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The following are the reasons for order deliv-
ered orally in English by 

PRATTE J.: We are all of opinion that in not 
explaining the difference between a deportation 
order and a departure notice, the Adjudicator 
failed to comply with Regulation 29(2), SOR/78-
172. We are also of the view that, in the circum-
stances of this case where the applicant was not 
represented by a lawyer and had obviously not 
more than an elementary knowledge of the English 
language, this violation of the Regulation likely 
resulted in an unfairness to the applicant. 

For these reasons the deportation order will be 
quashed and this matter will be referred back to 
the Adjudicator to determine, after compliance 
with Regulation 29(2), whether a deportation 
order or a departure notice shall be made in this 
case. 
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