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The Tribunal remits the matter for reconsideration
with the direction that the applicant satisfies
s.36(2)(a) of the Migration Act, being a person to
whom Australia has protection obligations under
the Refugees Convention.



STATEMENT OF DECISION AND REASONS
APPLICATION FOR REVIEW

This is an application for review of a decision m&y a delegate of the Minister for
Immigration and Citizenship to refuse to grantdipglicant a Protection (Class XA) visa
under s.65 of th#ligration Act 1958 (the Act).

The applicant, who claims to be a citizen of Lebgraorived in Australia and applied to the
Department of Immigration and Citizenship for ateation (Class XA) visa. The delegate
decided to refuse to grant the visa and notifiedapplicant of the decision and their review
rights by letter.

The delegate refused the visa application on teeslthat the applicant is not a person to
whom Australia has protection obligations underRiedugees Convention.

The applicant applied to the Tribunal for reviewtloé delegate’s decision.

The Tribunal finds that the delegate’s decisioanRRT-reviewable decision under
s.411(1)(c) of the Act. The Tribunal finds that tq@plicant has made a valid application for
review under s.412 of the Act.

RELEVANT LAW

Under s.65(1) a visa may be granted only if thasi@e maker is satisfied that the prescribed
criteria for the visa have been satisfied. In gahéhe relevant criteria for the grant of a
protection visa are those in force when the vigdiegtion was lodged although some
statutory qualifications enacted since then mag bésrelevant.

Section 36(2)(a) of the Act provides that a crdarfor a protection visa is that the applicant
for the visa is a non-citizen in Australia to whame Minister is satisfied Australia has
protection obligations under the 1951 ConventiofafR® to the Status of Refugees as
amended by the 1967 Protocol Relating to the Stftiefugees (together, the Refugees
Convention, or the Convention).

Further criteria for the grant of a Protection @l&A) visa are set out in Part 866 of
Schedule 2 to the Migration Regulations 1994.

Definition of ‘refugee’

Australia is a party to the Refugees Conventiongerterally speaking, has protection
obligations to people who are refugees as definegtticle 1 of the Convention. Article
1A(2) relevantly defines a refugee as any persoo: wh

owing to well-founded fear of being persecutedr&asons of race, religion,
nationality, membership of a particular social grau political opinion, is outside the
country of his nationality and is unable or, owtogsuch fear, is unwilling to avalil
himself of the protection of that country; or wimomt having a nationality and being
outside the country of his former habitual residggng unable or, owing to such fear,
is unwilling to return to it.
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The High Court has considered this definition muanber of cases, notabBhan Yee Kin v
MIEA (1989) 169 CLR 37%pplicant Av MIEA (1997) 190 CLR 225VIIEA v Guo (1997)
191 CLR 559Chen Shi Hai v MIMA (2000) 201 CLR 293ViIMA v Haji Ibrahim (2000) 204
CLR 1,MIMA v Khawar (2002) 210 CLR 1IMIMA v Respondents S152/2003 (2004) 222
CLR 1 andApplicant Sv MIMA (2004) 217 CLR 387.

Sections 91R and 91S of the Act qualify some aspacArticle 1A(2) for the purposes of
the application of the Act and the regulations fmdicular person.

There are four key elements to the Convention d&fim First, an applicant must be outside
his or her country.

Second, an applicant must fear persecution. Un8&Rg1) of the Act persecution must
involve “serious harm” to the applicant (s.91R(})(land systematic and discriminatory
conduct (s.91R(1)(c)). The expression “serious Aamsludes, for example, a threat to life or
liberty, significant physical harassment or illdéteent, or significant economic hardship or
denial of access to basic services or denial chafpto earn a livelihood, where such
hardship or denial threatens the applicant’s cayp&uisubsist: s.91R(2) of the Act. The High
Court has explained that persecution may be diemfiainst a person as an individual or as a
member of a group. The persecution must have ariabffuality, in the sense that it is
official, or officially tolerated or uncontrollabley the authorities of the country of
nationality However, the threat of harm need nothigeproduct of government policy; it may
be enough that the government has failed or islertalprotect the applicant from
persecution.

Further, persecution implies an element of motoratn the part of those who persecute for
the infliction of harm. People are persecuted tonething perceived about them or attributed
to them by their persecutors. However the motivatieed not be one of enmity, malignity or
other antipathy towards the victim on the parthaf persecutor.

Third, the persecution which the applicant fearsinte for one or more of the reasons
enumerated in the Convention definition - racagreh, nationality, membership of a
particular social group or political opinion. Thierpse “for reasons of” serves to identify the
motivation for the infliction of the persecutionhd@ persecution feared need nosbiely
attributable to a Convention reason. However, mertsen for multiple motivations will not
satisfy the relevant test unless a Convention reasoeasons constitute at least the essential
and significant motivation for the persecution &zhrs.91R(1)(a) of the Act.

Fourth, an applicant’s fear of persecution for aag@mtion reason must be a “well-founded”
fear. This adds an objective requirement to theireqent that an applicant must in fact hold
such a fear. A person has a “well-founded feapj@fsecution under the Convention if they
have genuine fear founded upon a “real chance&odgrution for a Convention stipulated
reason. A fear is well-founded where there is &sebstantial basis for it but not if it is
merely assumed or based on mere speculation. Acin@ace” is one that is not remote or
insubstantial or a far-fetched possibility. A pers@an have a well-founded fear of
persecution even though the possibility of the @arion occurring is well below 50 per
cent.

In addition, an applicant must be unable, or unmglbecause of his or her fear, to avalil
himself or herself of the protection of his or lkeeuntry or countries of nationality or, if
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stateless, unable, or unwilling because of hiseorféar, to return to his or her country of
former habitual residence.

Whether an applicant is a person to whom Austfas protection obligations is to be
assessed upon the facts as they exist when th&ales made and requires a consideration
of the matter in relation to the reasonably forabéefuture.

CLAIMS AND EVIDENCE

The Tribunal has before it the Department’s filatiag to the applicant. The Tribunal also
has had regard to the material referred to in tlegéhte's decision, and other material
available to it from a range of sources.

Theapplicant appeared before the Tribunal to giveewig and present arguments. The
applicant was accompanied by their spouse, an &ligsir The Tribunal hearing was
conducted with the assistance of an interpretérenArabic (Lebanese) and English
languages.

Primary claims

In the primary application, the applicant stateat thhey were born in Lebanon. The applicant
is educated and worked in a trade.

The applicant came to Australia as the spouse @éfustralian citizen. That marriage failed.
The applicant has since re-married. The applicadttheir spouse are expecting a child.

In a separate statement, typed and signed, thecapptlaimed that they could be killed, shot
or seriously wounded if they were to return to Liedra This was because of the on-going
fighting between the Alawi Moslems such as the igppt and the Sunni Moslems. The
applicant also referred to the fighting betweenrBamd Shi'a Moslems.

Oral Evidence

At hearing, | said that it seemed that the apptitea claimed to fear persecution because of
the general breakdown of law and order in Lebafbrs would not be adequate. | needed to
know if the applicant would be targeted and, ifwby. | also stated that the fact that the
applicant was now married to an Australia and tveye expecting a child was not a relevant
consideration for a protection visa, unless thdiegpt believed that, in some way, it would
be. The applicant made no claims in that sense.

The applicant explained that the Alawi Moslems hadn protected by the Syrians, because
the Syrian leadership was Alawi. The Syrians h&dataile the applicant was in Australia
and the Alawi were now at the mercy of the more exgus Sunni. Several of the applicant’s
friends had suffered as a result. Following theihgathe applicant sent to the Tribunal a
DVD showing funeral services and a letter of supfrom a Sheikh.

FINDINGS AND REASONS
| accept that the applicant is a citizen of Lebanon

Country information supplied by the applicant atiseowise available to the Tribunal
confirms the applicant’s characterisation of thenat conflict in Tripoli. The applicant stated
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that they could not find security elsewhere in Liedrg as they would always be an outsider,
because of their religion. The applicant’s religroeant that they were believed to be pro-
Syrian, which was dangerous. | accept that theaecisance that this would be the case.

In the circumstances, | accept that a real chaxistsehat the applicant may suffer harm in
Lebanon for reason of their religion. It is hardsty how high the chance is, but it would be
unsafe to say there was no chance. In the circuncessatherefore, | accept that there is a real
chance of the applicant suffering harm amountingeicsecution in Lebanon for a

Convention reason.

| find that the applicant has a well founded fefap@rsecution in Lebanon for a Convention
reason.

CONCLUSIONS

| am satisfied that the applicant is a person towlAustralia has protection obligations
under the Refugees Convention. Therefore the apylgatisfies the criterion set out in
s.36(2)(a) for a protection visa.

DECISION

The Tribunal remits the matter for reconsideratioth the direction that the applicant
satisfies s.36(2)(a) of the Migration Act, beingeason to whom Australia has protection
obligations under the Refugees Convention.

| certify that this decision contains no informativhich might identify the
applicant or any relative or dependant of the appili or that is the subject of a
direction pursuant to section 440 of tegration Act 1958.

Sealing Officers ID: PRRTIR




