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STATEMENT OF DECISION AND REASONS
APPLICATION FOR REVIEW

This is an application for review of decisions magea delegate of the Minister for
Immigration and Citizenship to refuse to grantdipelicants Protection (Class XA) visas
under s.65 of th#ligration Act 1958 (the Act).

The applicants, who claim to be citizens of ChiRRC), arrived in Australia and applied to
the Department of Immigration and Citizenship footBction (Class XA) visas. The delegate
decided to refuse to grant the visas and notifiedaipplicants of the decision and their review
rights by letter.

The delegate refused the visa application on teeslihat the first named applicant is not a
person to whom Australia has protection obligationder the Refugees Convention.

The applicants applied to the Tribunal for reviewhe delegate’s decisions.

The Tribunal finds that the delegate’s decisioanRRT-reviewable decision under
s.411(1)(c) of the Act. The Tribunal finds that #ygplicants have 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 ConventiofafRg to the Status of Refugees as
amended by the 1967 Protocol Relating to the StftRefugees (together, the Refugees
Convention, or the Convention).

Section 36(2)(b) provides as an alternative cotethat the applicant is a non-citizen in
Australia who is the spouse or a dependant of acit@en (i) to whom Australia has
protection obligations under the Convention andwho holds a protection visa.

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 defingitticle 1 of the Convention. Article
1A(2) relevantly defines a refugee as any persoo: wh

owing to well-founded fear of being persecutedré@sons of race, religion,
nationality, membership of a particular social grau political opinion, is outside the
country of his nationality and is unable or, owtngsuch fear, is unwilling to avalil
himself of the protection of that country; or wimot having a nationality and being
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outside the country of his former habitual residgng unable or, owing to such fear,
is unwilling to return to it.

The High Court has considered this definition muamber of cases, notabBhan Yee Kin v
MIEA (1989) 169 CLR 37%pplicant Av MIEA (1997) 190 CLR 225JIIEA 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 1MIMA v Respondents S152/2003 (2004) 222
CLR 1 andApplicant Sv MIMA (2004) 217 CLR 387.

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

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

Second, an applicant must fear persecution. Un8&R¢1) 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 Hamgeludes, for example, a threat to life or
liberty, significant physical harassment or illdteent, or significant economic hardship or
denial of access to basic services or denial chapto earn a livelihood, where such
hardship or denial threatens the applicant’s céypauisubsist: s.91R(2) of the Act. The High
Court has explained that persecution may be didesg@inst a person as an individual or as a
member of a group. The persecution must have agiadffuality, 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 reothe product of government policy; it
may be enough that the government has failed umakle to protect 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 tonsthing 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 partha&f persecutor.

Third, the persecution which the applicant fearsite 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, @ertsen for multiple motivations will not
satisfy the relevant test unless a Convention reasoeasons constitute at least the essential
and significant motivation for the persecution ézhrs.91R(1)(a) of the Act.

Fourth, an applicant’s fear of persecution for amtion 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 feaj@fsecution under the Convention if they
have genuine fear founded upon a “real chance&odqrution 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. Acinaace” 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 @artion occurring is well below 50 per
cent.
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In addition, an applicant must be unable, or unmglbecause of his or her fear, to avail
himself or herself of the protection of his or lkseuntry or countries of nationality or, if
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 applicants. 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.

Theapplicants appeared before the Tribunal to givdeswie and present arguments. The
Tribunal hearing was conducted with the assistahe® interpreter in the Mandarin and
English languages.

The first named applicant is the wife of the secoathed applicant. The third-named
applicant is their son, born in Australia. Onlg tirst named applicant has put forward her
own claims to be a refugee, the others relyingheir imembership of her family. The first-
named applicant will generally be referred to iis tthecision as “the applicant”.

The applicant was born in China. She and the egmiihusband married in Australia. She
came to Australia on a temporary visa. Her pararésurrently resident in China, where she
has a brother. The applicant says that she livad@sidential address in City A from the late
1990s She was educated to high school level in&l8he has not been employed. She
applied for a Protection Visa.

The applicant attached a statement to her Prote®liiga application. In her statement she
says, relevantly:

* She and the applicant husband were classmatebalsc

* The applicant was born into a traditional farmiagfly which had very negative
attitudes to females; the applicant husband’s fgrmlwhich he is the only son, is
very superstitious; they wanted him to marry intach and powerful family to
benefit their business operations; the applicanisband’s grandfather wanted the
applicant to study abroad to bring honour to theilig

* The applicant’s husband’s family were opposed éorétationship and forced the
applicant and her future husband to separate;afrapged a marriage for the
applicant husband which he did not want, but agteedn condition that he was
allowed to study abroad prior to marriage;

* The applicant’s parents, who had great debts, dddiol marry the applicant to an
overseas Chinese who was much older; they forcetbhire with this old man
but the applicant could not accept it; she wasddak a room and her food was
restricted; she was then sent to live with theroéth for a few days; she said she



would marry him after she returned from overseadiss if he paid for her studies
and helped her parents with their loan repayments;

The applicant found out that the old man to whoeshas promised had
connections with Mafia-like gangs; however he ficeoh her study abroad;

The applicant and her husband did not tell thetrili@s about each others’
overseas study arrangement; when they told theiyfaabout their cohabitation
in Australia they rejected them and quarrelled \ligm; the applicant’s
pregnancy was an accident, and when they told plaeants about this they were
very angry and stopped their financial support;applicant’s parents wanted her
to go back;

The applicant took her baby back to China thinkimegf her parents would forgive
them; however her parents treated her child ingiffy and still wanted her to
marry the old man; they had serious arguments hadest her parents’ home
after three days; her parents did not give herfewxaycial support, and the money
for her air ticket and expenses was all borrowedhffriends;

The applicant and her husband live together in ialiat because they have not
reached the legal age for marriage in China, tiairriage will not be accepted by
the Chinese authorities, society, or their parents;

The applicant decided to marry her husband in Aliatto give them and their
child legal status and as an expression of theiuige love; however their
marriage cannot be acknowledged in Chinese lavy tindo society or their
families;

The applicant did not receive any assistance flrgbvernment when she
returned to China with her child; during her stayChina, her husband’s parents
did not visit her and the baby; neither of the deiggpparents gave them any
financial support, nor did the government;

The applicant and her husband do not meet the itegaiage age therefore their
marriage would not be recognised and the baby wooldbe registered in their
family household register; they will be punishedtby government, and the
applicant is worried that their child will not becepted for kindergarten and
school; the applicant and her family would not hessdfare benefits from the
government; she will be penalised in study and egmpent; she would be
discriminated against at all levels by governmaegiicy relating to those who
violate the family planning rules;

The applicant and her husband faced serious fiahdificulties in Australia,

with their parents asking them to return the mawwethem which they had
provided; the old man who supported the applicamterseas studies has looked
for her and forced her parents to return the mdmeegave her; he has said that he
would come to Australia to get even with her ordssameone to kill her; she has
been worried about her own and her parents’ safety;

The applicant’s current situation is very desperiey rely on borrowing from
friends and have lots of debts;



The applicant decided to go to Church in Australieen she was told this would
help her; she had had some contacts with Christidwes she was in China; but
the churches there are controlled by the governm@ueshiare not genuinely
religious;

They are very fearful of returning to China becailsy will be discriminated
against.

25. The first-named applicant was interviewed by th@&ament.

26. Information provided at the hearing included, relety:

The applicant agreed that she and her husbandmasréed contrary to their
parents’ preferences; she agreed that they feathibya will have trouble with
their parents if they return to China;

When asked whether there were other reasons fdeaeof returning, she said
that because of the society in China, if partiesusrder age they are not allowed
to be married according to Family Planning Lawjrtieildren will not be
allowed to have household registration; theregs discrimination by society
against people who marry under age;

When asked why she thought they would be discritathagainst, she said that
her experience on her return to China indicatediiberimination they would
experience; they would look down on her and heiilfam

The applicant agreed that she had been to chur&hstralia; she had gone 3 or 4
times in a named suburb; most recently at Christstas had gone to church
because she heard the local people saying thag ibslieved in Jesus Christ, He
would be able to help her; she had not been €iicestmas because of her
children, and there were few buses going thereagipdicant was not baptised,;
they just sit and listen to the preaching;

The Delegate put to the applicant that since sheeneéaa baptised Christian, he
did not think she was at risk of persecution inr@hihe also did not think that she
was at risk of being persecuted by her parentina Australian law also
indicated that those subjected to the One Chilecpah China were not
considered to be Convention refugees;

In response, the applicant said that the Chinegergment policy would not
allow them to be there and people would discringreggainst them because she
had had a child before being married; she had@reaught the help of the
village committee but they did not help her;

The applicant said her parents when she last reduion China would not
acknowledge her marriage; when they take their balmpspital for checks, they
are not allowed to go to a hospital because thg lzahot registered; they had to
go to a private clinic, but the doctor there lookiedvn on them; when asked how
she paid for the private clinic, she said that mn@ the private clinics charge less
than official hospitals, they are quite cheap.
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Tribunal file 0901671

The applicants attended a hearing. The appliaasthdnd was absent from the hearing room
while the first-named applicant gave evidence.

The applicant said that her parents were livindnwigr younger brother. She said that she
spoke to her parents on the phone probably a nuailmeonths ago She said that they rang
her and asked her to marry the man with whom tlaglyadrranged a marriage for her.

The applicant was asked what she was afraid ¢fafreturned to China. She said that she
was afraid her parents would force her to marryniae they had chosen for her. She said
that she and her husband were not legally margedrding to Chinese law, and her baby
could not be registered. She was asked what Wwereansequences of her not being married
and her baby not being registered. She said #rathld could not go to a public hospital for
treatment. Treatment would have to be obtainedpaivate clinic. She was asked whether
this happened when she returned to China with &ley.bShe said that it did. She had
approached the government for help but they woatddo anything for her. She was asked
who she spoke to. She said she went to the twageileaders and to the Women’s Union
She said that she was made to wait a long timed®sfte could speak to anyone. Then she
was asked where her parents lived and what theySin said that they were not interested
in her. She said that the relationship with heepts had broken down and that she needed
help. They said to her that she was not worthihglpecause she had not complied with the
law. They said that people like her can be subgeti sterilisation. She was asked whether
they spoke to her about paying a fine. She sattttey did but she had no money, so she
found an excuse and left with the baby. She $aitlithey discriminated against her and the
baby, and treated them with contempt.

It was put to the applicant that everyone was saligeFamily Planning regulations in China,
and that any punishment that might be given foraootplying with the regulations would
not be carried out for a Convention reason bectneseegulations applied to everyone. The
reason for any harm that might be done to her anatild was therefore not one of the five
Convention reasons. The applicant said that theydiscriminated against her and looked
down on her and her baby and they could not liv€hma.

The applicant said that her husband’s family ditlapprove of their marriage. Her parents
refused to give them any help. She said that adenb friends in China who could help her.

The applicant was asked about her parents’ reqodsr to marry the man they had chosen.
She was asked whether her parents knew about maagsin Australia She said that they
did, but they thought she should leave her husladdchild and marry the man. Heis a
wealthy person. The applicant first met the maa fatstival just before she came to Australia
Her parents told her it was traditional to haveal marriage and she stayed with the man as
his wife. She told him she wanted to study ovessewl said she would marry him when she
returned. He paid for her study in Australia. Hpplicant said she had not spoken to this
man since she had left China to study in Austrate. paid study fees in advance, and did
not send any more money. The applicant said sheatisee the man when she returned to
China. Her parents intended to lock her in theslkeaand bring the man to her, but she used
the excuse that the baby was sick and left. Waiewas in China she went to stay with a
friend, but the friend’s parents disapproved of Bershe stayed in a cheap hotel while she
was there.
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The applicant was asked what her parents saidrtaviinen they contacted her. She said that
they told her she had two options, one being tayrthe man and have the family’s debts
paid off, or to work and return all the man’s moneyim, and then the relationship would
be terminated.

It was put to the applicant that she said at tlggrimeng of the hearing that she was afraid that
she would be forced to marry the man whom her pafesd chosen for her She said that her
other fear was that Chinese society would discrat@ragainst her and her baby and put great
spiritual pressure on them because of their coés eyd strange looks. The applicant was
asked whether she was afraid of the man she wa®seg to marry. She said that she was
afraid because he is powerful and could be regaaddlle head of some gangsters. It was
put to her that he had not approached her for@peniod. She said that he often threatened
her family, telling them to surrender the applicantepay their debts. It was put to the
applicant that it seemed that even if this man welo her harm, it would not be for a
Convention reason but for personal reasons, fangi@that her parents owed him money,
and that she herself had promised to marry hindlglibot do so. She said that she cannot
stand the repression of Chinese society. She cmiltblerate it. It was explained to the
applicant that in order to be found to be a refugeé only did she have to have a well-
founded fear of persecution in China, but the prrsen had to be for a Convention reason,
and it did not appear that this was the case.

The applicant was asked to talk about her clainaing to Christianity. She said that after
her baby was born, her family was depressed andftfrom any financial support. The
relative with whom they were living said they coglol to church for comfort. The applicant
went and sat and listened to what was said. Thicapt became very interested and would
like to join the church. She went to the Churcthwie relative on many Sundays since the
birth of the baby. She last went at Easter. Shmeparing to take instruction in Christianity
and be baptised with the baby later in the yedre rElative is not a blood relative, but a
friend who is Chinese.

It was put to the applicant that it seemed unlikbBt she would be persecuted in China
because of her Christianity since she had not bgeactising Christian in China, and had
not been baptised as a Christian She said thatdnents had no religious faith so she was
not allowed to have an interest in ChristianityCihina.

The Tribunal took evidence from the applicant husbaHe said that his parents were living
in China and he has a sister there. He said thalt his parents about the birth of his child
and about his marriage, but they disagreed withdnohtold him to abandon his wife and
child. He said he had spoken on occasion to hihenpbut his father did not speak to him.
His mother wanted his father to give them money Hmifather won’t do this and wants him
to return as soon as possible

The applicant husband said that he had never nsgiaiken to the applicant’s parents. He
was asked what he thought would happen if they Wwack to China. He said that he was
very concerned about the personal safety of his,Jécause her parents owe a lot of money
to “that man”. He said that nobody is sympathadithem. In their home country money
rules, so they do not stand a chance. He saidibatife had suffered greatly. He had
hoped to take up his responsibilities as a fatBet.it is too difficult for him to do that in

China or in Australia. They have been togethenfore than two years.
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It was put to the applicants that it was diffidadtsee on the evidence presented that they
would come within the legal definition of a refuge@ay punishment for transgressing the
Family Planning legislation would not be done fa@€@nvention reason; any harm that the
man her family wanted her to marry might do to iméght not be done to her for a
Convention reason, and it did not appear that tigvities as a Christian would put her at risk
of serious harm if she returned to China. It waggested to the applicants that they seek
free legal advice on their options, and they wévergtime to respond to the Tribunal’s
adverse comments.

The applicant wife wrote to the Tribunal stresdimgt her family, especially herself and her
child, have been repeatedly rejected by her parantsthat this has caused her serious
psychological harm. She says she is homelessima@md unable to survive there. She says
that she is particularly concerned about her Aliatvdborn child, who was discriminated
against when she visited China and will lack legabgnition and access to proper education,
social welfare and human rights. The applicanewdys that she has been mentally and
psychologically persecuted by the Chinese autlesritShe and her family in Australia are
under great stress because they are in debt aedongoing financial difficulties. She says
that she and her family have been going to a Ganisthurch, and that they will not be free to
practise their Christianity in China. She askg tha Tribunal support their appeal for
Ministerial intervention in their case if the Trial cannot decide in their favour. Attached to
the applicant’s letter is a dated letter signedrather X of a Catholic Community stating that
the applicants and their child have been atteniliags celebrated at a Church in Australia
since they arrived in Australia.

Country Information

The US State Department in its Country Report ombdu Rights Practices 2008 (published
February 2009) for China reports on China’s popaottetontrol policy as follows:

The country's population control policy relied atueation, propaganda, and
economic incentives, as well as on more coercivasones. Those who violated the
child limit policy by having an unapproved child leelping another do so faced
disciplinary measures such as social compensates) fob loss or demotion, loss of
promotion opportunity, expulsion from the party ¢m@ership in which was an
unofficial requirement for certain jobs), and otheministrative punishments,
including in some cases the destruction of priyatperty. In the case of families
that already had two children, one parent was gitessured to undergo sterilization.
The penalties sometimes left women with little picd choice but to undergo
abortion or sterilization.

In order to delay childbearing, the law sets theimum marriage age for women at
20 years and for men at 22 years. It continuecktitldgal in almost all provinces for
a single woman to have a child.

The Population and Family Planning Regulationswgfah Province set out a range of
penalties for contravention of the regulations.eddinclude substantial fineRBopulation

and Family Planning Regulation of Fujian Province (Promulgated 26 July 2002, Effective 1
September 2002), UNHCR website).

In relation to religion, the US State Departmenp&e states:

The constitution and laws provide for freedom digieus belief and the freedom not
to believe, although the constitution only proteeigious activities defined as
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"normal." The government sought to restrict legdibious practice to government-
sanctioned organizations and registered place®dhip and to control the growth
and scope of the activity of both registered anetgistered religious groups,
including house churches. To be considered leghidjious groups must register with
a government-affiliated patriotic religious asstioia (PRA) associated with one of
the five recognized religions: Buddhism, Taoisrarnsg Protestantism, and
Catholicism.

FINDINGS AND REASONS

On the evidence before it, including the evideoicthe applicants’ passports, the Tribunal
accepts that they are Chinese nationals.

The Tribunal formed the view that the applicantsemeliable witnesses at the Tribunal
hearing. The Tribunal therefore accepts that gpieant husband and wife met in Australia
and had a son. They married months later. THauhel accepts that neither adult applicant
was of a legal age to marry in China, accordintpgcountry information. The Tribunal
accepts on the evidence before it that the appbtahild was born out of wedlock, and it
was therefore illegal in China for the applicanteato have a child, according to the country
information.

The Tribunal accepts that the applicants have awatred Chinese population control
policies, and that they are therefore subject twfires, some of them harsh in terms of their
psychological effect on legal “offenders”. It aptethat the applicant child, in particular,
will be subjected to a number of restrictions amdiscrimination. However, it is well
established that the enforcement of a generalllicgiype law does not ordinarily constitute
persecution for the purposes of the Convention thischas been found to be the case
specifically in relation to China’s one child pgli(Applicant A & Anor v MIEA & Anor

(1997) 190 CLR 225). There is no evidence before thbulral in this matter that the
enforcement of Chinese population control poliewesild be discriminatory in the case of the
applicants. The Tribunal therefore finds that pagishment to which the applicants might
be subjected in China for violating the laws cona®y population control or family planning
would not constitute persecution in a Conventiamsse

The Tribunal accepts that the parents of the appliwife wished her to marry another man
for financial reasons, and that they continue jectehe applicant’'s marriage and the child of
the marriage. The applicant has stated that grs fetribution from her parents and from
the man her parents wished her to marry for natgytirough with the marriage as planned
While the Tribunal accepts that the applicant haslgective fear as claimed, it does not
accept that there is a real chance that the apphed be seriously harmed either by her
parents or by the man she was to marry. She edumChina for several weeks and was not
physically harmed by anyone, even though her parefiised to help her. No contact has
been made with her by the man to whom she was psahin marriage since she left China
initially, even though the man has approached hegrgs for the return of his money. Even
if the applicant were to be seriously harmed if sdtarned to China, which the Tribunal finds
to be a remote possibility, the Tribunal finds thay harm done to her would not be done to
her for any of the five Convention reasons, buteafor personal reasons There is no
evidence before the Tribunal that the applicantld/éail to receive state protection against
any criminal assault of this kind.
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The applicant has claimed that she and her hushawelattended a Catholic church since
they have been in Australia, a claim supported lggtar from a Catholic priest. The
Tribunal accepts this claim. However, the Tribuinadls that the applicants are not baptised
Christians, nor have they ever practised ChrigtyaniChina. The practice of Christianity is
not illegal in China, though it is officially regatied according to the available country
information. While the applicant has expressed eamabout the government’s control of
churches in China, she has had no associationanithunderground church or cult activity
there, and the Tribunal does not accept that sha ltammitment to such activity now, such
that there is a real chance that she will be pateddor this reason if she returns to China in
the foreseeable future.

On the evidence before it, the Tribunal is notsdigtll that there is a real chance that the
applicants will face Convention-based persecutio€@hina, if they return there within the
foreseeable future. It is not satisfied that th&-hamed applicant will be persecuted in
China within the meaning of the Convention.

The applicants have requested by implication thafTribunal refer the case to the
Department for consideration by the Minister purgua s.417 of Act which gives the
Minister a discretion to substitute for a decisafrthe Tribunal another decision that is more
favourable to the applicant, if the Minister thirtkat it is in the public interest to do so.

The first-named applicant in particular is in aw@agile psychological state, and the
penalties likely to be imposed on the applicant laadAustralian-born son under the family
planning law in China are likely to cause excepidmardship. In the Tribunal’s view,
compassionate circumstances regarding the psydbalagate of the applicants may be such
that a failure to recognise them might result immhand continuing hardship for them.

The Tribunal has considered the applicant’s cadela ministerial guidelines relating to the
discretionary power set out in PAMS3 ‘Minister’s dalines on ministerial powers (s345,
s351, s391, s417, s454 and s501J)’ and will rekentatter to the Department.

CONCLUSIONS

The Tribunal is not satisfied that the first nanaggblicant is a person to whom Australia has
protection obligations under the Refugees Convaniitierefore the first named applicant
does not satisfy the criterion set out in s.36(Xgaa protection visa.

The other applicants applied on the basis of tmeimbership of the first named applicant’s
family. The fate of their applications depends lo@ dutcome of the first named applicant’s
application. As the first named applicant doessadisfy the criterion set out in s.36(2)(a), it
follows that the other applicants cannot satisg/élevant criterion set out in s.36(2)(b) and
cannot be granted the visa.

DECISION

The Tribunal affirms the decisions not to grantaipglicants Protection (Class XA) visas

| certify that this decision contains no informatihich might identify the applicant or an
relative or dependant of the applicant or thahésgubject of a direction pursuant to sectign
440 of theMigration Act 1958. PRRRNM
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