 Executive Committee Conclusions, supra, Conclusion No.17, at paragraphs (b)-(e). 27. 
31 Lauterpacht and Bethlehem, supra at para. 74. See also UN High Commissioner for Refugees: “UNHCR shocked 
by extradition of Uzbeksfrom Kyrgyzstan” News Stories, 9 August 2006. 
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differently in the two Acts.  Under s. 44(1)(a) of the Extradition Act, a decision of the Minister of 

Justice as to whether the surrender of an individual would be unjust or oppressive is a 

discretionary decision subject to deference.32 Consequently, all the Minister must do is consider 

the relevant factors, and ensure his decision is within the scope of his discretion.  In contrast, a 

refugee determination made pursuant to IRPA is judicial in nature. All facts are determined 

based on an assessment of the evidence, and the legal issues are determined based on 

jurisprudence on the definition of Convention Refugee.  

29. Furthermore, the Minister of Justice’s decision to extradite requires the Minister to balance 

all the relevant circumstances and weigh factors in favour of surrender with factors against 

surrender. The risk assessment is but one of these factors.33 In contrast, under IRPA, a finding by 

the IRB that the individual is at risk is a complete bar to removal except in very limited 

circumstances.34 The Minister’s analysis under s. 44(1)(a) is therefore considerably different 

from the IRB’s determination that a person faces a risk of persecution.  

30. Second, the standard and burden of proof that an individual must meet in order to establish 

that they are at risk is much more demanding under the Extradition Act than it is under IRPA. 

According to IRPA, a refugee has to demonstrate that there is more than a mere possibility of 

persecution.35 This threshold is set out in the Refugee Convention and has been accepted by 

many states as the required threshold.36 This threshold is also consistent with the human rights 

purpose of the legislation.  In contrast, the Extradition Act requires an applicant to demonstrate 

on a higher balance of probabilities standard that he or she is at risk.  The applicant also bears the 

burden of proof under the Extradition Act; a burden which the Government would have to bear 

in order to set aside an individual’s refugee status under IRPA or to justify a determination made 

under section 115(2).  

31. The higher burden that the Extradition Act places on an applicant makes it more likely that an 

individual at risk will be returned to a country where they face persecution, contrary to the 

principle of non-refoulement. This discrepancy also means that refugees who are the subject of 

                                                 
32 Canada (Justice) v. Fischbacher, [2009] S.C.J. No. 46 at para. 37. 
33 Ibid. at para. 38. 
34 Suresh, supra. 
35 Adjei v. Canada (Minister of Employment and Immigration) [1989] 2 F.C. 680. 
36 See for example INS v. Cardoza-Fonseca, 480 U.S. 421 (1987). 
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extradition requests have to meet a different threshold in order to receive protection from Canada 

when compared to those individuals who are not subject to such requests. 

32. Third, the surrender factors outlined in s. 44(1)(b) of the Extradition Act are narrower than 

the factors that are considered under IRPA.  Section 44(1)(b) of the Extradition Act requires the 

Minister to refuse extradition if the request for extradition is made for the purpose of prosecuting 

or punishing the person by reason of a prohibited ground.  Yet, the definition of persecution 

captures a much broader range of circumstances. For example, persecution includes systemic 

discrimination, grave violations of economic, social and cultural rights, enforced disappearances, 

sexual violence, torture and extrajudicial killing, and can include acts committed by non-state 

agents. A Convention refugee may therefore be at risk of persecution that is unrelated to a 

criminal prosecution. Similarly, the principle of non-refoulement protects against all forms of 

persecution, and cannot be limited to cases where a refugee would be unfairly prosecuted. 

33. In the Appellant’s case, the IRB was not aware of his criminal prosecution when it 

determined that he faces a risk of persecution in Romania. Therefore, it may be that the request 

for surrender was not made for the purpose of persecuting the Appellant, but that he continues to 

face a broader risk of persecution unrelated to his criminal prosecution. Because the Extradition 

Act only refers to persecutory prosecutions, it does not adequately protect against all forms of 

persecution. 

PART IV – COSTS SUBMISSIONS 

34. Amnesty Canada does not seek any costs in this appeal, and asks that it not be subject to any 

cost orders. 

PART V – ORDER REQUESTED 

35. Amnesty Canada requests permission to make oral argument. Amnesty Canada takes no 

position on the disposition of this appeal, but respectfully requests that the legal issues raised in 

the appeal be decided in accordance with the foregoing submissions. 

ALL OF WHICH IS RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 7th day of January, 2010. 
 
__________________   ________________________ 
Lorne Waldman    Jacqueline Swaisland 
Counsel for the Intervener, Amnesty International  
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