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



STATEMENT OF DECISION AND REASONS

APPLICATION FOR REVIEW

1.

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

The applicants, who claim to be citizens of Lebarasrived in Australia [in] July 2009
and applied to the Department of Immigration anz€nship for Protection (Class
XA) visas [in] July 2009. The delegate decideddfuse to grant the visas [in]
November 2009 and notified the applicants of thasien and their review rights by
letter [on the same date].

The delegate refused the visa application on tkeslibat the applicants are not persons
to whom Australia has protection obligations unitier Refugees Convention.

The applicants applied to the Tribunal [in] Decem®@09 for review of the 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 tqgplicants have made a valid
application for review under s.412 of the Act.

RELEVANT LAW

6.

Under s.65(1) a visa may be granted only if thasilec maker is satisfied that the
prescribed criteria for the visa have been satistie general, the relevant criteria for
the grant of a protection visa are those in forbemthe visa application was lodged
although some statutory qualifications enactedesthen may also be relevant.

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 Ausial whom the Minister is satisfied
Australia has protection obligations under the 1@shvention Relating to the Status
of Refugees as amended by the 1967 Protocol Rglatithe Status of Refugees
(together, the Refugees Convention, or the Coneeti

Section 36(2)(b) provides as an alternative cotethat the applicant is a non-citizen in
Australia who is a member of the same family usiaaon-citizen (i) to whom
Australia has protection obligations under the Gorion and (ii) who holds a
protection visa. Section 5(1) of the Act provideattone person is a ‘member of the
same family unit’ as another if either is a memiifethe family unit of the other or each
is a member of the family unit of a third persoacttn 5(1) also provides that
‘member of the family unit’ of a person has the mieg given by the Migration
Regulations 1994 for the purposes of the definition

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’

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

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

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 wimmt 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.

The High Court has considered this definition mumber of cases, notabBhan Yee
Kin v MIEA(1989) 169 CLR 37%pplicant A v MIEA1997) 190 CLR 225VIIEA v
Guo(1997) 191 CLR 559Chen Shi Hai v MIMA2000) 201 CLR 293VIIMA v Haiji
Ibrahim (2000) 204 CLR 1IMIMA v Khawar(2002) 210 CLR IMIMA v Respondents
S152/20032004) 222 CLR 1 andpplicant S v MIMA2004) 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 regulatioms tparticular person.

There are four key elements to the Convention defin 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 expressierious harm” includes, for
example, a threat to life or liberty, significarftysical harassment or ill-treatment, or
significant economic hardship or denial of accedsatsic services or denial of capacity
to earn a livelihood, where such hardship or dahiagatens the applicant’s capacity to
subsist: s.91R(2) of the Act. The High Court haslaxed that persecution may be
directed against a person as an individual orrasmber of a group. The persecution
must have an official quality, in the sense that afficial, or officially tolerated or
uncontrollable by the authorities of the countrynafionality. However, the threat of
harm need not be the product of government poliapay be enough that the
government has failed or is unable to protect gq@ieant from persecution.

Further, persecution implies an element of motoratn the part of those who
persecute for the infliction of harm. People arespeuted for something perceived
about them or attributed to them by their persesutdowever the motivation need not
be one of enmity, malignity or other antipathy toslsathe victim on the part of the
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 thegpsecution. The persecution feared need
not besolelyattributable to a Convention reason. However,geergon for multiple
motivations will not satisfy the relevant test 1sdea Convention reason or reasons
constitute at least the essential and significastivation for the persecution feared:
s.91R(1)(a) of the Act.



17.

18.

19.

Fourth, an applicant’s fear of persecution for aag@mtion reason must be a “well-
founded” fear. This adds an objective requiremerthé requirement that an applicant
must in fact hold such a fear. A person has a “feelhded fear” of persecution under
the Convention if they have genuine fear foundeahug “real chance” of persecution
for a Convention stipulated reason. A fear is i@llnded where there is a real
substantial basis for it but not if it is merelysased or based on mere speculation. A
“real chance” is one that is not remote or insulttsthor a far-fetched possibility. A
person can have a well-founded fear of persecet@m though the possibility of the
persecution 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
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&ae made and requires a
consideration of the matter in relation to the osably foreseeable future.

CLAIMS AND EVIDENCE

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

The Tribunal has before it the Department’s fillatiag to the applicants. The Tribunal
also has had regard to the material referred thdardelegate's decision, and other
material available to it from a range of sources.

Theapplicants appeared before the Tribunal [in] Fety@@10 to give evidence and
present arguments. The Tribunal also receivedemidence from the second applicant,
[name deleted: s.431(2)] and [Persons A, B, C ahdibe Tribunal hearing was
conducted with the assistance of an interpretérenArabic and English languages.

The applicants were represented in relation toghiew by their registered migration
agent.

For convenience, the Tribunal will refer to thesfinamed applicant as ‘the applicant’.

The applicant’s claims were outlined in answelhi@ itelevant questions on the
Protection Visa application form and were accuyaseimmarised by the delegate as
follows:

She fears returning because of her religion atiavad's Witness (JW);

Applicant one was born a Sunni Muslim but convetteleing a JW in [year] She is
at particular risk from Islamic fundamentalists &#ese she was a Muslim and has
converted to the JW faith;

Since her husband's deatHyear] it is more dangerous for applicant one @cfice
her faith as she has no male protection;

It is a requirement of the JW religion that follawgreach to non-believers.
Applicant one is particularly at risk when preachabout her faith. In 2004 she was
chased by a group of people after preaching. Age@ctober 2008 she was pursued
by the male occupant of a household in [town]Mirch 2009 she was threatened
with physical violence while preaching in [Villagg; and



25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

Applicant one fears she will be harmed by fundamigitMuslims and the Lebanese
authorities.

At the Tribunal hearing the applicant indicated ther mother is looking after her other
children in Lebanon and that her brother-in-lawhis guardian of the children. She said
she was baptised as a Jehovah’s Witness (JW)arefiHy 1980s] (although a letter
from the [Village A] Congregation of Jehovah’s Wasises, dated [in] September 2009,
states that she was baptised [in the mid-1980s]han father in [the 1960s] She was
married in [the late1980s] She married without g®ny and a Maronite priest was
paid some money to register the marriage as JWsotaegister marriages.

She was asked why she claimed that she had codvesta Islam and she replied that
the family was regarded as Muslim; when she apgbedn ID card they wrote

Muslim married to a Maronite man. When asked hogvlsd been practising her faith
she stated that she goes to meetings regulariypati alls in small numbers, because
they are afraid that something might happen. Sheégular attendee to two meetings
a week, plus she engaged in ‘spreading the wagdtHhing children and studying the
Bible. She does all these things in fear.

Two prominent incidents which happened to her arblematic: in 2004 six people
followed them down the street and started throwgitoges, this was in [Village A]. In
2008 she received threats to leave the villagenmbh@ome back; the village in question
was [Village B] and in both these cases they wetespreading the word. The
applicant also stated that her mother was hit amtiee face. She started proselytising
since she was very young, maybe when she was 16 gikeh

Asked whether she reported these incidents tpahee, she answered in the negative,
saying they are of a different religion and thegowvnent does not protect JWs; they
are not popular with the army. Asked what she thouguld happen to her on return,
she stated she would live the same life as befofearr; since she has converted from
Islam, they can Kkill her.

The Tribunal asked her to elaborate on the clainosigbeing associated with Zionists.
She stated that they are told that they are adsdomith Zionism because they worship
the same god as the Jews. They are also calledegyvaf names.

The Tribunal put to the applicant that there ishsence of reports which support the
claims that JWs are being persecuted in Lebanamsgited that they are not being
persecuted; people do not like them and she dadeelsafe and secure.

The Tribunal put to the applicant that it had ne¢ib able to find information to support
the view that JWs are in increasing danger in LehaBhe responded that there are
people who are fanatics and the number of thesgl@eould be spreading and they
could kill JWs. If Fatah had succeeded in its cagmpthis may have happened.

The Tribunal asked the applicant to elaborate orclaéms relating to her lack of male
support. She stated that women rely on a man’sstippd she feels without support.
Her brothers are outside the country. She needsqtian for her children; people are
aggressive towards them because they are JW, alpatischool, if they do not attend
a ceremony, for example.



33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

The applicant was asked why, under her claimedigistances, she took two months
after she was given a visa to leave for Australia Said she would have loved to leave
sooner but she had a job looking after someoneshadhad to wait until her
replacement was appointed and had to train herw@keasked why she had not
brought her children with her. She stated thatd@72she tried to come with her
children but her application was rejected.

The applicant was asked whether she had anythsegteladd and she stated that in
Lebanon she was always in fear, when they spreaditind, the children lived in fear:
they were not happy to spread the word of Jehdvaite they practise their religion in
freedom; her daughter recently distributed someaniags and she enjoys doing this in
Australia.

The Tribunal then heard from the applicant’'s daegftame deleted: s.431(2)], who is
[age deleted: s.431(2)]. She stated that she wasser to some persecution in
Lebanon; that at school they made her carry tlgg Rar friends used to mock her; the
neighbours told their kids not to play with thetmey did not like to go out and spread
the word; they were afraid of being hit and thahething might happen to them; their
relatives did not come to visit very often becati®y are JWs; if one did not
participate in the school festivals the teacherld@ieduct marks.

The Tribunal then heard from [Person A] the appiitsabrother. He stated that he had
left Lebanon 2.5 years ago. The whole family isahd they faced persecution. His
brother [details deleted: s.431(2)] is now in Canadhere he has been accepted as a
refugee. He himself faced many incidents because adW. He stated that on the day
of the [details deleted: s.431(2)] accident whaeedpplicant’s husband [was killed]
[details deleted:s431(2)] he went to the hospitadt her husband’s body and found
that the villagers had taken the body to bury @oading to the Maronite rites. It was
very hard for them as he had said he wanted tabedas a JW. They forced his
family to go to the Church for his funeral. Threzays ago the priest attacked his step-
mother: no one came to help; he had been told wperading the word, why are you
preaching? —it is against the law.

The Tribunal then heard from [Person B] the applisaother brother. He stated that he
has been in Australia since 2002. He said that Whdtas experienced is the same as
his sister. Since her husband passed away he dpptieer to come to visit but they

did not allow her to come. The children suffereiml. In Lebanon she does not have
the freedom which she has here.

The Tribunal then heard from [Person C] an eldehefcongregation. He wished to
attest that the applicant has been attending theings in their congregation and doing
her duty as a practitioner since August last year.

The Tribunal then heard from [Person D], anothdeelHe confirmed that the
applicant and her daughter have been spreadingdteein the last six months. He has
some background knowledge of her husband [deteal&tet: s.431(2)]. The husband’s
parents did not approve of JWSs; they gave thenréftirae; his parents pushed her to
give up the body; later on they accused her ofiagpé and burying it according to the
JW faith; if she goes back she will face hard tivéh the in-laws and in the
neighbourhood.



40.

[In] February 2010 the Tribunal received a submissrom the applicants’ adviser
drawing the Tribunal’s attention to 8 other deaisidoy Tribunal members where they
found that the applicant did face a real risk aspeution. The submission cites various
findings of the different tribunals.

FINDINGS AND REASONS

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

Applicant one is [age deleted: s.431(2)] fraebanon. Applicant two is her [age
deleted: s.431(2)] daughter. They travelled to Aalst on valid Lebanese passports
issued in their own names and Australian ClassdiiRlass 676 (Tourist) visas. In light
of this evidence the Tribunal accepts that theyc#rzens of Lebanon and will consider
their claims against that country.

Applicant 2 had not filled in form C of the Protiect Visa application form, indicating
that she did not have claims of her own to advaHo&vever, at the hearing she put
forward her own claims under the Convention. Thiedmal, given the similarity in the
claims of both mother and daughter will consideirtislaims together.

The claims that applicant 1 is at differential risdcause she is a convert from Islam is
not accepted by the Tribunal. The applicant hasatdd that she was born in [year
deleted: s.431(2)] and baptised in [a year in 8®0%], depending on the source of that
information; her father had been a JW since [th&@0%P The age of baptism is
consonant with JW practices as indicated on thebisite. The applicant has claimed
adherence to this religion and does not descriim@eess of converting. She stated that
she was 10 years old when she started accompapgoqie to ‘spread the word’; she
has not reported any adverse incident during FeirliLebanon ([years deleted:
s.431(2)]) which could be attributed to her ‘corsien’ from Islam. Under these
circumstances, the Tribunal finds that the appliegas not and was not seen as, a
convert from Islam.

Applicant one has indicated that since the ageddte has engaged in the compulsory
proselytising required by her religion; she furthreticates that she attends meetings
twice a week and teaches children and studiesitile Bs required. The instances of
harm which have been adduced to the Tribunal coasgeneral shunning by some
people; by six people following them down the dtiedVillage A] and starting to

throw stones (in 2004); and being told, in 2008sbgne people in another village, not
to show their face again. The other incident visesdifficulties with her in-laws over
the burial of her husband’s body.

Applicant 2 complained of being teased and beindena participate in school
activities which are not permitted by her religion.

The Tribunal found the applicants and their witiess® be credible witnesses. The
applicants have displayed a thorough knowledge tabheprinciples of their faith (with
due concessions made for the younger applicantjh®basis of this information, the
Tribunal accepts that the applicants are JWs aatdliey have commitment to their
faith. The Tribunal accepts that the applicantseheivgaged in religious activities
intrinsic to their faith while residing in Lebanand in Australia and it also accepts that
if the applicants return to Lebanon, they will dooe to engage in these activities,
including spreading the word, prayers and attendatferings for religious worship.



The Tribunal accepts that the adverse events vihehhave described actually
occurred and that these are only examples of mareerous and similar incidents to
which they have been subjected in the past.

Country Information

47. The most recent International Religious Freedomadrepy the US Department of
State (published 26 October 2009) for Lebanon,sttte following:

The Constitution provides for freedom of religiamdathe freedom to practice all
religious rites, provided that the public ordenat disturbed. The Constitution
declares equality of rights and duties for allzetis without discrimination or
preference but establishes a balance of power athenmgajor religious groups. The
Government generally respected religious rightsydwer, there were some
restrictions, and the constitutional provision &pportioning political offices
according to religious affiliation may be vieweddiscriminatory.

There was no change in the status of respect ligiaes freedom by the Government
during the period covered by this report, and goremnt policy continued to
contribute to the generally free practice of raigiAt the same time, the Government
took some steps to improve religious freedom, idiclg the Ministry of Interior's
February 11, 2009 circular, allowing citizens tonowe their religious affiliations
encoded on national identity cards.

There were periodic reports of societal abusegsorichination based on religious
affiliation, belief, or practice. There was tensemong religious groups, attributable
to competition for political power, and citizenstioued to struggle along sectarian
lines with the legacy of a 15-year civil war (199@). Despite tensions generated by
the competition for political power, places of wdipsof every confession continued
to exist side by side, extending a centuries-laaipnal heritage as a place of refuge
for those fleeing religious intolerance....

Some religious groups do not enjoy official recaigmi, such as Baha'is, Buddhists,
Hindus, and unregistered Protestant Christian grolipese groups are disadvantaged
under the law in that their members do not qudbfycertain government positions,
but they are permitted to perform their religioites freely...

Unrecognized groups may own property and asserabledrship without
government interference; however, they are disadgaa under the law because
legally they may not marry, divorce, or inherit peoty in the country. Therefore,
these religious groups may choose to register @aopather known religious
organizations. For example, Protestant evangetluaiches are required to register
with the Evangelical Synod, a nongovernmental anyigroup that represents those
churches with the Government. It is self-goverrand oversees religious matters for
Protestant congregations. Representatives of sbareltes complained that the
Synod has refused to accept new Protestant gratgpgs membership since 1975,
thereby crippling their clergy's ability to minist® the members of those
communities...

There are no legal barriers to proselytizing; hosvetraditional attitudes of the
clerical establishment strongly discourage suclviact .

During the reporting period, there were examplellafonite religious leaders
attempting to prevent evangelical Christians frawsplytizing to other Christians
and Druze religious figures hindering Maronite naeary efforts.



48. The Department of Foreign Affairs (DFAT) prepareckport in response to a request
by the Refugee Review Tribunal on the status obJai's Witnesses in Lebanon in
May 2006. The report includes the following commsen

[A]ssociations not recognised in law or which hé&fadled to acquaint the public
authorities” with their existence, membership aimisaare “reputed to be secret
societies ... which shall be dissolved”. The JWeh@Vah's Witnesses] cannot legally
convene for public assembly or worship without papproval from the Interior
Ministry. The law also prohibits assembly “in ag#aopen to the public” for groups
of three or more persons “for the purpose of comimgjitan offence” or for twenty or
more persons “whose attitude is likely to offendblpripeace” In practice, however,
the JWS are left in peace to assemble and worsloyyever, as advised by a contact
at the Interior Ministry, they may be vulnerablé'hassle” from the security forces

if, for example, someone held a grudge...

Societal attitudes towards the JWS vary. In gendWlS proselytising is not welcomed
amongst the population. In Lebanon, with its higtafrcivil war and delicate religious
balance, attempts to convert people to alterndttesfare frowned upon and are considered
“trouble making” by the security authorities. Hoveeywe are not aware of any cases where
such proselytising has resulted in criminal acbeing taken against JWs. Maronite
Christians regard JWs as heretics and Christiatactsadvise that Maronite priests regularly
preach against the JWS.

In a society where ‘contacts’ and family affiliat®with people in power hold greater
sway than legal processes, JWs could be more \alileeto discrimination than those
from recognised sects. (Department of Foreign Adfand Trade 200@FAT Report
483 — Lebanon: Jehovah’s Witnes€RRT Information Request LBN30094 May).

49. According to a Report by the Immigration and Retugeard of Canada, Jehovah’s
Witnesses

“are able to enjoy a degree of freedom of moveraadtto worship discreetly. Even so, we
consistently learn of individual instances of hamasnt and intimidation by local authorities.”
For example, the police have prohibited congregatfioom meeting for worship. In March
1997, following the Supreme Court’s decision toalghthe ban, the Lebanese authorities
closed three Kingdom Halls (houses of worship).

Since Jehovah's Witnesses are not officially recagh they face certain problems: “They
are usually discriminated against in divorce anstady cases involving a non-Witness
marriage mate [ . . and] ministers of Jehovah'sn@éses cannot perform legal marriage
ceremonies.” Furthermore, civil marriage is nobation for Jehovah’s Witnesses.(
Immigration and Refugee Board of Canada 2Q@N43573FE — Lebanon: Treatment of
Jehovah's Witnesses by the authorities and sogetgral, and protection offered (2008)
November).

50. Inthe past, Jehovah’s Witnesses have been acofibegting connections with
international Zionism and of working in the intexesf Israel (‘The Jehovah’s
Witnesses in Lebanon’ 199A8|-Awasef 22 June).

51. According to the Jehovah’s Witnesses website, latio: to the duty to proselytise:

Jesus told his followers to "make disciples of peap all the nations,"” and he set the
example by "journeying from city to city and frortlage to village, preaching and
declaring the good news of the kingdom of God." @pestle Paul taught in public
places, in the marketplace, and from house to h&sdollow their example. Other
religions have acknowledged the Christian obligatmpreach in public places and
from house to house, although this is often leti timited group of missionaries or



52.

53.

54.

clergy to fulfill.—Matthew 24:14; 28:19, 20; Lukel8 Acts 20:20.(www.jw-
media.org/beliefs)

The Tribunal has taken into account the countrgrmfation which is sometimes
contradictory but which generally indicates thats)\Wecause they are not officially
recognised in Lebanon, are vulnerable to manifiestaiof hostility by individuals and
groups in Lebanese society, including the offictalirches. The country information
confirms that Jehovah’s Witnesses are discriminaggdnst in a number of ways, and
while they are not seriously harmed by the autles;itor prevented from practising
their religion by them, they are also not protedigdhe State from those who might
wish to harm them or prevent them from the full apén practice of their beliefs. The
Tribunal accepts that JWs are unable to legallyyndiWWs cannot legally convene a
public assembly for worship or other matters unf@ss approval from the interior
Ministry is obtained. Although JWs are able to megirivate and people continue to
engage in worship and other religious activitibs, theetings may technically fall under
the purview of laws prohibiting assembly “in a ampen to the public” for groups of
three or more persons “for the purpose of comngtéin offence” or for twenty or more
persons “whose attitude is likely to offend pulg&ace”. The Tribunal therefore
accepts that JWs have problems distributing théatipations in the community and

are discouraged from proselytising by traditiortéit@des as well as government and
clerical statements. The Tribunal also acceptsttieat experience a degree of suspicion
due to their perceived association with Zionisme Thibunal accepts that religious
groups in Lebanon have been critical of Jehovahtm&¥ses and have preached against
them. The Tribunal accepts that preaching or pytiselg, which is a part of the JWs’
practices, is not encouraged and that those engagleid activity may be considered
troublemakers and face hostility. The Tribunal atsehaving regard to such
information, that the applicants have experien@rtht restrictions with respect to
their religious practice in Lebanon.

In light of the above evidence, the Tribunal fitldat there is a real chance that the
applicants may experience physical harassmentiufaition and other forms of abuse
if they were to continue to overtly practise theiligion in Lebanon and the Tribunal
finds this to constitute serious harm. The Tribuadab accepts the applicants’ evidence
that their level of religious involvement in Lebanwas accompanied by fear of harm.
The Tribunal finds that the harm feared by the i@ppks amounts to serious harm
within the meaning of s.91R(1)(b) of the Act andttthe applicants’ religion is an
essential and significant reason for the persecutioich they fear. The Tribunal also
finds that the persecution which the applicants ii@eolves systematic and
discriminatory conduct in that it is deliberateimentional and involves selective
harassment for a Convention reason (religion). &lieno evidence before the Tribunal
that the applicants may be able to avoid persetiyorelocating within Lebanon.

Given the continuing harassment of the applicantheé past, the restrictions on their
religious practice, and the lack of protection &tae to them from the Lebanese
authorities, the Tribunal finds that there is d od&ance that they will be persecuted for
the Convention reason of religion, now or in thas@ably foreseeable future, should
they return to Lebanon The Tribunal thus finds thatr fear of persecution is well-
founded.



CONCLUSIONS

55. The Tribunal is satisfied that each of the applisasm a person to whom Australia has
protection obligations under the Refugees Convaniitierefore the applicants satisfy
the criterion set out in s.36(2)(a) for a protectiwsa and will be entitled to such visas,
provided they satisfy the remaining criteria.

DECISION

56. The Tribunal remits the matter for reconsideratiotin the direction that the applicants
satisfy s.36(2)(a) of the Migration Act, being pmrs to whom Australia has protection
obligations under the Refugees Convention.

| certify that this decision contains no informatihich might identify
the applicant or any relative or dependant of fy@ieant or that is the
subject of a direction pursuant to section 44heMigration Act 1958

Sealing Officer's I.D. AGIBSO




