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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 1958the Act).

The applicant, who claims to be a citizen of Etiagparrived in Australia [in] May 2006 and
applied to the Department of Immigration and Citigtl@ip for a Protection (Class XA) visa
[in] June 2006. The delegate decided to refusedntghe visa [in] September 2006 and
notified the applicant of the decision and his egvrights.

The applicant sought review of the delegate's dwtisnd the Tribunal, differently
constituted, affirmed the delegate's decisionfiaych 2007. The applicant sought review of
the Tribunal's decision by the Federal Magistr&teart and [in] September 2008 the Court
set aside the decision and remitted the mattéredtibunal to be determined according to
law.

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

The matter is now before the Tribunal pursuanh&drder of the Federal Court.
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 Conventiofaf® to the Status of Refugees as
amended by the 1967 Protocol Relating to the StftRefugees (together, the Refugees
Convention, or the Convention).

Further criteria for the grant of a Protection @3l&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 definetticle 1 of the Convention. Article
1A(2) relevantly defines a refugee as any persoo: wh

owing to well-founded fear of being persecutedréasons 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.
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The High Court has considered this definition muanber of cases, notabBhan Yee Kin v
MIEA (1989) 169 CLR 37%pplicant A v MIEA1997) 190 CLR 225JIIEA v Guo(1997)
191 CLR 559Chen Shi Hai v MIMA2000) 201 CLR 293VIIMA v Haji Ibrahim (2000) 204
CLR 1,MIMA v Khawar(2002) 210 CLR IMIMA v Respondents S152/20@804) 222
CLR 1 andApplicant S v MIMA2004) 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 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 parthef 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 nosbtely
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 &hars91R(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 theirequent that an applicant must in fact hold
such a fear. A person has a “well-founded feap@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.

According to the protection visa application, tipplecant is an ethnic Christian Oromo, who
was born on [date of birth deleted in accordandh wi431(2) of the Migration Act as it may
identify the applicant] in Addis Ababa, Ethiopiaom 1996 to May 2006 he lived in Addis
Ababa, [deleted: s.431(2)], [deleted: s.431(2)].refeeived 14 years education, qualifying
with a building contractor’s diploma in 1994. Helisent in Amharic and Oromo. The
applicant described his occupation before comingustralia as construction company
owner. His past employment details included selpleyed clothing trader from 1989 to
1992; construction site engineer with [a companghstruction business owner from 1994 to
1996; construction site engineer with [a companghstruction business owner from 1998 to
1998; self employed clothing trader in 1998; anoppietor of [a construction company] from
October 2001 to May 2006. The applicant was mairigdddis Ababa on [date deleted:
S.431(2)]. He departed Ethiopia illegally [in] M29@03. At the time of completing his
application, his wife, 3 daughters and 2 sons Weirgg in Ethiopia, as well as his mother,4
brothers and sister.

The applicant claimed that he left Ethiopia becaafggersecution due to his political opinion
and ethnicity. In a statement attached to his ptite visa application, the applicant claimed
that he belonged to a prominent Oromo family in Garand he was always looking for
opportunities to oppose the suppression of hisvielDromos. In about 1996 he was
approached by the Oromo Liberation Front (OLF) tigtohis brother [Person 1], who was a
member of the OLF and involved in the armed stregglOromia. The applicant claimed that
he joined the OLF but limited his activities in piding material and financial assistance.

The applicant claimed that when he joined the O&Fdteived a membership card. He kept
it hidden in his house until he was caught by tR&BEF authorities in January 2001. The
Federal Police turned up at his home one nighbatial1:00pm He was locked in one
bedroom with his children and a guard while thegrsleed the place. His wife was allowed
to remain in the living area and was required tlockany cabinets etc. She saw them search
the whole house. The applicant claimed that apanm the OLF card there was nothing there
that could incriminate him but he was scared theyld plant a gun or something. He
claimed they did not find anything but he was aeesand taken away. It was not exactly
clear why he was arrested but he suggested Oroopme®eere often suspected of supporting
the OLF and when an Oromo person like him was dwaieldjin business and living an
affluent lifestyle, they tended to suspect thasparmight be supporting the OLF financially.
The applicant claimed that he was taken to [a]d@dBtation in Addis Ababa and he was
detained for almost 6 months without charge. Duting time he was persecuted. He
experienced frequent interrogation (about everykweso), physical mistreatment
amounting to torture in the form of beatings witkiad of whip, kicking and denial of access
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to proper food or sanitation. He was allowed ors# yier month but even then he could only
see his wife from a distance. She was alloweditmbrim food and medication.

The applicant stated that he denied being a menflibe OLF or raising funds for them
through his business. He supposed that becausédgeyo evidence he was eventually
released [in] June 2001 and was warned not to ssahat happened to him during his
detention. He was still subject to reporting coiodis. He was told he would have to go back
whenever they wanted him. After he was arrestedviieshad torn up his OLF membership
card and flushed it down the toilet.

After his release he went to [town deleted: s431@)omia and spent a few months with his
family to try to recover from what had happenetito. He also decided to continue
supporting the movement because he realised thaefiression and persecution of Oromos,
including himself, would not go away unless he dtap and fought the system. He also
decided to start his own construction businessaFew years things went well despite the
adverse interest of the authorities. As far asduddctell he was under surveillance and
sometimes it was quite obvious that he was beillgwed but he was not arrested and his
house was not raided.

The applicant claimed that the OLF gave him thk tagaise money from other Oromo
people in his business and social network. He wowltb work out where a person stood
politically before asking them for money. He playekey role in raising over 50,000
Ethiopian birr from the OLF in June 2004.

[In] July 2004 the Federal Police came to his hatsgbout 5:00am with a search warrant.
They searched his house but did not find any ino@tmg evidence. He was taken to his
local police station, [name deleted: s.431(2)] vehee was detained and interrogated for
three weeks about whether he was involved in tlr@rseparatist movement, particularly
whether he was funding the movement. After paymé&a6,000 birr “bail” he was released
from detention. He was not charged with any offeftg2was able to resume his business but
he was under surveillance and suffered some imé&grée with his business activities. On two
occasions when he tendered for government construcbntacts he was told his company
was not acceptable. Previously he had no difficg#iting these types of contracts. He asked
for reasons but they would not give him any.

At about the end of 2004 he was approached by Pasehay Tedesse, a candidate for the
Coalition for Unity and Democracy Party (CUD or CBDXo support the campaign to
remove the current regime in the elections schedioleMay 2005. He knew the pastor
because he was a member of his church, the Mulug@ldkull Gospel) church in Nefas
Selk, Addis Ababa. He joined the party through &assehay Tadesse’s Nefas Selk branch
but he was not issued with a membership card.diead up to the election he assisted
Pastor Tsehay in his candidacy for the Woreda &blse for example, transporting people
and materials around. The applicant claimed thisldvbave been observed by the people
who had him under surveillance. He and his famiyezienced verbal assault and
intimidation daily. The CUDP candidate he was suppg won the local seat but he was
detained soon after the election and since thdrabéeen languishing in jail.

The applicant claimed that following the electitbere was a crackdown on the CUDP. He
was being followed and it became impossible for toroperate his business. He scaled the
business right back and limited activities to torgation. In order to escape the surveillance
he left his wife and children and went into hidistaying with various friends and moving
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from house to house. Occasionally he would go Isacketly to see his family and on one
such occasion, [in] September 2005, his house adsd by Government security officers at
approximately 5:00am. When he opened the door dr@0rheavily armed security people
ordered him to sit on the floor. He did not knowhitney knew he was there but suspected
they had been monitoring his phone calls. Oncendgaiand his children were locked in a
room, while his wife remained outside and they deedl all parts of his house. He was then
handcuffed and taken away. He was detained foe theeks at the [town deleted: s.431(2)]
Police Station and was interrogated. He was accofsplbtting against the government and
being a member of the CUDP. After three weeks @frimngation and mistreatment he was
released. Again he was not actually charged wittiheimg but was required to report to the
same police station every three days.

The applicant claimed that after this he mainlysthat home. When he heard rumours of an
impending crackdown he would go and stay with enfiliin the hope of avoiding arrest. On a
number of occasions the police came to his houske Wwa was there and searched the place
and then left without arresting him. The applicelaimed he decided there was no choice but
for him to leave the country because he was in elaofyfuture imprisonment. He knew
someone who worked in the passport office and theich a bribe to get an official passport
issued in his own name. After he got his passpertried to find someone overseas to
sponsor him. He knew a man called [Person 2] witbrhaved to Australia and he asked him
to send a letter of invitation.

[In] January 2006, whilst waiting for the lettebaat 20 police and a couple of vehicles
arrived outside his home. They had documentatiociwiiney showed him only very briefly.
He saw the name of the High Court on the papergtandtold him the Court had authorised
his arrest and the search of his house. They ayaie éocked him and his children in a room
and kept his wife to accompany them in their seddghwas then taken to the nearby police
station and again detained and interrogated foe@&kw. This was the third time he had been
detained for 3 weeks. While he was in detentioninligation came from [Person 2], and in
late February 2006, after his release, he apptied ¥isitor visa to Australia. He contacted
[Person 2] to inform him but he asked him to nota him again and hung up. He
understood that when the Australian High Commissigo called [Person 2] to confirm the
invitation he told them he was withdrawing his sopdor his visit. He was contacted and
advised of this but he managed to satisfy themhbatould support himself.

The applicant claimed at about this time he heamehfa business associate that a friend of
his who worked at police headquarters told him ki&ihame was on a government hit list.
The applicant stated he still had the problem oérethe would stay in Australia and he
discovered [information deleted: s.431(2)] a wonj®erson 3, who was] in Australia He
contacted her using [information deleted: s.4314Ry after discussions with her and her
husband, they agreed to help him when he firstedrin Australia.

The applicant explained that after being told he wa a hit list he was concerned his details
would be recorded at the airport. However, he ma@®@mo friend working there so he
arranged to book a flight at the time his friendswa duty. Since he arrived in Australia he
had had contact with his wife over the phone a remolbtimes. She told him that she had
been taken to the police station twice and intexted. Her passport was confiscated and she
was ordered not to travel 100km out of Addis Abdthia.construction office at [location
deleted: s.431(2)] had been sealed. His wife inddc¢éhat she feared for his life if he

returned. The applicant claimed more recently,died his wife the previous Friday but she
was not there. His mother-in-law told him that Wwige had been arrested that day because he
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was in breach of his reporting conditions. He spiokieis wife on Monday and she confirmed
she had been arrested and after about an hourogdged about him. She told them she did
not know where he was. They informed her that i@ told them where he was she would
have to stay. They interrogated his wife again and¥ay morning and then released her
without warning.

The applicant claimed he had never been outsideftébefore and, but for the problems he
experienced, he would have no wish to live outsideis country. However, because of these
circumstances he had been forced to do just threaditinot want to just go to a neighbouring
country by crossing the border illegally, as theswot only dangerous but offered no
security as he would have been at risk of beingleband sent back.

In the submission from the applicant’s adviseratswelaimed that the applicant’s case was
that he had been persecuted extensively in theopaatcount of his Oromo ethnicity, an
actual and/or imputed political opinion. He was enmber of the both the Oromo Liberation
Front (OLF) and Coalition for Unity and Democra&AD or CUDP) and as a successful
businessman was a relatively prominent membereoOitomo community. The adviser
provided country information in support of the apaht’s claims regarding the OLF, state
repression in Oromia, and the 2005 elections imolgth and their aftermath.

[In] August 2006, the applicant’s new adviser imh@d the Department that there was a
mistake in the applicant’s statutory declarationrsiited with his protection visa application.
It was submitted that in paragraph 55 it was stttatifollowing the attendance by the police
at the applicant’s house [in] January 2006, thdiegmt was taken to the police station and
detained for 3 weeks. However, on this occasioraghmicant was in fact only detained for
about 12 hours. It was submitted that the appliea# clear that he was only detained for
extended periods on three occasions — from Jard@84 for 6 months; [in] July 2004 for 3
weeks; and [in] September 2005 for 3 weeks.

[In] September 2006, the Department received a g#iom from the applicant’s adviser
addressing the veracity of the applicant’s claithe,convention nexus, country information
which corroborated the applicant’s claims and thle of harm to the applicant if he returned
to Ethiopia.

The delegate refused the applicant’s protectioa &splication [in] September 2006.
First Tribunal

[In] September 2006 the applicant applied for revad the delegate’s decision refusing him
a protection visa.

[In] November 2006 the first Tribunal received &sussion from the applicant’s adviser
which included the following documents:

= A letter from the Oromo Community Association in llslgurne Inc., dated [in] November
2006, stating that it believed that the applicaad been a victim of harassment and
detention by the Ethiopian government and that &g accused of being a supporter of the
OLF and he could not return to Ethiopia for feahisf life;

= Statutory declaration from [Person 4], dated [imp&@mber 2006, in which he claimed that
when he went to visit Ethiopia in 2000 he learotirhis family that the applicant was



involved in the OLF, but did not remember themigllhim any details about the
applicant’s involvement or anything that had haggaeto him. He was also told that the
applicant’s brother [Person 1] had joined the OhB was not around very much in the
suburbs or towns because if he was caught he vomusdrested. [Person 4] stated that
when he met the applicant in Melbourne, the apptiedso told him about his brother’'s
decision to become an active member of the OLF;

Statutory declaration made by the applicant expandn the claims that he had made
previously.

2. In the DIMA decision dated [date] September 20@& DIMA decision”), the
delegate raised some doubts about my knowleddeedDLF, its activities and
policies. 1 would like to provide the Tribunal withy personal knowledge of the
OLF. | have some limited knowledge of the OLF. Tise of the OLF is related to the
history of the Oromo people. For a long time thiigftian government have
oppressed the Oromo people. It is a very long simee these problems started. The
people who have power in Ethiopia do not respecQtomo people. The Oromo
people do not have their freedom and have lost thgiity. The people who have
power don’t consider the Oromo are people, thewicen them to be like animals.
This happens because Oromo people are usually fsuane keepers of stock and
they don't hold positions of authority and they Wqrarticipate in parliament.
Because Oromos are mostly farmers, they don't g@ep, and the people in power
deny them freedom.

3. In the last few generations, Oromo people siaddecome educated. Recently
Oromo people started to get some power. My fatteer av[profession]. My father
was imprisoned by the regime of King Hiele-Selasednse my father opposed the
government and advocated freedom for the Oromoleebly father was watched by
the authorities. The Oromo people have been woneuple and are now starting to
accumulate some wealth. The rising education aradtiwvef the Oromo people pose
a threat to the government. This history is thgiorof the OLF.

4. The main aim of the OLF is to free the OromopbteoOur country is a developing
country, and we do not have a well-developed andtioning democracy. Last week
| was very happy to see how democracy worked irtralia during the Victorian
state election. In our country, during an electimany thousands of people would
have been killed. To achieve an open and workimgadeacy with true
representation for the Oromo people would givedose to the Oromo people, and
this is the main aim of the OLF. Freedom for ther®o people will be when they
can make their own decisions for their people &wed future. Within the OLF there
are various views as to what the aims of the prguld be, so my views will not
necessarily be the same as other OLF membersxBomde, in my view it is not
good to separate the Oromo people into a diffestte or country. This is because
Oromo people are married to people from many diffeethnic groups, and how you
separate these families?

5. Many Oromo people hide their ethnicity becatise tioo dangerous if you are a
known Oromo person. Any known Oromo in the city wias relatives in the country
can be targeted because the authorities think/thatrelatives in the country are
rebel fighters.

6. | joined the Oromo Liberation Front (“OLF”) itbaut 1996. My brother [Person 1]
was a member and his colleagues in the OLF askeddask me to join. | joined the
OLF because | could not sit and keep quiet andrgtiee situation while my aunt or
cousin or friend are killed or tortured by the autties. We say that Oromo people



are all connected to each other. My heart wouldstent quiet unless | helped in some
way.

7. | received an OLF membership card (as describety Statutory Declaration
dated [date] June 2006 in paragraph 11), but Imeaeived any other document
which might prove my membership of the OLF. If thehorities saw a document
like this, you would be killed immediately. Ethiags not safe like it is in Australia,
it is very dangerous. While | was in Ethiopia, airtce | have been in Australia, it
was not possible for me to obtain documentary eMideof my involvement with the
OLF because these documents simply don’t exisplBeo the free democratic
system in Australia do not know what it is likeRthiopia If | had any document in
my possession while in Ethiopia | would have beidadkalready. | could not risk my
life by carrying such documents and | could ndt athers’ lives by asking them to
provide such documents. It is too dangerous tamaskciates to provide these
documents because if they were caught they wouldllied.

8. My activities within the OLF were to raise morfey the OLF and to follow the

city media reports about the OLF’s struggle in¢bantry, and pass this information
to the people in the country because they did agé faccess to the media. There are
very few radios in the country and no televisioiso, | would meet with other OLF
members every month or two months. | would meet Wior 6 people. We couldn’t
go to people’s houses because it was too dangesowge met in restaurants and
pretended we were just having a social lunch. Weldvposition ourselves in a
corner of the restaurant and speak in very lowegin the Oromo language, in order
not to be detected. We would talk about gettingdmem for the Oromo people - it
doesn’t come from the sky, we have to struggldriedom.

9. In 2004 the OLF gave me the task of raising mpdoethe OLF struggle from
other Oromo people in my business and social nétwatid this by talking to
sympathetic Oromo people. It is not so difficulfited out who is sympathetic to the
OLF cause because many people talk (only with gethigly trust) about the terrible
oppression of the Oromo people.

10. The leadership of the OLF is like a networkuswbthe world. Some of the
leaders are in Kenya and Eritrea, and some in atihantries. Not everyone knows
everyone else, it is like a network where membamsikother members who are
within their business or social circle that thewy taust. In a free country it is possible
to know the names of the leaders of an oppositiomament, but in Ethiopia there is
no freedom so | didn’'t have any information abotiowvas an OLF leader. There are
no leaders in Ethiopia because it would be too demgs to be a leader of the
organization and live in Ethiopia. Of course thare many people in Ethiopia who
are active OLF members or who organize for the QiLF there are no high-level
leaders - they would be killed by the authoritiese OLF doesn’t have a permanent
leader, the leader changes every 6 months or year.

11. In the DIMA decision, the delegate expressadesdoubts about my knowledge
of the Coalition for Unity and Democracy Party (“OB”). | would now like to
provide the Tribunal with my personal knowledgele CUDP. | joined the CUDP
around the end of 2004 because | was approachPddipr Tsehay Tedesse, who
was pastor of my church, the Mulu Wongel (Full Ga¥hurch in Nefa Selk, Addis
Ababa Pastor Tsehay was a CUDP candidate in thesAddt of Woreda 15 and he
asked me to join the CUDP and support his candidaoymo people joined the
CUDP because the CUDP was campaigning for freedahdamocracy. Prior to the
May 2005 elections the government promised to neieegany candidate who was



elected from the CUDP party, so we got very exciledut the possibility of electing
CUDRP representatives. | put our party’s poster grcar, as did many other people.

12. The CUDP had many candidates who were veryedeitated and very high in
the professions in Ethiopia One candidate was Dh&w® Nega, who is an
economist and academic, who has travelled in EuaopeAfrica to lecture. He was
the candidate for the whole of Addis Ababa, runrforghe equivalent of Steve
Brack’s position in Victoria. | met Dr Nega duritige election, before he was
detained. When he was visiting the local CUDP efficmet him with a few other
people from our CUDP office. But he is higher ie rarty than me so we simply met
and exchanged pleasantries. He was a very busgmess he didn’t have much time.
It was before the election, and the purpose of ngrtoe our office was to talk about
the election, so he talked to higher people inoffiee about the strategies for the
election. Another candidate was Professor Mesfindéfariam, who is also a
lecturer at university. | saw him speak at raliegny times, and he is an excellent
speaker and inspired us about the CUDP. He gatleetsms of the CUDP and what
to do to achieve these aims. Another candidateDwa&cob Hailemariam, and he
sometimes used to come to speak at rallies witfeBsor Mesfin Woldemariam, and
he was also a very good speaker. All of these darel, as well as many others, are
in jail now. Attached to this declaration and mark&LD-0" is a copy of a

document from the internet that shows these CUDEidates, and many others, who
have been imprisoned.

13. The CUDP’s main goals are to create a freeoped democracy and to have
Ethiopia led by a mix of ethnic groups, and not jusve power in the hands of the
Tigriyans. At present Ethiopia is controlled by fFigriyans from top to bottom, but
the CUDP wanted to have a collection of differeepes leading the country. The
CUDP was made up of four different parties thatlee one party. | know the names
of the parties in Amharic, but not in English.

14. During the May 2005 election campaign | campaion behalf of Pastor
Tsehay. | assisted Pastor Tsehay by talking abouaimong people that | knew,
telling them that he was a good candidate. | spokeople about Pastor Tsehay in
my business network and also people in my neightmmd, for example when we
went for a coffee. A lot of people know me very kel | talked to many people
about Pastor Tsehay. | also distributed CUDP alagatiaterials. | put posters around
our neighbourhood. The party had pamphlets whightbat if we win the election
we will have true democracy, and | put copies esthpamphlets in cafes and
restaurants and churches and everywhere. Also/edsther CUDP supporters
around to put posters up and distribute pamphietsy neighbourhood it was well
known that | was campaigning on behalf of the CUigBause | am well known and |
spoke to many people about Pastor Tsehay anda I&4dDP poster on my car and |
distributed CUDP posters and pamphlets.

15. Even though the government said it was fresxfwess political opinion during
the May 2005 election, the government put spigeenCUDP. After the election, the
next day, everything changed completely. Suddeilze authorities saw you with
any party material, they would arrest you. Aftex ghection, while | was still in
Ethiopia, and since | have been in Australia, & hat been possible for me to obtain
documentary evidence of my involvement with the GUiecause after the election
it was too dangerous to be caught with any partieria. The fact that the CUDP
was, and still is, a legally registered politicatty is irrelevant to the Ethiopian
authorities. Since the May 2005 elections the aittes have tried to destroy all



political opposition, whether the opposition corfresn a legally registered political
party or not. Therefore to have any documentargienge of involvement with the
CUDRP after the May 2005 elections was far too demge

16. 1 would like to clarify paragraph 39 of my Stimry Declaration dated [date] June
2006. In paragraph 39 | state that “during thetedageriod” we had to resist a great
deal of pressure from the Ethiopian security fore@sl my family and | experienced
daily verbal assault and intimidation. Actuallystdid not happen before the election
or during the campaign, it only happened afterefleetion. A majority of the people

in Addis voted for the CUDP, which made the auttesivery angry, and there was a
terrible crackdown on all opposition parties. Thewity forces could not imprison
the majority of the population of Addis so theydmsed me, my family and many
other people by calling out in the street, warniligs “You wait for your turn” They
tried to arrest everyone in the party, but theyl@ oot detain everyone. They arrested
so many people that they detained a huge numlpagfle in a sports field and put
guards on the perimeters to hold them.

17. The candidate that | supported in the May 2€l66tions, Pastor Tsehay, won the
seat he was contesting. Attached to this stateam@hmarked “GLD-1" is a
document from the website of the National Elect®w@érd of Ethiopia which shows
that Pastor Tsehay Tadese Ali won 77.38% of thesvot the Woreda 15 seat.
However, shortly after the elections he was dethbmethe authorities, and he has
been in jail ever since. Even if it was safe fortmeontact people in Ethiopia to
request documentary evidence of my membershipeo€thDP, Pastor Tsehay and
many other party members would not be able to mepecause they are in jail.

18. | established my own building construction camyp [name] in the second half of
2001. For a few years things went well in my businelespite the adverse interest of
the authorities. At the height of my company’s ssscin 2002-2003, the company
employed about 100 people. Unfortunately, due écatlthorities’ ongoing suspicion
in me, my business suffered. | was detained witlsbatge for three weeks in July
2004 and September 2005, and the company lost avmtkncome. After the July
2004 detention | applied for two government corttam contracts and was told that
my company was not acceptable. Previously | hadifficulty getting this type of
work. Following the May 2005 elections there wagaernment backlash against
CUDP supporters and | was being followed by Ettdaamecurity forces, so it became
impossible for me to continue with my constructimrsiness. | had to limit the
business’ activities to transportation. By thisdithe company employed only two
people and the company’s income was drasticallyaed.

19. | provided to DIMA a registration certificatesued by the Ethiopian Ministry of
Infrastructure on [date] January 2006 which erttittee to “participate in all
government construction procurement as [a] buildioigtractor”. Attached to this
statement and marked “GLD-2" is a copy of the regt®n certificate. The
registration certificate is my building contractdisense, and every building
contractor in Ethiopia needs one to do businessthehn the work is government or
private. Anyone who wants to hire me will alway& &ssee this license. The
registration certificate is issued annually. Thegaedure for applying for the
registration certificate is to fill out a lot ofims. Also, the registration certificate is
not issued until | pay VAT to the Ethiopian Govermt which is a form of tax.
Attached to this statement and marked “GLD-3" mopy of my VAT statement for
2004. Once | have paid the VAT the registrationifieate is issued. | cannot get the
registration certificate until | have paid the VAThe registration certificate is issued
to encourage people to keep paying their VAT eyer. Even though the
registration certificate states | am entitled tartgripate in all government



construction procurement as [a] building contrdgtiorpractice | have not received
any government work since about mid-2004 becaase ¢n a blacklist. | still have

to get the registration certificate every year lseal need it for my private work as
well as government work. It is my license. My ragition certificate was issued this
year on [date] January 2006, and just prior todhi®, on [date] January 2006, | had
been detained and interrogated by the authoritie$2 hours. However, the fact that
the registration certificate was issued soon afftgrelease is not surprising because
it is automatically issued every year after | hpaed my VAT. The government issue
the registration certificate to encourage me t@kesying VAT, so it is in the
government’s interests to keep issuing me withgesteation certificate, even if | am
a suspected political opponent.

20. In paragraph 49 of my Statutory Declaratioreddtiate] June 2006 | discuss
paying a bribe to obtain an official passport isstemy name. | would like to
expand on this issue. The person who helped niegiassport office was not a
friend or someone that | had met before. In Etldppihen you need to do something
fast or without official permission, you ask otlpeople who might be able to help. |
had heard of people who had paid a bribe for agoassso | knew it could be done. |
asked people and they told me about a man thad ¢@lph. | cannot tell his name
because that would be too dangerous for him.dbmemon for people in government
departments to accept bribes to do things for gedyto, the people who are
working in the Department of Immigration feel sofoy people who they know
should be entitled to a passport. In my experieitég not easy to bribe someone for
a passport but it can be done depending on whd&yow and if you have enough
money.

21. My Australian visitors visa was issued on [fl&eril 2006. Even though | was
afraid for my life, | did not leave Ethiopia unfilate] May 2006 because it was very
difficult to get an exit visa. After | got the Auatian visa, | could not leave the
country until I had organized with someone to lrakpget an exit visa, and this took
several weeks, as described in the next paragraph.

22. In paragraph 60 and 61 of my Statutory Dedlamadated [date] June 2006 |
discuss my departure through Addis Ababa internatiairport. | would like to
expand on this issue. | knew my friend who worketha airport because he was a
neighbour of my mother’s sister. | cannot say laisa because it would be too
dangerous for him. He worked as an immigration \@pgk the airport, employed by
Ethiopian immigration control. He said he wouldghele, and that | should book a
flight when he was on duty. He gave me the timesmiine would be working. |
booked a flight on Emirates airline and made sheedeparture time of my flight was
during my friend’s shift. My flight was due to lemwn [date] May 2006 at about
7.30pm in the evening. | arrived at the airporladut 2pm, because my friend said
there were almost no flights at that time and itlddoe very quiet. When | arrived at
the airport there was almost no-one there. My Etistamped my passport with the
exit visa which allowed me to leave the country.

23. Since | have been in Australia | have spokemyavife on the phone two times a
month. She is still living in our home. | do notldeer on the phone in my house,
because sometimes the government monitors the pine@se She has told the
authorities that she doesn’t know where | am, seoitld be too dangerous for her if |
called to my home phone number. | call her on helifa phone. Since | left, my
family has been supporting themselves on the sawittch we had before | left.
Since | left, my wife has been taken to the pdiitadion twice. Once she was taken to
the police station on Friday and was released erdlowing Monday. The other

time they took her in the morning and she was laaclight. They asked her where |



40.

41].

42.

43.

44,

am, and they asked if she was a member of the CSb®said she doesn’t know
where | am and she is looking for me. She deni@wglee member of the CUDP.

[In] December 2006, the Tribunal received a Iefitem [name deleted: s.431(2)] of
Foundation House, dated [date deleted: s.431(2)pMder 2006, in which he advised that
he was unable to provide a report to the TribuiNdme deleted: s.431(2)] explained that he
had only seen the applicant four times and thiswsaslly an insufficient amount of contact
to establish a trusting relationship to be ablexplore and provide treatment for trauma
issues. He stated that the applicant had founiffitwt to discuss his experiences and it was
submitted that in an interview situation the apgticwas likely to appear disengaged or
respond indirectly to questions.

[In] December 2006, the Tribunal also receivedlanggsion from the applicant’s adviser
which reiterated the applicant’s claims and diseddbose claims in light of the available
country information, addressed issues regardingpipdicant’s credibility, discussed aspects
of the delegate’s decision, and outlined the raielegal considerations.

[In] December 2006, the adviser provided a furgwdmission drawing the Tribunal’s
attention to a decision made in another case whiahcontended to be factually similar to
the applicant’s.

The first Tribunal hearing was held [in] Decemb@6@. Following the hearing, the Tribunal
received a submission from the adviser raisingpssrconcerns about the standard of the
interpreting during the hearing.

[In] February 2007, the Tribunal received a pantgsponse to its s424A letter, dated [date
deleted: s.431(2)] February 2007, which explaiteddiscrepancies identified by the
Tribunal as being a consequence of difficultiesanverting dates given in the Ethiopian
calendar to Western calendar dates; errors madigelgpplicant’s representatives; flawed
and unsatisfactory interpreting during the Tribumadring; and an error made by the
applicant during the hearing due to nerves andderaused by the pressure of the hearing.
Attached to the submission were the following doeuots:

= An excerpt from the US Library of Congress’ Onli@atalogue entry for: Ofcansky,
Thomas P and Berry, LaVerle (EdEthiopia: a country study4™ edition) 1993 and an
excerpt from the Glossary of the same book expligitihe complexities of the Ethiopian
calendar,

= A transcript, prepared by the adviser, of seleetezkrpts of the hearing held [in]
December 2006;

= A table comparing the evidence and representaiioredation to the applicant’s four
detentions drawing on various submissions, statuteclarations and verbal evidence
provided in interview and the hearing;

= A statutory declaration made by [name deleted:1¥2)B dated [in] February 2007,
outlining his concerns about the standard of imttipg during the applicant’'s hearing
with the Tribunal,



= A statutory declaration made by the applicant asking concerns raised in the 424A
letter, dated [in] February 2007; and

= A statutory declaration made by [name deleted:1s2)3 dated [in] February 2007,
regarding the use of particular direct translabgrihe interpreter in the hearing and how
this may have led to the applicant’s confusion.

[In] February 2007, the Tribunal received a furteebmission from the adviser in response
to the Tribunal's s424A letter. This discusseddbmplexities of the Ethiopian calendar and
the fact various interpreters had been relied andake conversions from the Ethiopian to the
Western calendar; the unreliable date conversiadeny the interpreter during the Tribunal
hearing and the poor standard of the interpretinbeahearing generally; as well as the
specific concerns raised by the Tribunal in thedgdtter in relation to each detention
claimed by the applicant.

[In] September 2008, the Cowtt aside the decision of the first Tribunal ddbedMarch
2007, affirming the delegate's decision and rengtthe matter to the Tribunal to be
determined according to law.

1. This statement supplements my previous statateciarations and therefore does
not articulate all the details of my claims.

2. I was born in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. As a yoehgd, my family moved to
Negele, Borena in Oromia. | completed my elemenaay secondary education in
Negele, Borena in Oromia, in Southern Ethiopia.

3. | joined the OLF when | was about 19 years bidas studying full time at college
at the time, the Science Ethiopian Social Collegaddis Ababa in my first year. |
was supported by my family and had a small busjnesslving selling food and
clothes from wholesalers to shops. | was studyinitfiimg engineering.

4. In Addis | was living with two older brothers @ | commenced College. My
father was deceased and my mother was living ireded@orena in the family home.
| had two other brothers and two sisters.

5. My younger brother [Person 1] was involved with OLF. He joined when he was
a teenager and then he left home. He then livati@border with Kenya with OLF
troops situated in that area. The rest of the famére not involved with the OLF,

but the family often discussed what was happerorthe Oromo people and were
sympathetic to the cause.

6. My father who was a [occupation] was imprisof@dwo years when | was about
10 years old. He was imprisoned because of statsrhermade against the Ethiopian
government regarding its mistreatment of the Orpople. My mother told me this.
She didn't tell me the details. After he was redeldse didn't work for long because
he was distressed and unwell. He died a few yeses |

7. My family is a member of the middle class inigfa. If you are Oromo and have
some wealth it makes it more likely you will be geruted because they suspect you
of supporting the OLF. Both my father and | wer@um own ways economically
successful and actively opposed to the regime.



8. 1 became increasingly aware of the persecufitirecOromos. Oromo people were
being imprisoned and killed. Oromos were poorhydpaid were exploited in
employment.

9. | attended primary school and high school in@egBorena. | suffered
discrimination at school and college. At schoolewh was a child, | was insulted,
teased, verbally abused and bullied by non-Oromdestts and by non-Oromo
teachers. | remember one teacher who used to Hieweuse | was Oromo when |
was in years 5 and 6.

10. Seventy per cent of the students at my scheat @romo. However, the majority
of the teachers at that time were not Oromo.

11. Now things have changed and there are many @wmao teachers in the region
however this was not the case while | was growing u

12. After High School, at the age of 19 years,rbéad in a two year building
engineering course. | graduated when | was 21 yadrs

13. When | enrolled in college | moved from the figrhome in Borena to Addis
Ababa.

14. At college | had friends among Oromos and nooris. Not all fellow students
discriminated against us but many students andh¢eadidn't like us.

15. I worked for two different building companies f total of four years as a site
engineer.l then worked as a clothing trader foumlper of years. | was arrested for
six months in 2001 as previously explained in eadtatutory declarationss. After
my release and recovery | began my own busines® age of about 31 years. | was
a building contractor. The company's name was [fhanpeovided assistance in
building schools, hospitals, bridges and apartmeémtained government and private
contracts in competitive tenders.

16. | employed people for particular contracts, stimes up to one hundred people.
The work was often very labour intensive.

17. I joined the OLF after becoming increasinglyaasvof what was being done to
our people. These injustices affected my immedaately. For example, when | was
18, one year before | joined the OLF, my older lheot [name], lost his work as an
electrical engineer with a government organisatioe to him being Oromo. | have
already mentioned what happened to my father, #met @extended family members
were also mistreated by the authorities.

18. I joined the OLF through a friend of my brotfiderson 1]. Before | joined, |
spoke to this friend, [Person 5], three or moreerim my house in Addis Ababa, the
house where | lived with my two brothers. [Perspgd@ my address from my family
home. He had been with my brother [Person 1] orbtrder and decided to come to
Addis to recruit me to the OLF cause, because ttfe iere looking for new
members. | don't know exactly where [Person 5Wdilet | know he travelled a lot,
often between Negele Borena and the Ethiopian Kebgader. One of [Person 6’s]
roles was to recruit new members to the OLF. Heecionimy house to speak with me
about the OLF. Because [Person 5] was a frien@efdon 1] he knew about the
situation of our family. When he came to visit,dpoke to me about the oppression
of Oromo people. | was convinced of that owing paown experience. When we



met and discussed the oppression of the Oromo @g@#drson 5] explained that he
was involved in the OLF and asked me to join thé=Qt.was a difficult decision to
join however because it is a proscribed organisaitd membership had the
potential to destroy my career and could risk rfey. i

19. When | joined, I recruited four other peopléowvere Oromo friends of mine, to
the OLF. | knew they were sympathetic to the OLEduse of past discussions we
had had, so | telephoned them by mobile phone skeldathem to meet with me in a
cafeteria to have a general chat. | told them wkahguest to speak with so indirectly
they would have known it was something to do witt OLF. | selected these people
of many Oromo people | knew, because | had hadwbeuof previous discussions
with them about oppression of the Oromo peopletaeadLF and they were good
friends and | trusted them.

20. [Person 5] met with me and the four othersd tegruited at the cafeteria and led
the first meeting. The cafeteria was in the Mexjoarter of Addis Ababa. During
this meeting, we discussed generally the oppressitme Oromo people and the
need to find a solution and the need to make afisecand commit to joining the
OLF. Everyone at the meeting had had family afi@ateone way or another by the
Ethiopian government's oppression of the Oromo lge@uring the meeting, these
other four people who I had invited to the meetiegided to join the OLF.

21. At this first meeting we decided we would foargroup and meet regularly. At
the meeting [Person 5] explained to us about h@yttomo people were suffering in
the country. We spoke about the problems in evargdiamily because of the
discrimination against the Oromo. [Person 5] alga@ned about the structure of the
OLF. He explained the OLF is a big organisatiorhiitis head office in Germany. He
also explained there were a number of OLF membierated on the Kenyan border.
He explained that there were many OLF armed fdoesed on the Kenyan border,
around the town Moyale. He also explained that @igmbers would also travel to
Nairobi and gather support in Nairobi and through¢enya. Many Oromos live in
Kenya. While | was a member, the OLF produced aspager in Germany and there
was an OLF radio broadcast from Nairobi. | uselisten to this radio broadcast. The
paper was also secretly distributed among members.

22. More recently the OLF has started broadcastitedevision program from
Eritrea.

23. Our group covered the Nefaseleke area for ttfe @ suburb of Addis Ababa.

24. Our group's duties were to recruit member¢ecbimoney and gather
information. We had some communication with othreal$ cells of members, but
mostly we communicated directly to the leadershipugh a single person, [Person
5]

25. I received my identity card a few months affter first meeting. Before this, at
one of the earlier meetings, [Person 5] collecteat@graphs from all of us and had
us fill out an OLF membership form. After the megtivhere we signed the form,
[Person 5] delivered the photos and the formseddhF administration, on the
Kenyan border. My understanding is that the OLF iagstration on the border
prepared our identity cards. A few months latebtwight our OLF identity cards to
one of our group meetings and distributed thensto u

26. At this meeting where our identity cards wesdributed, we all had to make a
pledge in the presence of each other and [Persandbihen he gave us our cards.



[Person 5] said the words of the pledge and thardithe other members repeated
them. We spoke softly and there was no ceremorghied, due to the fact the
meeting was being conducted in a cafeteria.

27. My identity card was destroyed by my wife dgriny first detention.

28. We met about every month in a cafeteria. Tletedas would be mainly in the
Mexico and Qera quarters of Addis. The meeting @dast for about an hour. We
spoke in Oromo. Sometimes we would walk in theestamd talk. When the group
first formed, the other people attending were a@ua driver, a businessman, and'a
teacher. The composition of the group changed iheeyears, but it was always five
people.

29. We met in a cafeteria because it was less @rmps than meeting in a house.
We could be easily seen going into a private home.

30. At the meetings we decided what each of usldhdm It was decided that |
would raise money for the organisation. | was ableandle money. Even when |
studied | earned money (I delivered food from whkalers to shop keepers) so | was
skilled in dealing with financial matters. Whentéred working as an Engineer | had
contact with many Oromos including professionalseywould give me cash
directly; we wouldn't deposit money in banks beeathe money flows could be
detected by the government. Other members of tingpgmade their own
contributions financially but | was the one thatigbt out money from donors. The
other members would give me the money and theen grovided all the funds to
[Person 5] The other members gave me their monegradus times when they had
funds to contribute. It wasn't always during ouretmggs in the cafeteria.

31. I would give all the money collected to [Per&ywho would distribute it to the
OLF in regional areas. | explain more about thigribiution of the money later in this
statutory declaration.

32. When | was gathering funds, | would discus&whe potential donor about the
Oromo people and their problems in general ternestablish whether the person
was sympathetic and whether | could trust them.

33. An example of collecting money is as follows @ne occasion | gathered a large
sum of money from an NGO manager. | knew him wheag growing up. | called at
his office and we had coffee together. We discusisedituation of Oromos. After
several meetings he donated 20,000 (Ethiopianibicash. | passed this money to
[Person 5]. A second example of a donation | adngas with a logistic manager of
a private transport company which transported gdmas Djibouti. He was Oromo
and | knew him through a common friend. We discdske problems of the Oromo
people and then after meeting over several mordlskdd for a donation. He gave
5000 birr. It was very rare that the people | apphed would refuse to make a
donation. Over the sixteen years of collecting diona, only a handful of people
refused, and this was usually due to a lack ofnftrel capacity.

34. Money | collected | would put in a bank accoomnkeep at home. When | was a
student | would not put the money in my accoun@lse it might look suspicious.
When | had my business it mattered less.

35. | also made personal donations to the OLFoti t would have donated a
minimum of 20-30,000 bin.



36. The other role | had was to collect informatidh of us in our group had this
role. We gathered information relevant to the OL&€8vities from the media and
from leaks from the government. For example an @raman | knew who worked for
the government told me of government military ini@ms in relation to attacking
Oromo troops. | passed this information on to [Bers] who took it to the leadership
on the Kenyan border. Information from the medis wametimes relevant because
the leadership in rural areas and on the Kenyaddoaften didn't have access to
media sources. Leaked information was also verpitapt as this often gave OLF
members warning of planned government activitiesresg them.

37. When | had money to pass on to [Person 5] @wtor someone else from our
group had some information to pass to [Personwfuld contact my younger
brother [name] who was living in the family homeNegele Borena. | contacted him
at his home phone and would tell him | had somermétion or money for [Person
5]. My brother would then get into contact with fB@n 5] and tell [Person 5] he
needed to meet with me in Addis Ababa. [Persond]ldithen come to Addis and
telephone me on my mobile phone. Then all fiveoiwould meet with [Person 5] in
a cafeteria. | organised these meetings by callimgmember who would then call
another member and so on until all were awareefribeting time and place. If the
information was urgent | would ring Yonas and tath | needed to speak to [Person
5]. [Person 5] would call me and | would pass tifermation on by telephone. We
would use code words because of the risk of telepliaterception.

38. If there was a small amount of money or thesis wnly information to pass on,
we would provide this money or information at tladeteria. If there was a large
amount of money to be passed on, | would go wigrgen 5] to his hotel and
exchange the money. The other group members woulétimes accompany us to
the hotel but not go inside. [Person 5] would ttedkee the money to the OLF leaders
based in Moyale, on the Kenyan border. The nexa {ilrRerson 5] met us he would
bring a receipt to demonstrate that the money loag ¢o the OLF. | would then hand
deliver the receipt to the individual donor. Theipgent would usually destroy the
receipt because it was dangerous to keep.

39. When | or another group member had informatrerwould try to hold it in our
heads for security reasons but sometimes if th@nmdtion was detailed we might
write down a few notes in a booklet. We would tlgere the information verbally to
[Person 5] who might also take notes. [Person ]levoross check our information
with other groups working to obtain informationn@ke sure it was accurate before
passing it on.

40. | met with other four OLF members for the enperiod of my adulthood up until
my last year in Ethiopia, except when | was dethite my last year in Ethiopia |
ceased meeting with OLF members and started workitigthe CUD party. The
CUD represented the OLF's interests and becauseUbewas an open party there
was no need to meet secretly with its members.

41. The OLF approved support for the CUD. The lestdp said that the CUD should
be supported in order to overthrow the existingegoment.

42. 1 wish to add some information about my perimiddetention and its effects.
When | was first detained in January 2001 for sbaths, | was kept in a small room
of about 4 x 4 metres with about forty or fifty pé® There were people in other
cells. Our room had only one window at the tophafivall. Often | felt | was
suffocating. We were let out of the room twice itburs to go to the toilet.
Otherwise you had to urinate into plastic bagads difficult to sleep. You couldn't



stretch out and people were sick during the nighére was violence between the
prisoners. They were all political prisoners. | was attacked by the prisoners. | was
beaten when | arrived at the prison. During theriaigation there were three officers.
They threatened me with life imprisonment. | wasught before a court the day
before | was released. The judge said | could goehdut | could be arrested again.

43. 1 was in a bad physical and mental state #feermprisonment. | was suffering
from depression and had lost about 13 kgs. | hatt@jatestinal problems and had
very itchy skin. | was not mentally stable anddkawo or three months off work and
stayed with my parents.

44. 1 was detained on the second occasion in D@¥ for three weeks at [name]
police station. | was in a room with about 30 oshd@hey were all political
prisioners. It was a little less crowded than ir& place of detention. | was
interrogated by two or three people.

45. The third time | was detained was in Septer2b8b, again for three weeks. |
was held again at the [name] police station. | intesrogated and | was pushed
around but not tortured.

46. On the fourth occasion, in January 2006, | eetained for 12 hours at the same
station. | was kept by myself in a small room &itstto the police office, with an
officer guarding the door. | was interrogated foresix times during the period | was
held. They told me that they knew | had informati®hey knew | was an active
CUD member who had distributed information promgtine party.

47. | have stated in this statutory declaration th@ined the OLF when | was 19 and
began raising funds and passing on information fiteeroutset. | am aware that in
my two earlier statutory declarations made [in]e)@006 and [in] November 2006 |
stated that | joined the OLF in 1996. My migratigent has pointed out to me that
this would have made me 26 at the time of my jgnircannot account for this
discrepancy. | definitely joined when | was 19alvh had trouble providing accurate
dates because of the difference between the E#nigmnd Western calendars and
because of the stressors | have been under. Al bay for sure is | was 19 years of
age when | joined. So my migration agent has erpthto me that this would make
the year | joined 1989.

48. In my second statutory declaration of Noven#i¥)6 | also stated that in 2004
the OLF gave me the task of raising money (pardg@ap

49. | would like to clarify that | always raised ney for the OLF, from the time |
joined. However, it is the case that in 2004, prditactivities of the OLF and other
anti government groups in Ethiopia were increasingd there was a need for more
funds and the OLF did request of me, through [Refgdo try to increase my
financial contributions.

50. | believe if | were returned to Ethiopia | wdwgain be detained and tortured,
and this time | may not survive.

51. I would be at risk both due to my past involestnwith the CUD and also with
the OLF, and because of my Oromo ethnicity.

52. 1 have described in previous statutory dectarsithe very difficult
circumstances of my wife and children since | higfeEthiopia. They continue to
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48.
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51.

feel very unsafe and for this reason | call theerggecond day. My wife has told
me she is ill and suffering depression and my céildare very distressed.

Theapplicant appeared before the Tribunal [in] Decan20©8 to give evidence and present
arguments. The Tribunal hearing was conducted thihassistance of an interpreter in the
Ambharic (Ethiopian) and English languages.

The applicant was represented in relation to thieve

The applicant stated that he was born on [datérthf Beleted: s.431(2)] in Addis Ababa. He
lived in Addis Ababa He had also lived in Negeladoin Oromo. His whole family, except
for his 2 oldest brothers, moved to Negele whewag about 4 years old. He lived in Negele
until he finished high school and then he moveAddis Ababa to attend college. The
applicant stated that he received 14 years edurcatie completed college in 1982 in the
Ethiopian calendar and qualified as a building regr. He can speak Amharic and Oromo.
The applicant stated that he worked as a buildnggneer in Ethiopia When he first started
working as a building engineer after he graduatedyorked for two different companies. He
worked for [one company] for two years and therofaer company] for two years. He then
worked for himself when he started his own constomccompany in 1984 in the Ethiopian
calendar. The Tribunal asked the applicant if he warking up until he left the country. He
stated there was a time when he ceased in the eniidé Tribunal repeated the question and
the applicant stated yes. When asked what workabdedbne before he had his construction
company, the applicant stated he had a small loigion business. He would buy food items
and materials from big companies and distributegtids to small shops. He did this work
after his imprisonment until he got other work.

The applicant stated he was married between 1984 885 in the Ethiopian calendar. He
arrived in Australia [in] May 2006 in the Westeralendar. He did not depart Ethiopia

legally. The applicant stated that his wife, 5 dreh, 2 brothers, 2 sisters and mother were
living in Ethiopia. His wife and children were Ing in Addis Ababa, as well as 2 of his
brothers. The rest of his siblings and his motherewiving in Negele. The Tribunal asked

the applicant if his brothers were working in Effien He stated one brother was employed in
water engineering and the other brother lost Hisrjcelectric engineering the year before he
started college. Since then his brother had wonkékle private sector and not in a
government job. The applicant confirmed his brotlkas currently working in a private
company. The Tribunal asked the applicant if he wantact with his family in Ethiopia

He stated that he had spoken to his wife everyy® diace coming to Australia and he would
speak to his children as well. He spoke to his moévery couple of months and to his
brothers and sisters every 3 months or so. Whezdasken his father had passed away, the
applicant stated that when he was ten years olthtiisr was imprisoned and 2 years after he
was released he died.

The Tribunal asked the applicant when he first becaterested in the struggle of the
Oromo people. The applicant stated he remembertggbr 1983 and 1984 in the Ethiopian
calendar there had been lots of executions and peoyle died. At that time the current
regime had taken power. He confirmed it was dutimg period he became interested in the
struggle of the Oromo people. He joined the Oront@tation Front (OLF) when he was 19
years old. The Tribunal asked the applicant toa@rghow he had consistently claimed to
have joined the OLF in 1996 or 1997 until 3 days atpen he raised for the first time that he
actually joined when he was 19 years old. The apptistated that it was the interpreter’s
problem before, in that they translated the caletitawrong way. The Tribunal noted that it
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had been claimed over an extended period of tineenamber of statutory declarations, as
well as in the submissions made by his previoussads, that he had joined in 1996 or 1997.
The Tribunal put to the applicant that it was @it to accept that all these different people
assisting him, including the interpreters, hadtba aspect of his evidence wrong up until
recently. The applicant stated as long as he stayAdstralia he was getting his memory
back and was remembering things. He also claim&ickiie period 1996 to 1997 was the time
he was imprisoned in Ethiopia. He stated all theudwents submitted “were not his way of
saying” The Tribunal asked the applicant if all #tatutory declarations which included this
information were read to him before he signed thidenstated that the people who supported
him and his advisers, told him before he signeddwv@awhe knew the interpreters frequently
made mistakes. The Tribunal asked the applicdm Bigned the statutory declarations
confirming what was stated was true, knowing thate were mistakes in those documents.
He stated that the interpreters were professiaralshe government believed that they were.
The interpreters were there to help him so he loaotimer choice.

The Tribunal asked the applicant what made himloenOLF. He stated the reason he
became interested to join the OLF was because ae sslividual, as well as his family and
the OLF party, had suffered and gone through aflatauma and injustice and he felt that
was not right so he tried to make a change. Healgtdnd and belief based on his
experiences at school when teachers and otherge@pé against the Oromo people and he
suffered racial discrimination. He felt that theras not equal opportunity and tried to make a
change since then. The Tribunal asked the applitany members of his family were
members of the OLF. The applicant stated only brseyounger brother [Person 1]. He could
not really remember when [Person 1] joined the Q& knew [Person 1] was located on the
border with the OLF but he did not know where. Thidunal asked the applicant what he
had to do to join the OLF. The applicant statedré@son why he joined the OLF was
because being Oromo there was a lot of condemnhyidhe government. He explained
Oromia was established by the Oromo people. If &g @romo and did not join the OLF or
an Oromo group he would have some execution, urgmmnt or discrimination. The
Tribunal asked the applicant again how he went gjoaning the OLF. He stated that he
wanted to join because of what had happened t®@tbmo people. A friend of his had
preached to him about the situation and when rexedf he decided to join. The name of his
friend was [Person 5]. The Tribunal asked the appli if he sought to join the OLF or did
[Person 5] convince him to join the party. He ddteat he was interested but [Person 5] gave
him the opportunity. The Tribunal asked the applid@ow he knew [Person 5]. He explained
that [Person 5] was a friend of his brother’s. ldafocmed that [Person 5] came and found
him because he was his brother’s best friend arlchbe what had happened to his family
because they were Oromo so assisted them by joiherg to the OLF. The Tribunal asked
the applicant if [Person 5] came to Addis Ababeetruit him. He stated not only him but
other Oromo people as well. The Tribunal askedaph@icant if [Person 5] attempted to
recruit any other members of his family such ashighers who were also living in Addis
Ababa He stated that [Person 5] tried with allfaisily but he was the only one who took the
big step. The applicant stated that his family badinected with other groups recruiting
Oromos. The Tribunal asked the applicant if hisifamere members of the OLF. He
confirmed all his family were members of the OLF.

The Tribunal asked the applicant what activitieehgaged in when he first joined the OLF.
The applicant stated raising money from peopleasal recruiting people. The Tribunal
asked the applicant about the people he recruitediie OLF. He stated after [Person 5]
recruited him, he recruited another 4 people arg #il became one group. He recruited
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these people during the time he was studying, Wwigewas 19 years old. The Tribunal asked
the applicant why he recruited these particulaedpte. He stated he had a strong belief these
people spoke the same language and had the same atzout the Oromo so he believed
they were the strongest people to carry out hisions He knew these people as they lived in
the same town and spoke the same language. Thepfepeere [names deleted: s.431(2)]
The Tribunal asked the applicant how he actuallgtvedout recruiting them. He stated
because they spoke one language and had the samdeastd belief they also studied and did
some research about what had happened to the Qreopte. They discussed this a lot as
they had something in common and he gave them swone information. Once he recruited
the 4 people, his next step or plan was to reanoite people. The Tribunal asked the
applicant what his plan was to recruit more peofdkestated the first step or plan was to get
to know people and ask them some questions. Theydvimild up a trusting relationship

with them and then ask them their opinion of theFOAfter investigating their feelings, they
would then ask the people to join the OLF.

The Tribunal asked the applicant about the groufpimeed with the 4 people he recruited.
The applicant stated that they sent a message Otk whenever there was a leak by the
government or about any information spread arobadcountry. They would send messages
about what was reported in the media about whagokernment had been decided to do to
the OLF and the Oromo people. The Tribunal askedfiplicant how he formed the group
rather than what his group did. He stated once ttvyed a group he would try to contact
the people and they would sit in a cafeteria ofted conduct many meetings to discuss the
aim and purpose of the OLF. The first meeting waa cafeteria called the [deleted:
S.431(2)]. At the first meeting he was present i four people he recruited and [Person
5]. [Person 5] facilitated the first meeting and/g#hem a lot of information regarding the
background and aims of the OLF. The Tribunal agkedapplicant if there was anything else
that they discussed during this meeting. He st@edson 5] told them afterwards that they
had to be united and live the rest of their livethwhis aim and in a structured way.

The Tribunal asked the applicant what his mainaasybility in the group was. The applicant
stated recruiting more people and raising moneycatdirmed that he provided the OLF
with his own funds through his membership fee. Thbunal asked the applicant if he
provided the OLF with money apart from his membigrébe. He stated yes, very much so.
When asked how often he provided them with his avamey, the applicant explained about
his small business distributing goods from big cames to small shops. The Tribunal asked
the applicant if he routinely gave money to the Qlkfe applicant stated that he paid a
continuing membership fee every month but sometwiean they needed more money he
just gave money. The applicant confirmed he cadi@echoney from other people. When
asked how he went about collecting money from opleeple, the applicant stated it was not
hard for him. He would research the person he whsating from. He would build up a
relationship with them and make sure the persokesfite same language, and had the same
ideas and aim in their heart, and then once he khatrhe would ask for the money. The
Tribunal asked the applicant how long it would téielo this. He stated 2 to 3 months.
When asked how he would identify the people, th#iegnt explained because Oromo had
specific language he could identify from their sgethat they were people he could talk to
and ask whatever he wanted. The Tribunal askedghkcant if he asked people he already
knew or approached strangers whom he researchestatéel most of them he knew. The
Tribunal asked the applicant how they would giva kihe money. He stated once they
believed in the OLF it was very easy to get the eyoiThey would give him cash and after
he had collected all the money he would hand [iP&rson 5] with the name of the person
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who gave it and [Person 5] would take it and laeivould come with a receipt and he
would give the receipt to the person to confirmiti@ney had been given to the OLF. The
applicant stated he would meet [Person 5] everytimbat if he was very busy, he would see
him every 2 months. The Tribunal asked the applibaw often he would approach people
for money. The applicant stated after study or wbey would always discuss about the
money and also other matters. The Tribunal repehte question. He stated that as soon as
he was sure the people were ready to give mon&yohé&l collect it from them. He would go
to different people at different times to get fingh assistance for the OLF. Some people
gave money more than once. The Tribunal askedgpkcant if he spoke to the people he
asked for money about the OLF. He stated they khewvhole story and they wanted to join
the OLF but did not know how. The Tribunal askeel éipplicant about his claims in his
recent statutory declaration of gathering fundsnfiemm NGO manager and asked which
organisation he was from. The applicant statecheiee was [name deleted: s.431(2)] and he
was from [company deleted: s.431(2)] which wasrg ¥f@mous organisation in Ethiopia
which [company information deleted: s.431892)]. Tibunal asked the applicant how
many years he collected money for the OLF. He dtab®ut 15 or 16 years, until he came to
Australia.

The Tribunal spoke to the applicant about his noleecruiting people to the OLF and asked
how many people he recruited to the party apamfiioe 4 people he had named. The
applicant stated it depended. There were some @edpd wanted to join the OLF who he
spoke to and some of them could pay and some of #re unable to pay because they did
not have much money. The Tribunal asked the apyli€he knew how many people he
actually recruited to the OLF. He stated that is\@dong process and it was very hard to
identify who had remained with the OLF. His dutysaa give them advice and the second
person would not know him because that was thencrad their system. Once he recruited
someone, that person was not allowed to know hier #iat. The Tribunal told the applicant
that it did not understand what he was saying. thied it was hard for him to know how
many persons he recruited because it was a lorggsa@and once he recruited someone, the
other person recruited someone else. The reasorthehyrocess was sophisticated was so
that if there was any problem in the chain the oge®ple could not be identified. The
Tribunal asked the applicant what his position wabe chain of recruitment. The applicant
stated recruiting people and establishing finarsti@ngths by raising funds for the OLF. The
Tribunal asked the applicant what exactly he digmvhe recruited people. He stated the first
thing he did was to talk to people and once therewelling to talk he would identify their
needs and values and then he would explain whaééeed from them. The Tribual asked
the applicant what he needed from these peoplstdied that he would look at the people he
recruited to make sure they did not have oppoditityi@es or values.

The Tribunal asked the applicant about his roléectihg information. The applicant stated
that the work he did gave him the opportunity teetrgeople in the hierarchy and in
government and whenever there was information ath@©OLF he would distribute it. The
Tribunal asked the applicant what sort of informathe collected. He stated it was more
securing the OLF in any way. For example, if the@es any decision made by the
government he would have to prevent that actionredf happened. The Tribunal asked the
applicant where he got the information about whatgovernment was planning to do which
effected the OLF. He stated from the media sayanggs about the OLF and also the
politicians who always talked about this so it waas difficult to gain a lot of information
from them. The Tribunal asked the applicant if Bd bontact with members of the
government. He stated he had a connection throisghdrk, which gave him an opportunity
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to meet them. The Tribunal asked the applicant adaould provide the information he
gathered to. He stated he would give the infornmatito[Person 5] straight away. If it was
urgent and an emergency he would send [Persor&j@and he would understand. The
Tribunal asked the applicant if he gave the infdramato [Person 5] verbally or write it
down. He stated that if it was an emergency thelyther own code on the mobile phone and
they would speak their own language which no-ose ebuld understand. If it was not an
emergency he would contact [Person 5] with a loallland he would come to Addis Ababa
and they would discuss it. The Tribunal asked fph@ieant again if he gave the information
to [Person 5] in writing or would he just tell [Ren 5] what he learnt. He stated it was
forbidden to write at that time because they cdndddentified by the government. It was
only discussion. The Tribunal asked the applidame contacted [Person 5] directly. He
stated not directly but indirectly through his fiynHe explained where [Person 5] was
living there was no mobile phone, so he would talkis family and they would call from
their home to the centre where [Person 5] was tlaexl it would take 3 or 4 days for him to
get the information and then [Person 5] would bati on his mobile. The applicant stated
his younger brother was the only one who knew hmwaontact [Person 5]. He could not say
much about whether his brother was a member abttie but he used him to get to [Person
5] all the time.

The Tribunal asked the applicant how often he woodet with his group. The applicant
stated they were living in one town so whenevergheas an issue to discuss they would
meet every week or sometimes every two or threksvé@éhey would meet at a cafeteria at
different places. Sometimes they met at a pladed&deleted: s.431(2)] and sometimes the
[deleted: s.431(2)] cafeteria. The Tribunal askexlapplicant how he and his fellow group
members made arrangements to meet. He statedhdyatriew each other and did not discuss
important issues on the phone. They would justisaylace and the time and then they
would meet there. He confirmed they made all areamgnts over the phone. The Tribunal
asked the applicant if he or his group had any camaation or involvement with any other
OLF groups such as their own. He stated there marey There were times that they
sometimes met but for their safety they did nottmeech. The Tribunal asked what the
reason was for meeting on those occasions thatdideyhe applicant stated to discuss the
freedom of the OLF in the future and the issueactr They would meet the other groups at
lunchtime in a cafeteria or tea room. The last tiraanet with his group was in 1995, 1996
or 1997 in the Ethiopian calendar. The Tribunakaisthe applicant if he only met with his
group up until the period he claimed. He statedesit®97 he saw them often but they were
changing. Some of them were very busy with othemro@dments and other camps. After
1997 they still met, however, the meeting had ckdras another organisation was formed
called CUDP and this organisation was a differenél of their experience and so they all
connected to that and that was how they met agaim.Tribunal asked the applicant again
when he stopped meeting the people in his groustiéted they never stopped meeting.

The Tribunal asked the applicant who made the genaents for him to get a membership
card for the OLF. The applicant stated that [Pefjaid. The Tribunal noted that in his
recent statement he discussed a pledge which heohakie when he received his identity
card from [Person 5] He stated that he swore withispower, honesty and dignity to
honestly serve the organisation with all his helne Tribunal asked the applicant the names
of any of the prominent leaders of the OLF. Héeestdhere were a lot but he mentioned
Colonel Matagolo and Colonel Denge who were locatethe border of Kenya The Tribunal
asked the applicant if he knew the name of the éor@hairman of the OLF who was now in



60.

61.

62.

63.

exile. He stated that he knew his name but coutdemember it at the moment. This person
had changed his name.

The Tribunal asked the applicant when he wasdiesained. The applicant stated it was in
January 2001 in the Western calendar. Two goverhswdiers and police from the police
department came to his home and took him by cafrapdsoned him. They took him away
handcuffed and he had a very bad experience. Témag ¢o his home at night time, at 5:00
o’clock in the morning, before it became day. Heswahis pyjamas and did not know
anything. They surrounded his house and knockdusdoor. He opened the door in his
pyjamas and he did not know what was happeningvéteshocked and almost lost control

of himself. He saw a lot of guns in his face Theghed and abused him and then took him to
the car. They took him to prison and asked hint aflguestions from time to time. The
Tribunal asked the applicant if they came intohHdsse. He stated that they did. Once they
entered the house some of them started searchihgoame of them stayed with him and he
could not talk. The Tribunal asked the applicanemehhe was whilst they searched his home.
He stated that after they pointed the gun at lus,fthey took him out to the veranda and he
waited there. Once they finished searching his éoiliey abused him and pushed him and
took him to the car.

The applicant stated that he was taken to the brighde police station in Addis Ababa. He
was detained for 6 months. He was not chargedieytasked him different questions for 6
months. They asked him about himself and told hémvas nobody. The Tribunal asked the
applicant what the police thought he was involvedHe stated that they mentioned
frequently that he was an OLF member and servittiegOLF. The Tribunal asked the
applicant if anyone else associated with his gefained. He stated only one other,
Solomon. The applicant stated that he could noereber when he was released. The
Tribunal asked the applicant if there were any domts attached to his release. The
applicant stated the reason why he was releasetiecasise they did not get any information
or documents on him. The Tribunal repeated thetouredHe stated they just called him and
told him to go home. He asked them the reason \ehyad been detained and asked him if he
wanted to stay or go home. The Tribunal asked pipiicant if he ever had to go back to the
police station at any stage. He stated no.

After he was released from detention, the applistated that he started his small business
with food items and garments. He stayed in Addial#&b The Tribunal asked the applicant
when he started his construction business. Hedstas after he collected money from his
small business, he also obtained some money fremdection method in Ethiopia called
acouk, and then he began his construction busikiesbegan the construction business in
1994 in the Ethiopian calendar.

The Tribunal asked the applicant if he continuedrigage in activities for the OLF. The
applicant stated that he did it even more powerfiWith all his power he tried to recruit
people. The Tribunal asked the applicant when aksexl he was under surveillance. The
applicant explained that construction building wasks respected and a high level kind of
work. He had a lot of networks with many people aadld gain a lot of money and that was
the reason why he was being followed and thoughtdsebeing monitored. Their fear was
that he would become rich and he was Oromo. Thicapp stated that he was followed by
government security officers straight after he wedsased from detention because they
wanted to get documents or any evidence againstThe Tribunal asked the applicant how
often he was followed. He stated it was hard fam to explain because they always changed
their faces and used different methods. The Tribasleed the applicant how he managed to
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engage in OLF activities more powerfully and recnaore people if he was under
surveillance by the government security officers.dthted as soon as he was released from
detention that was when he used all his power atdlief was even stronger.

The Tribunal asked the applicant when he was netdimmed. The applicant stated it was in
July 2004 in the Western calendar. They came ogamand surrounded his house. They
knocked on the door and took him. The applicanfiooed they entered the house. In the
normal way they did, they surrounded the houseaasngbon as he opened the door the put
their guns around him and they searched the howgséak him. They took him to the [local]
police station. They came to his house at the sameeon this occasion as this was the
normal time that people were in deep sleep in disry. He confirmed it was 5:00am The
applicant stated that he was detained for 3 weeétsvas not charged. The police asked him
the same questions, particularly whether he wasmalmer of the OLF and what activities he
engaged in He denied being a member or engagipglitical activities. The Tribunal asked
the applicant if there were any conditions attadiodais release this time. He stated that they
told him the same thing, that he had to go homey®&sked him questions every 3 days and
told him they would get him back. The Tribunal atkiee applicant if he was required to
report to the police station after he was reledsed detention. He stated no. While he was
there he asked why he had been detained and tlielyito to go home. They did not ask him
to come back again. He then realised they were toramg him. The Tribunal asked the
applicant if he had to do anything to facilitate helease. He stated that they asked him to
confess that he was an OLF member but he alwaysdl#éns. They wanted him to support
their party. They did not arrange anything for hifmen they released him. The Tribunal
asked the applicant if he had to pay them any mareysaid he did not have to pay any
money.

The Tribunal asked the applicant if he had any lerab with the authorities between his first
arrest in January 2001 and this arrest in July 2084 applicant stated that he had not been
imprisoned but that did not mean he did not haweather problems. He had suffered a lot.
The Tribunal asked the applicant if he had anyidgalwith the authorities between those
two arrests. He stated he did have connections; iMeee Oromos who were like double
agents because they were working for the governméety did not know he was working

for the OLF. The Tribunal asked the applicant why police came and searched his home
and arrested him after such a long period aftemitial arrest if they suspected he was an
OLF member and were monitoring him as he claimée. dpplicant stated even though they
knew he was an OLF member they did not get anymeaots or information from him
personally. They had hoped to find him in a compsimgy position.

The Tribunal asked the applicant what he did dfeewas released from detention in July
2004. The applicant stated after his second deteht was doing the same job recruiting
people and fundraising. He confirmed his business still operating and he was doing
contracts mostly with NGOs and private companieswds excluded from government jobs.
The applicant confirmed he was still under suraeitle. He would see similar faces and due
to work and other involvement he always suspicmiyseople.

The Tribunal asked the applicant when he first becaterested in the Coalition for Unity
and Democracy Party or CUD. The applicant statedhg in 1997 in the Ethiopian calendar.
He became a member in the same year. The Tribskatldhe applicant what made him
become interested in CUD. He stated CUD was th# ngpvement to change the
government. He explained CUD was an organisatioctwivas established by all the
opposition parties against the government regasdiesace. The reason he entered this



68.

69.

70.

71.

organisation was because the current regime hasicast attitude to his people and other
people. The Tribunal asked the applicant if anyamgroached him to become a member of
CUD. He stated that Pastor Tsehay Tedesse rechiitedl'hey practised the same religion.
The applicant stated he was involved in a distriédied [deleted: s.431(2)]. He did not hold
an official position. The role he had was to dpemple from place to place, place posters
and flyers, and produce more advertising for thedCMany people knew him including
people in the hierarchy. Therefore he was venplasso the government could identify who
he was. The Tribunal asked the applicant if he avasrdinary member of the CUD. He
stated he was just a member but he had a speuaitfyc d

The Tribunal asked the applicant when the CUD wa®i&éd. The applicant stated the year
before he became involved. It asked him if he ktfepolitical parties which comprised the
CUD. He stated the event was in Mexico square amditeds of people gathered and they
established it. The Tribunal repeated the queskienstated MAD, EDUPA, Harare group
and Oromo group but not the OLF. It was a grougedor local Oromo change and Dr Mara
Gudina was the leader. The Tribunal asked the eguiwhen he engaged in the activities he
previously described. He stated in 1997 in thedftian calendar or 2005 in the Western
calendar, before the elections. The Tribunal askedpplicant if he was active outside of
election periods. He stated after that all the memkvere imprisoned and people died. More
than 60,000 people were imprisoned and everyondédele from their homes. He explained
that was the governments’ strategy to identify wias against the government.

The Tribunal asked the applicant when he was t@tisg people, where did he take them.
The applicant stated it was the same purpose asheltdid; to print papers and accomplish
every aspect that affected the duties. He wasrhepzrson who had a car and he tried to
help them. When he did anything to support theygagtwould have a flag on his car. He
engaged in transporting people until the electidmdid this activity at different times. The
Tribunal queried how he managed to engage in thetbaties as well as run his business. He
stated there were people under him. He controfpedific things and the rest of the things he
would look to others to finalise. The Tribunal agkbe applicant if he actually did the

driving or was it one of his employees who usedchimpany’s vehicles to transport the
people and material. He stated it was his car adrbwve it.

The Tribunal asked the applicant if other thangpamting people around and pasting posters,
did he engage in any other activities during tleet®@bn period for CDU. The applicant stated
that was the only duty he had. The Tribunal quenbdther he did any campaigning for the
candidate in his district. He stated that was tlnmart of it. He explained that there were
not many candidates in his district and his goa Wwehave Pastor Tsehay Taddese elected
and he was fully involved in achieving this. Hetethwhen campaigning for the Pastor they
made posters and announced his name everywheguaht name everywhere. The
Tribunal asked the applicant if he spoke to peapleut the Pastor. He stated most of the
time he spoke to people and called people for @ingeand distributed information. The
Tribunal asked the applicant what he spoke to dopje about. The applicant stated their
major aim was to tell people the current governmeag hopeless, not fair, and there was no
justice, and they were executing innocent peoplhegovernment had to be removed. The
Tribunal asked the applicant when the election \asstated 2005 in the Western calendar,
in September, which was the first month of the &tkan calendar. All he could remember
well was that it was in 2005 in the Australian calar and then after that he fled the country.

The Tribunal asked the applicant what changes Ckdlpgsed to introduce and what other
campaign promises they made during the electi@®05. The applicant stated that CUD
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condemned all injustice, racism and inequalityetiognised that what was needed was a
government which would provide equal opportunitgt@ryone and establish a country with
a government which did not believe in guns and pdwe freedom. He stated that there were
a lot of issues and proposals but these were sbneeTribunal asked the applicant what the
result was in the seat which he was campaigningferstated CUD won the election. As
soon as the government realised they had won di@eted galvanising the whole nation and
holding people in prison. They said the electisgutehad been sabotaged and they made it
harsh for everyone. He claimed during that savatjeramany people died on the street and
it was a very scary moment. He did not leave himé&dor 3 days. He could not explain how
severe the situation was. The Tribunal asked tpécmt what happened to the Pastor. He
stated the pastor was imprisoned since that timen Evhen he arrived in Australia he was
still in prison, as well as all CUD official memiseiThe Tribunal asked the applicant who the
Pastor’s rival EPRDF candidate was. The applicadtdifficulty answering the question and
the Tribunal had to rephrase it on numerous ocnaside finally stated it was Kasohay
Tsegai.

The Tribunal asked the applicant if he experieram@gdproblems during the election period
because of his activities in support of CUD. Thplaant stated there was a lot of
condemnation and warnings from supporters of thposition. They used very strong and
bad words and swore a lot but they handled thdsatgins. The Tribunal noted that he had
claimed that he and his family were verbally abused intimidated. He stated police officers
from the government were responsible. The Tribasked the applicant when this happened.
He stated that they came and did all the pushimgwing things and his family had been
victim of this process. The Tribunal noted thatlae raised the intimidation and verbal
abuse of him and his family in relation to his Cdg&livities so the Tribunal asked the
applicant again if he and his family were subjedteohtimidation and verbal abuse around
the time of the election in 2005. He stated thaytimmediately took people to the
concentration camp whenever it was discoveredalpgrson was against the government
and then they executed everyone. That reason awalitgmade everything difficult, for
example they thought they were against the govenhar&l that was why they became
victims. The Tribunal asked the applicant what sbihtimidation he and his family were
subjected to around the time of the election inR2®{e stated at soon as the police came they
surrounded the house. They knocked on the doohamgened it. They came in and locked
his children in one room. They held him and pushiedand abuse him badly and took him
in to the police station. The applicant’'s advisgeijected to submit that the applicant
appeared to not understand the Tribunal’'s questimhwas confusing this with the incidents
he had already discussed in relation to his OLndaThe Tribunal noted that it had asked
the applicant a number of times, in different waglsput his experiences in 2005 during the
election. The adviser submitted the she did naoiktktiie applicant was trying to fabricate or
avoid answering but he clearly was not understanttia question and she did not know why
this was. The adviser stated that she intendedate@raubmissions in relation to the
applicant’'s mental health at the conclusion offtearing. The Tribunal suggested that she
may wish to address any of these concerns in HEeswent submissions.

The Tribunal asked the applicant if he engagedinpmlitical activities after the 2005

election. The applicant stated that after the 281@6tion he and other political involvement
ceased. No-one could do anything as the govenrooenitolled everything. The Tribunal
repeated the question, asking the applicant tosfocuhimself and whether he engaged in any
political activities either for the CUD or the OLHe stated he could not although he wanted
to because it was a very dangerous time. The Tailbasked the applicant if he experienced
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any difficulties after the election in 2005. Thephgant stated that he was imprisoned after
the elections, in September 2005. The Tribunal ke applicant if, after the election in
May 2005 and before he was imprisoned in Septe2®@35, he had any problems. He stated
he could not live with full rights. He could not gat or get to work as he was identified as
an involved person. The Tribunal asked the appliodrere he was living. He stated at a
friend place far away from where he lived, callealiK He went there as soon as the election
was finished and they started executing peopleratdim because he believed he would be
next. He stayed only with this friend and his fdenfamily, for around 3 weeks and then he
went back home. During the 3 weeks he was thedkcheot see his family but his wife
visited him sometimes. From then he continuedag sbme. The Tribunal asked the
applicant what happened to his business afterléoti@n in 2005. The applicant stated that
there was no work at all after the election.

The Tribunal asked the applicant what happened wikenas arrested again in September
2005. The applicant stated they came to his hordénandcuffed him and took him after
bashing his family. They also mentioned that hewwadpons hidden and that was why the
searched his home. His children and wife were grgind he was helpless, just waiting to see
what would happen to him. The Tribunal asked th@iegnt where he was whilst they
searched his house. He stated that he was on tiedad, just outside the door so he could
see through. After they finished searching his botl®ey pushed him and threw him in the
car. They took him to the [local] police statiorddre was detained for 3 weeks. The Tribunal
asked the applicant if he was told why he had liketained. He stated that they were saying
he was against the current government thereforeebded to be evicted or charged. The
Tribunal asked the applicant if he was chargedstdted they asked him lots of questions
after that but they did not ask him anything eldee Tribunal repeated the question. He
stated there were no charges. The Tribunal asledgplicant if there were any conditions
attached to his release. He stated that he dikmtv why he was released. The Tribunal
asked the applicant if he was required to returthégpolice station and report to them after
his release. He stated they asked him to comedlaubst every day and sign some papers
until he left the country.

The Tribunal asked the applicant if he could explahy the police released him after 3
weeks given that this was the third time he hadhla@eested and he was now suspected of
not only being associated with the OLF, which wasescribed group, but also the CUD and
plotting against the government, which is a veryoses matter. Given the country
information which has been provided by your presiadvisers about the crackdown on
CUD or suspected CUD members and supporters fallpwie May 2005 elections, as well
as your alleged profile as someone of interestecauthorities, it is difficult to accept that he
would be released without charges and merely plane@porting conditions if he had been
accused of activities which were a threat to tlggnne. The applicant stated that he had a
high suspicion on the third imprisonment. When &é heen imprisoned when he supported
the OLF it was only in the middle stage but ondtuccasion they actually saw him when he
had placed the flyers. The third time they reledsadit was very easy to capture him when
he was signing the papers and that was how theyatlea him. He then realised it was very
easy to be killed like any other politician so leeided he had to flee from his country. That
was why he asked the Australian government fovibe.

The Tribunal asked the applicant what happened baagas released from detention in
2005. The applicant stated his business was paihlgnce the election in 2005 his business
had stopped and it had never resumed operationTiilhenal asked the applicant when he
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applied for his visa to travel to Australia. Hetsthit did not take even a month. They gave it
to him quickly. He received the visa [in] May. Heutd not remember when he filled out the
forms but it was a month or 2 before the visa wastgd. The Tribunal asked the applicant
what he had to do to organise the visa to comeutgralia. He stated someone sent him a
tourist visa application from Australia and heddlout the form and sent it to the Embassy in
Kenya The Tribunal asked the applicant how he gopassport. He stated that he did not get
it legally. He spent $10,000 BIR in order to get gassport. He stated that there were people
within Immigration who helped people to get theaspports illegally. He met the person who
assisted him indirectly, through other people. ldeegthis person his picture and a few days
later he brought the passport home.

The Tribunal asked the applicant if he was arreatgdn. The applicant stated yes, the last
time was for 12 hours. He stated they were verg twgre was a weapon inside his house and
they wanted him to confess. The applicant statatttiis happened in January 2006 in the
Western calendar. They came to his home. The Taibasked the applicant if they had a
search warrant or papers from the Court when theyecto his home. He stated no. They did
not show him that they were allowed to search. Thslyknocked on the door and entered
the house. Once they finished searching they taokamd detained him for 12 hours. They
asked him questions, five to six times, becausg\were sure there were some weapons and
documents in his house. They threatened to keeprhpmson forever. The Tribunal asked
the applicant why they only detained him for 12 tsowhen in the past they had held him for
3 weeks and the first time for 6 months, and nosy tlvere threatening to keep him in prison
forever. He stated that they wanted to releasesliithey could see his movements as they
thought they could find something to do with theapens. The Tribunal asked the applicant
if he had to report to the police station aftemias released. He stated yes.

The Tribunal asked the applicant when he learmd&®on a police hit list. The applicant
stated he saw a similar face during his movemergsyerhere. The Tribunal noted that he
had claimed that a particular person had told hiat his name was on a police hit list. The
applicant stated it was a very tense time for fAihvere was lots of worry and the tension was
so high. He realised due to the three times hebkad imprisoned, the monitoring process,
and with people dying all the time, that he wasagolice hit list. The applicant stated he
was told by [name deleted: s.431(2)] that he waa bt list. [Name deleted: s.431(2)] had a
friendship with a police commissioner.

The Tribunal asked the applicant how he came tovidferson 3] The applicant stated that
after he received his visa, he called the persom lvetd sponsored him just to talk to him but
this person said he did not know him and hung epptione. He explained he [information
about Person 3 deleted: s.431(2)] spoke to heneasvas an Oromo. He explained almost
everything to her and that he was wanted in Ethidde asked if she would help him by
receiving him if he came to Australia. The Tribunaked the applicant what her reaction was
to his request given that he was a complete straargefor all she knew, a dangerous person.
He stated there was no barrier when he spoke tbdwause he was Oromo and a born-again
Christian. They had a lot in common, as the sameo$ohings had happened to her so it was
easy for him to talk to her. The applicant stateat {Person 3] did not answer his request as
soon as he called her. She told him that she waallhim back and she called about half an
hour later.

The Tribunal asked the applicant how he managel@part through the airport in Ethiopia if
his name was on a government hit list. The applistated that a guy he knew worked in the
exit visa department. He spoke to him at his honteasked for his help. He managed to get
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this person’s timetable so when he was working haaged to leave through the airport. He
did not leave legally, like a normal person. Thitinal put to the applicant if he was on a
government hit list, given that he departed thentgquon a passport in his own name, this
was a substantial risk this person was taking Bisasg him to leave. The applicant stated
that this person was living in his cousin’s aredasdnew him and his problem. This person
was the only one who sat in the box so there wastmer person involved and he knew what
the plan was. He wanted to help him and was songidnd understood the risk.

The applicant stated his business was closed. Tibar&al asked the applicant if anything
had happened to his family in Ethiopia since headiepl the country. The applicant stated
when he stopped reported they realised he wasrooha so they took his wife to prison.
Soon after people who knew him and his wife wernth®police station where she was being
held and spoke to the police and because they kbhddsen they decided to release his wife.
While his wife was detained she was asked whemgdseand she told them she did not
know. The applicant stated that his wife had alstidkd to become a refugee because her
life was at risk because of him. She wanted to reneerself from the country and go to
Kenya. The Tribunal asked the applicant if his wiél gone to Kenya He stated no. The
Tribunal asked the applicant when his wife was nakethe police station. He stated it was
after he came to Australia He did not know how laftgr. As soon as he travelled, within a
week she was detained and she was held for 2 @ihgsapplicant stated that his wife had
only been imprisoned once. After that the policgagis came and moved around the area and
looked around the house. He presumed the police menitoring her because they did not
know where he was and hoped he may be around to.

The Tribunal asked the applicant why he had novided any details about his association
with [Person 5] until his recent statutory declematwhich the Tribunal received 3 days ago.
The applicant stated that he had been telling titmial everything he had been asked. The
Tribunal asked the applicant again why he had reitianed [Person 5] in any of the other
statutory declarations he had made to the Depattarehthe first Tribunal and he only
mentioned it in the statutory declaration the Tnidlureceived 3 days ago. He stated that
maybe he had not been questioned. When the Trilashkald him about this question, he
mentioned him. He always followed the questions.

The Tribunal put to the applicant in his statutdeglaration that was attached to his
protection visa application and in his statutorgldeation submitted to the first Tribunal [in]
November 2006, he had claimed that it was his lergferson 1] who was asked by his
colleagues in the OLF to ask him to join them aadhad described how he had posted a
photo to his brother and he sent him the membersdrigh. However, this was inconsistent
with the information in his recent statutory deataosn and the evidence he had provided the
Tribunal today, which was that it was [Person 5pwiacruited him and got him his
membership card. The applicant stated it was tha,[Person 5] was the one who took the
pictures and got the cards. The Tribunal explathatlit was putting this information to him
because this discrepancy in his evidence as toh@ojwined the OLF and who arranged his
membership card, in addition to the fact [Persohds] been mentioned for the first time very
late in the process, raised some concerns aboutelility of the claims regarding his
membership of the OLF. The applicant stated thedlieved there was no difference.
[Person 5] was the one who contacted him throubgbrdamily members and he was the one
who took the pictures and went to one of the bartieiget the photo ID for them.

The Tribunal put to the applicant that it also Badhe difficulty with the fact that he had
provided such in-depth detail about his dealingh \Werson 5] over a period of some 16
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years but he had never made any reference to hihthia very late stage in the process.
Further, it appeared much of the information heihatlided in this recent statutory
declaration had been provided to bolster his clandsto fill in the gaps or deficiencies in

his case which had been identified by the delegatkthe first Tribunal, such as his narrative
of the structure of the OLF. Both the delegate fanstl Tribunal found his knowledge of the
OLF to be lacking yet he had now explained itscttie in Ethiopia and overseas. The
applicant stated during the 16 years with [Perdahéy had a lot of experiences together.
Even though he had a 16 year relationship with lmencould only say what he has been asked
about [Person 5] He had never stopped saying angy#dbout [Person 5]. Whenever he was
asked anything about [Person 5], he answered ithd€pe applicant stated that secondly,
the OLF was a very big organisation, however tihgmnisation could not function within the
initial government. OLF was a big organisation,dioning underground and he had a lot to
say about the organisation. As it had a wide stinectit was hard for him to explain. The
Tribunal noted that it did not need him to provateexplanation at this point.

The Tribunal discussed with the applicant’s advikerfact that there were a number of
inconsistencies which it had identified and that Tmibunal was not intending to use
S.424AA to consider them with the applicant. It kxped that it intended to outline the
inconsistencies that it had identified so far anggested that it may be more beneficial for
the applicant to respond to those inconsistenniegiting, after he received a 424A letter
from the Tribunal, having more time to consider ithfermation and the benefit of her
assistance. The adviser agreed that this wouldbdst and faired method by which to
proceed. This was also explained to the applidaough the interpreter. The adviser
indicated that during the break the applicant leadembered the name of the OLF leader
which the Tribunal had discussed with him earlrethie hearing. He stated the first one was
Loncho Leta and the second name was Dawed Ibsa.

The Tribunal put to the applicant the inconsistesavhich it had identified. Firstly, the
Tribunal noted that in relation to the first arrgstlanuary 2001 he had claimed today the
police came to his home at 5:00am but in previatmmation provided by him he had
claimed that it was 11:00pm when the police cant@ddome. The applicant stated it was
the same time and the difference was a resultaiflems in translation, as 11 was 5 in
Ethiopian time. The applicant stated that he hahlwe Australia for 3 years and he had
suffered a lot of mental trauma and he could nptax the desperate situation he was in
with his wife and children in Ethiopia and he hardustralia. The Tribunal noted that also
in relation to that first arrest he had claimedhie hearing today that he was released without
any conditions but previously he had claimed he wexpuired to report the police after his
release.

The Tribunal noted that the applicant had previpakimed that after he was released from
the first detention in 2001, he went to Negele Baarad stayed there with his family to
recover from the detention. However in the heatotay he claimed he stayed in Addis
Ababa after he was released from detention.

In relation to the second arrest in July 2004, Tthbunal put to the applicant that previously
he paid a “bail” of $25,000 BIR to facilitate hislease. However, in the hearing today he
claimed he did not have to pay any money.

The Tribunal noted that in relation to the electpmmiod in 2005, there was some confusion
in the applicant’s evidence. The Tribunal noted tha election was in May 2005 and the
applicant claimed in the hearing today that he veswot stayed with some friends soon after
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the election for a period of 3 weeks and then h&med home. However, previously he
claimed to be in hiding for a longer period and ti@returned home to see his family in
September 2005 and was arrested at that time.

The Tribunal noted in relation to the January 266tntion, he had previously claimed that
the police had come to his home with papers fraenCburt to arrest and search his home.
However, in the hearing today he had claimed thegdid not have any papers. He had also
claimed today that his wife had only been detamedne occasion since he departed the
country. Yet he had previously claimed she had lhaleen twice to the police station and
interrogated and detained.

The Tribunal noted that in relation to the actestithat he had claimed to engage in with the
OLF, his role in recruiting new members was raigely later in the process. Further, in
relation to his role of passing on informationte OLF, he had claimed in the hearing with
the first Tribunal that he passed the informatiwat he obtained through letters. However, in
his recent statutory declaration and in the headgy, he claimed that he passed on the
information he gathered verbally to [Person 5].

The Tribunal reiterated that given the number sfies that existed and the fact that the
hearing had been going for some time, it was fdivat he be given time to consider these
issues and then respond. The Tribunal explainadtth@uld write to him with all this
information and how it was relevant to his case thieth he would have time to consider this
information and consult with his adviser, and thespond. The Tribunal also invited the
adviser to make any submission she wished in time sasponse.

[In] February 2009, the Tribunal wrote to the apaiit, in accordance with s424A of the Act,
with the following information for his comment:

- Up until the statutory declaration you submitted[date] December 2008 to the
Tribunal you had claimed that you had become a reemobthe OLF in 1996 in the
statutory declarations submitted with your protattvisa application and the first
Tribunal. However in the statutory declaration sitted to the Tribunal on [date]
December 2008 and in the hearing you claimed ymegbthe OLF when you were
19 years old, which was 1986.

This information is relevant because the inconsisten the evidence you provided
in relation to when you actually joined the OLFses doubt you were a member of
the OLF as you claimed and subject to your commenotdd lead the Tribunal to
find that you do not face a real chance of persawcutt you returned to Ethiopia for
reason of your membership of the OLF.

- In the statutory declaration that was attachegbtor protection visa application and
in your statutory declaration submitted to thetfirgbunal on [date] November 2006
you claimed that it was your brother [Person 1] wias asked by his colleagues in
the OLF to ask you to join them and you describad {iou had posted a photo to
your brother and he sent you the membership cavdieMer, in the statutory
declaration submitted to the Tribunal on [date] €aber 2008 and in the hearing you
gave evidence that you joined the OLF throughemnttiof your brother's named
[Person 5] and that [Person 5] collected photgphi®o and completed membership
form and delivered them to the OLF administratiartlee Kenyan border and then
delivered it to you a few months later.



This information is relevant because the substadiff@rence in your evidence as to
who recruited you to the OLF and arranged for yaembership card raises serious
doubts that you were in fact a member of the OLdFsubject to your comments,
could lead the Tribunal to find that you do notdacreal chance of persecution if you
returned to Ethiopia for reason of your membersiighne OLF.

- In the statutory declaration attached to youtgution visa application you claimed
that when you joined the OLF you limited your aitids to providing material and
financial assistance. In the statutory declaragigomitted to the first Tribunal on
[date] November 2006 you claimed that the actisiyieu engaged in for the OLF
was to raise money and follow city media reporsuithe OLF's struggle and pass
that information on. In your statutory declaratgubmitted to the Tribunal on [date]
December 2008 and in the hearing with the Tribuyal, claimed you were also
responsible for recruiting members.

This information is relevant because the discrejeario your evidence as to the type
of activities you engaged in support of the OLKeaidoubts that you were an active
member of the OLF and subject to your commentsiddead the Tribunal to find
that you do not face a real chance of persecutigoui returned to Ethiopia for
reason of your membership of the OLF.

- In relation to your first arrest in January 26@L claimed in your statutory
declaration submitted with your protection visalaggpion that the authorities turned
up at your home one night at about 11:00pm andythatvere locked in one
bedroom with your children and a guard while thikcgeosearched your place. You
claimed you were detained for 6 months and releagthdut charge on [date] June
2001 but were subject to reporting conditions. Heevein the hearing with this
Tribunal you claimed the police came to your hom®&:@0am and you were kept out
on the verandah while they searched your home.afsmclaimed after you were
released you did not have to go back to the pgliagon.

This information is relevant because the inconsisten your evidence as to what
time the police came to your home, where you wept whilst the police searched
your home and the conditions attached to your selé@m detention raises concerns
about the credibility of your claim that you wemgested in January 2001 and subject
to your comments, could lead the Tribunal to ddbbse claims.

- In the statutory declaration you submitted wittulyprotection visa application you
claimed that after you were released from the fledention in 2001, you went to
Negele Boren and stayed there with you family tover from the detention.
However in the hearing you claimed that after y@lease you stayed in Addis
Ababa and started your small business.

This information is relevant because the discrepamgour evidence as to what you
did after you were released from detention in 2G0des serious doubts that you
were arrested in January 2001.

- In relation to your second arrest in July 2002y glaimed in your statutory
declaration attached to your protection visa apgihn that after payment of $25,000
you were released from detention. However, in #ring before this Tribunal you
claimed you did not have to pay any money.



This information is relevant because the inconsistén your evidence as to whether
you had to pay any money prior to your release fdetention in July 2004 raises
serious doubts that you were in fact detained iy 2004.

- In relation to the election period in 2005, ydaimed in the hearing before this
Tribunal that you went and stayed with some friesmtsn after the election for a
period of 3 weeks and then returned home and wastad. However, the election
was in May 2005 and you had previously indicategaur statutory declaration
attached to your protection visa application that were in hiding for a longer

period and that it was during one of the occaswimsn you returned home to see you
family that you were arrested, in September 20@& Mirther claimed that when the
police came you were locked in a room with youtdren. Yet, in the hearing you
stated that you were kept on the verandah whilkegdfice searched your home.

This information is relevant because the discrepamgour evidence as to when and
how long you stayed with friends following the dlen in 2005 and when you were
arrested raises serious concerns as to whetheagtoally were active during the
2005 election and were arrested in September 20@5wabject to your comments,
could lead the Tribunal to doubt your claims.

-In relation to the January 2006 detention, yaineéd in your statutory declaration
attached to your protection visa application thatpolice came to your home with
papers they told you were from the High Court testrand search your home.
However, in the hearing before this Tribunal yoairoled the police did not have any
papers — no search warrant or court documents.

This information is relevant because the discrepamgour evidence as to whether
the police had any court document in their poseasaithorising the search of your
home and your arrest raises serious doubts thatvgos detained in January 2006 as
you claim.

- You also claimed in the hearing before this Tniiuthat your wife had only been
detained on one occasion since you departed thdrgotiowever, you had
previously claimed in your statutory declaratiotaeled to your protection visa
application and the statutory declaration submittetthe first Tribunal on [date]
November 2006 that she had been taken twice tpdhee station and interrogated
and detained.

This information is relevant because the discrepamgour evidence as to the
number of times your wife had been detained aratriogated after your departure
from Ethiopia raises serious doubts that she has lefact detained by the police or
that you are of any interest to the authorities.

94. The Tribunal received the following response fréma applicant [in] April 2009:

Re: Invitation to comment on information pursuanst424A of the Migration Act:
[name] - RRT case number 0806155

| have responded below to each of the issues yisel irayour letter of [date]
February, 2009 which you have identified as a nedspaffirming the decision under
review.

When the applicant joined the OLF

There are a number of inconsistencies with datefyding dates which are not
central to the applicant's claims. It is submitieat a number of inconsistencies in



dates may be attributable to mistakes in trangidtiom the Ethiopian to the Western
Calendar, made by the applicant or the interpreted,may also reflect lapses in
concentration which, owing to his mental state,applicant may have been prone to.
The applicant's mental state is described in than8ation House report dated [date]
November 2006 and was clearly disturbed by hignetic past. A recent report has
been provided by the applicant's General Pracétiovhich describes his ongoing
mental health problems (this report is attached).

| submit that in this context little weight shoudd given to inconsistent dates, and
that a better guide to the veracity of the applisaciaims can be found in the
consistency of his central claims. The statutogialation of [date] December 2008
contains a detailed account of his joining the OE&tlier accounts omit this detail,
but are broadly consistent with the later statement

Who assisted the applicant to join the OLF.

In the statutory declaration of [date] June 20@6applicant stated regarding
obtaining an OLF membership card that "I posted [tiva brother] a photo and he
sent me back the card". In his statutory declamagdigdate] November 2006, the
applicant stated that "[M]y brother [Person 1] vaamember and his colleagues in the
OLF asked him to ask me to join". In the statutdeglaration of [date] December
2008 it is stated that a friend of the applicanmt&ther, [Person 5], asked the applicant
to join the OLF and at the hearing the applicaatest that [Person 5] organised and
delivered the membership card. There are minomisistencies in these accounts, in
particular in relation to who actually organised firocuring of the card, but also a
significant consistency - the brother and his fi@rere both involved with the OLF
and involved in the applicant's recruitment.

The applicant's activities as a member of the OLF

In the statutory declaration of [date] December@@ applicant stated that the
duties of the OLF group he belonged to were "touieanembers, collect money and
gather information”. In the statutory declaratidridate] November 2006 he stated
his duties were to raise money for the OLF andlo the city media reports.
There is no inconsistency here; at most the apglidial not mention the recruiting
activity in the earlier statement, but the latatestnent is with respect to the group
rather than himself. The later statutory declaratitakes it clear that his primary
activity was revenue raising: "At the meetings weided what each of us should do.
It was decided that | would raise money for theanigation” (para 30).

The events surrounding the applicant's arrest inuzay 2001.

Two points are pertinent with respect to the incsiracy between the account of the
applicant's arrest in the statutory declaratiofdate] June 2006 and the information
provided at the hearing. The first is that the ¢weas occasioned by considerable
distress and may not be remembered entirely aatyrdthe Foundation House
report indicates that the applicant finds memooidsis traumatic experiences very
distressing. Secondly, it is submitted that theitkd account of his detention at
paragraph 42-43 of the [date] December 2008 statdieclaration, combined with
the psychological evidence of his traumatised s&iiteuld weigh heavily in favour of
finding that the applicant was in fact detainedr €lient instructs that he was kept in
the bedroom with the children for a few minutegnttiaken outside. He concedes that
because he was very distressed at the time his mdorgrecise details of the event
is not good.



The events following the applicant's release fratendtion in 2001.

At the hearing the applicant neglected to mentiengeriod of recuperation he spent
with his family and moves directly to speaking afne business he subsequently
established. In both the original statutory dedlarsand the statutory declaration of
[date] December 2008 (para 43) the applicant stagespent time with his parents to
recuperate after the first detention. He instrtizd$ he spent a few weeks in Addis
Ababa with his wife and children and then went &ghlle Borena to recuperate with
his parents. He instructs that after the stay highparents, he became involved in his
business pursuits.

Whether the applicant paid authorities upon higasle after his second detention in
July 2004.

The applicant stated that he paid money prior iodoeeleased after his second
detention in his first statutory declaration (pag. At the hearing he denied that he
had been paid money. Our client instructs thatwlsis a mistake, he did in fact pay
money prior to being released, to an amount of 88000 birr.

The events following the election in 2005 and itméng of the applicant's arrest.

The statutory declaration of [date] June 2006 iaidis that the applicant was arrested
on [date] September 2005. At the hearing he stategas arrested in September
2005. When the applicant stated that he was imgiftir 3 weeks with a friend, it
does not appear that this period of time was irgdrid indicate the full length of

time between the election and the arrest. He iostithat he attempted to avoid the
authorities throughout the post election periode Thibunal had already indicated
that the election was in May and the applicant $ead the arrest was in September.
With respect to the details of the events that mecuduring the arrest, it is again
submitted that owing to the traumatic nature of thient, the applicant may not have
a precise recollection of what occurred.

Whether the applicant was served with warrantsaurtpapers prior to the
applicant's detention in January 2006

The applicant stated in the statutory declaratiddate] June 2006 that the police
carried papers when they searched his house irmadaR006 but at the hearing
responded to the question - did they have "anyngapethis occasion?" - by saying
"they searched but got no court reports" and "thsiypushed and entered". This
appears to be an inconsistency. However the applioade it clear in this statutory
declaration that he was not served with papersttangolice would not give him a
copy of the papers (para 54), and it is likelyhat hearing he was referring to
receiving papers. Our client instructs that hesdid that the police were carrying
court papers, but was not permitted to read them.

The number of times the applicant's wife has loe¢ained since the applicant left
Ethiopia.

At the hearing the applicant stated that his wédd heen detained for 2 days by the
police about a week after he left Ethiopia. He thaid in response to the Tribunal's
guestion about how many times she had been detditadshe had never been
detained in prison, and then agreed with a furtjuesstion that she had been detained
once. The applicant appears uncertain here asethehimprisonment or arrest with
police custody is being referred to. In the statutteclarations, the applicant did not
say his wife was detained twice, rather that shetaken to the police station and
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interrogated twice (para 62, [date] June 2006; gdrddate] November 2006); on
one occasion she was detained from Friday to Manalayhe other she was released
the same day (para 23, [date] November 2006).pbssible that at the hearing the
applicant did not regard the latter arrest as vingl his wife being "detained".

The adviser claimed in the response that a repart the applicant’'s General Practitioner
was attached to the submission, however no fudbenmentation was appended to either
the faxed copy of the submission or the hard cepgived by post [in] April 2009. The
Tribunal contacted the adviser [in] April 2009 [vo dates] regarding the missing document
and [in] April 2009, the Tribunal received a codyeiter from Dr [name deleted: s.431(2)],
dated [date deleted: s.431(2)] January 2009.

COUNTRY INFORMATION
Oromo Liberation Front

The Human Rights Watch 200Suppressing Dissent: Human Rights Abuses and ¢adliti
Repression in Ethiopia’s Oromia RegipWol. 17, No. 7(A), May includes information on
the origins of the Oromo Liberation Front (OLF)dmomia, the largest state in Ethiopia, the
OLF’s establishment as “the leading voice of Oramtonalism” and its conflict with the
government since 1992. The summary of the repdesrhat:

Oromia is governed by the Oromo People’s Democftganization (OPDO), which was
formed by the Tigrayan People’s Liberation FrorPI(F) in 1990 and integrated into the
TPLF-controlled Ethiopian People’s Revolutionarynixeratic Front (EPRDF) coalition that
seized power in and continues to hold power todlag. OPDO has dominated politics in
Oromia since 1992, when the Oromo Liberation F(@itF), which had much older and
deeper roots in Oromia, withdrew from the transigilopolitical process after clashes with the
EPRDF and the OPDO in the run-up to the countiyss hational elections in 1992. Since
then, OLF has waged a generally ineffectual “arsteaggle” against the government—and
the OPDO, the TPLF's regional surrogate, has gadmMromia as if it were facing a serious
military threat. (p. 1)

The report refers to the imprisonment since 1992hmfusands of Oromo on charges of
plotting armed insurrection on behalf of the OLRtancludes information on the
government’s use of arbitrary detention againss¢haccused of supporting or being
members of the OLF and “torture and other formsistreatment” against “individuals who
are arrested on suspicion of OLF-related activiti€be report indicates that the OLF “was
banned in 1992” and that “In many cases, poliéeiafs follow, harass and intimidate
former detainees and their families for years dfteir release.” (p. 20)

The Human Rights Watch 200/,orld Report 2007 — Ethiopialanuary report refers to
authorities in Oromia state continuing “to use eyagted concerns about armed insurgency
and terrorism to justify the torture, imprisonmeantd sustained harassment of their critics,
including school children. In late 2005 and in 2@@é&eral and regional police in Oromia
engaged in mass arrests, often in night time rdidsse arrested were informally accused of
being supporters of the Oromo Liberation Front (Qla=clandestine armed rebel group, but
detainees were also accused of being supportéhe @romo National Congress (ONC), a
registered opposition political party that won saatthe 2005 elections. Most of those
arrested were released after having been heldfoesveeks and forced to sign statements
disavowing the ONC as a condition for release.” fidport also notes that “Leaders of the
traditional Oromo self-help organization Mecha Todg arrested in 2004 and accused of
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supporting the OLF and of organizing a grenadechi® Addis Ababa University, remained
incarcerated as of late 2006, their trial yet tgibg&

In 2003 DFAT advice included information on whethiegre was any evidence of members
of the Oromo ethnic group being dismissed from uk#ctor employment because of their
ethnicity or an imputed political opinion basedamnassociation with the OLF, whether the
family of OLF members would be subject to harasgrbgrithe authorities, whether this
harassment would continue once the OLF member pasgay and whether there were any
viable relocation options within Ethiopia for someamputed with an association with the
OLF.

ANSWERS: [31/01/03]

A.1 DESPITE ASSERTIONS BY THE ETHIOPIAN GOVERNMENIHAT DISCRIMINATION ON THE
BASIS OF ETHNICITY IS PROHIBITED, IN PRACTICE IT I8VYIDESPREAD. OROMOS IN
PARTICULAR HAVE BEEN THE SUBJECT OF HARASSMENT. THRE ARE MANY DOCUMENTED
CASES OF OROMOS SUSPECTED OF LINKS WITH THE OLF BIE DISMISSED FROM
EMPLOYMENT. HARASSMENT IN THESE CASES CAN ALSO IN@WDE TORTURE, UNLAWFUL
DETENTION AND EXTRA-JUDICIAL KILLINGS.

A.2 OROMOS ARE VERY VULNERABLE TO SUSPICION BY OFEIALS THAT THEY SUPPORT THE
OLF. IF APERSON IS BELIEVED BY THE AUTHORITIES TBE ASSOCIATED WITH THE OLF,
THAT PERSON'S FAMILY MEMBERS OFTEN ALSO FALL UNDERUSPICION OF BEING
ASSOCIATED WITH THE OLF. AS NOTED ABOVE, THOSE SIPECTED OF BEING ASSOCIATED
WITH THE OLF ARE HARASSED, AND THERE HAVE BEEN INSANCES OF NON-JUDICIAL
KILLING.

HARASSMENT OF FAMILY MEMBERS CAN CONTINUE AFTER THIDEATH OF THE FIRST
FAMILY MEMBER SUSPECTED OF ASSOCIATION WITH THE OLF THE AUTHORITIES ARE NOT
CONVINCED THAT THERE ARE NO LINKS BETWEEN THE OLF KD THE OTHER FAMILY
MEMBERS. REMOVING THAT DOUBT HAS OFTEN PROVED TOBVERY DIFFICULT.

A.3 THE ETHIOPIAN GOVERNMENT DESCRIBES AL'TTIHAD & A TERRORIST ORGANISATION.
AL'TTIHAD SEEKS AN ISLAMIC STATE IN SOMALIA THAT WOULD INCLUDE THE OGADEN
REGION OF ETHIOPIA.

WE HAVE NOT FOUND ANY EVIDENCE OF AL'TTIHAD ABDUCTNG ETHIOPIAN CIVILIANS IN
KAMABOKER, OR MORE GENERALLY IN ETHIOPIA. KAMABOKER HAS IN THE PAST BEEN THE
LOCATION OF SOMALI REFUGEES FROM NORTHERN SOMALIALT IS SOME DISTANCE FROM
OROMIA.

ACCORDINGLY WE HAVE NO INFORMATION ON WHETHER A CIVLIAN ABDUCTED BY
AL'TTIHAD WOULD BE IMPUTED WITH AN ANTI-GOVERNMENT POLITICAL OPINION.

A.4 OUR OWN UNDERSTANDING, SUPPORTED BY CREDIBLEO®/RCES, IS THAT THE
ETHIOPIAN GOVERNMENT HAS THE MOTIVATION AND ABILITY TO LOCATE AND HARRASS
THOSE IT BELIEVES TO BE ASSOCIATED WITH THE OLF. @CORDINGLY THERE ARE NO
VIABLE RELOCATION OPTIONS WITHIN ETHIOPIA FOR SOMENE IMPUTED TO HAVE AN
ASSOCIATION WITH THE OLF. (DIMA Country Informatiofservice 2003Country Information Report No.
24/03 — Oromo Ethnic Groyjgsourced from DFAT advice of 31 January 2003Be#ruary, CX72798)

Coalition for Unity and Democracy (CUD)

The Coalition for Unity and Democracy (CUD) wasnad in October 2004 and recognized
by the National Electoral Board of Ethiopia (NEBENovember 2004. The member parties
to the coalition were the All Ethiopian Unity Partiie Rainbow Ethiopia Movement for



Democracy and Social Justice, the Ethiopian Denticdcaague and United Ethiopian
Democratic Party-Medhin (‘NEBE has not recognized/merger by CUD member parties’
2005, National Electoral Board of Ethiopia websit®,0October
http://www.electionsethiopia.org/Whats%20New41.htm

101. The CUD and the United Ethiopian Democratic Fo&#SDF) coalition were the main
opposition to the ruling Ethiopian People’s Revianary Democratic Front (EPRDF)
coalition in the elections held on 15 May 2005, wikghiopians voted for members of the
House of People’s Representatives, and represeggdt the nine Regional State Councils
and two City Councils (‘Political Party Coalition@indated), National Election Board of
Ethiopia websiténttp://www.electionsethiopia.org/Political%20Coalits.html; ‘Election
Day Countdown’ (undated), National Electoral BoafdEthiopia website
http://www.electionsethiopia.org/Election%20Day% 20@tdown.htm).

102. Following the elections, the four member partiethef CUD signed “a pre-merge
Declaration Document to express their solemn detetion to merge and become one”
(Dagnachew Teklu 2005, ‘CUD Members to Become QargyR, All Africa , source: The
Daily Monitor, 7 July), and on 25 September 2005 fthur parties announced their
unification as one party (‘Member Parties of CUDnaAonce Merger’ 200941 Africa,
source: The Ethiopian Herald, 26 September). ThBENEBnnounced on 15 October 2005,
however, that it had not recognised the mergeh@pirties, stating that:

Though the four parties have recently announcedieg have merged, they have not yet
applied for the recognition of the merger nor héney returned the letter of recognition that
had been issued to the four individual parties.

The NEBE, therefore, announces that it no longesgrizes the Coalition for Unity and
Democracy (CUD) and will communicate only with floer individual parties (‘NEBE has
not recognized new merger by CUD member partie@520lational Electoral Board of
Ethiopia website, 15 Octobattp://www.electionsethiopia.org/Whats%20New41.htm
Accessed 16 November 2006).

103. In April 2006, it was reported that the CUD had @mmced it had been recognised as a
political party:

The [opposition] Coalition for Unity and Democra@UD) announced yesterday that it
received certificate of legal recognition from thational Electoral Board [NEB].

In a statement it gave here yesterday, CUD pravidiooordinating committee said the legal
recognition certificate would help it continue fisaceful struggle.

The then programme, statute and logo of the CUDnhbabeen changed for they had been
endorsed by the four parties, the committee said.

The coalition formed by All Ethiopian Unity PartkEEUP), All Ethiopian Democratic Party
(AEDP)-Medhin, Rainbow Ethiopia: Movement for Demacy and Social Justice and
Ethiopian Democratic League were not able to rechkigal certificate for certain members of
AEDP-Medhin opposed the formation of the coalitibrsaid.

The failure on the parts of the coalition to subtiné necessary document and procedures was
the other factor for not getting the certificatdagjal recognition, the committee said. [The
certificate of recognition issued by NEB would h@pD to form the Addis Ababa
administration which it won during the May 2005atien] (‘Ethiopian opposition receives
certificate of recognition from electoral board’ @8)BBC Monitoring Africa, source Walta
Information Centre website, 25 Apnl



104. However, the current legal status of the CUD — Wweegs a coalition or as a single party —
remains not entirely clear. On 8 October 2006,asweported that:

The National Electoral Board of Ethiopia (NEBE)dstiat CUD that vied in the 2005
elections as a coalition of four parties has lsstegal life with the conclusion of the electoral
process, leaving only its name behind. The nowaegarty indentified (sic) with CUD is a
new entity, it said.

NEBE deputy head Tesfaye Mengesha said in a pratesrent that the CUD that contested
in the 2005 elections as a coalition of EDUP-MedRiainbow, AEUP and EDL had had a
legal life only until the day the election wrappgal

Soon after the conclusion of the election, the dmaade it public that the coalition's legal life
had come to an end, he said.

After the termination of the coalition's accrediat the individual parties once again applied
for legal recognition, an application discarded whbee of the parties deposited its objection,
he said.

The other three tried to form a coalition of thaivn, but to no avail, according to Tesfaye,
who the elected ones who joined parliament afteadt taken up office came up with the
necessary criteria to have been given recognitom lagal body in the selfsame name CUD.

Asked to reconcile his statement with the claimséyne MPs in question to have borne the
CUD IDs as given them by the board, Tesfaye saidibg IDs does not guarantee eligibility.
He further said the board issued its list of trectdd members categorized under their
respective parties, not the coalition.

The CUD that existed in the pre-election had laigen its exit, he said. “Today’s CUD has
borne nothing of the former, but the name” (‘NEB&/S Pre-Election Period Only Leaves

CUD’s Name Behind’ 2006All Africa , source: The Ethiopian Herald, 8 Octgber

May 2005 elections and the treatment of CUD Members

105. The run-up to the elections, the conduct of thetelas and the aftermath have been reported
widely. In May 2006, Amnesty International reportadpart, as follows:

2.1 The May 2005 elections

Ethiopia’s third general elections under the curgavernment and the Constitution (1995)
for the national parliament (the House of PeopRepresentatives), the Addis Ababa and
Dire Dawa City Councils, and the seven RegionaleSAgssemblies, took place in May 2005,
though the Somali Region elections were held iat&eptember 2005. These elections were
observed by the European Union, the African Uniba,US-based Carter Center and some
Ethiopian non-governmental organizations (NGOSs)..omposition coalitions — the
Coalition for Unity and Democracy (CUD) and the tédi Ethiopian Democratic Front
(UEDF) — were challenging Prime Minister Meles Zansruling Ethiopian People’s
Revolutionary Democratic Front (EPRDF) coalitiorhigh is headed by his Tigray People’s
Liberation Front (TPLF). The EPRDF has been in posiece 1991 when it overthrew the
former government of Mengistu Hailemariam, knowntresDergue, after a long armed
conflict.

Prior to the 2005 elections and shortly after & wsthe country, Amnesty International had
expressed concern at reports of human rights ibolatagainst opposition members,
particularly the CUD, including several killinggb#rary detentions, harassment and
intimidation by police and local militias...

Immediately after the 15 May poll, the oppositidieged rigging by the government and
ruling party. The Prime Minister banned demonstragiand took personal control of the
security forces in Addis Ababa...



2.2 Killings of demonstrators and mass arrests

In early June 2005 preliminary results were relddsethe National Election Board giving
the EPRDF a narrow lead. CUD supporters subsequaathonstrated in Addis Ababa,
accusing the government and EPRDF of fraud, andll#tonal Election Board of bias
towards the EPRDF. Peaceful demonstrations leébtent confrontations with the security
forces. A special army unit, known Agaazi, reportedly shot dead at least 36 protesters and
wounded many others in Addis Ababa on 8 June. S CUD supporters including
2,000 university students, and six Ethiopian HuRahts Council officials (who were not
members of any political party), were detained blyge but were provisionally released on
bond by the end of July 2005 without being chang#l any crime. The CUD supporters had
in most cases been arbitrarily arrested and warbmeaght before a court within the 48-hour
limit prescribed by Ethiopian law. Many were alldbebeaten or ill-treated.

The CUD leadership decided to boycott the new g@audint in protest at the final official
election results and because the outgoing EPRDFRrdded parliament had changed
procedures making it virtually impossible for oppios MPs to initiate a debate. The UEDF,
independent MPs, a section of the Ethiopian Denticdcity Party-Medhin party which had
left the CUD coalition, and eventually severaltod CUD MPs-elect who had not been
detained, took up their seats in the new parliamEmy criticized repression of the CUD and
the detention of its leading MPs-elect, as welhiassts and harassment of UEDF coalition
members from the Oromo National Congress... and toen® Federal Democratic
Movement. The new Addis Ababa City Council, simildyoycotted by many new CUD
members-elect (some 30 of whom are also believee tetained and may face treason and
other charges in separate cases), has not toaatereed. The Prime Minister has proposed
to establish a caretaker administration if the lottycontinues and there is insufficient
attendance.

In a second series of pro-CUD demonstrations ity &avember 2005, police shot dead at
least 42 protesters in Addis Ababa, wounded sorfieoBters and detained most of the CUD
leadership, which had called for non-violent dent@t®ns. The protests, which started
peacefully with drivers honking their horns and @rkers’ stay-home strike, led to violence
with widespread police shootings, seven policecef8 being killed by protesters and
considerable damage to government property. Thaiggéorces arrested over 10,000 CUD
officials and supporters in Addis Ababa, the AmhRaegion and some other regions,
including many who had been arrested in June antbghaphed for police records. There
were further pro-CUD protests starting in late Deber 2005, and continuing into early
2006. Students boycotted school and college clas=adting in widespread school closures,
and there were widespread arrests and beatingadérsis and teachers suspected of
instigating the boycotts... Many of these detaineglsince been released provisionally on
bond but several thousands reportedly remain iendien. Details of the arrests have not
been disclosed to detainees’ families or the puhblic most detainees have not been brought
before a court.

The detained CUD leaders and others held with tlvent on hunger strike in November
2005 in protest at their detentions, until mid-Daber. That month, charges were brought
against 131 detained CUD leaders and others, asiloled below. The court refused to grant
bail, citing the seriousness of the charges. Th® @aders denied calling for violent
demonstrations.

Most CUD offices are now closed as a result ofsisrand intimidation of officials. Its four
constituent parties are listed as defendants itridie

After the November 2005 demonstrations, Prime MénidMeles Zenawi publicly accused the
CUD of treason and of organizing a violent uprisanged at overthrowing the government.
Shortly before the elections the Prime Minister hadused the CUD of fomenting strife and



ethnic hatred which he said could lead to a “Rwatgga genocide”... He has refused to
release the detainees despite appeals by the Eurdppeon and others. Prime Minister Meles
Zenawi has also told members of the internationairaunity, who had pressed for a political
reconciliation between the government and oppasjtiarties to resolve the post-election
crisis, that the detainees will not be releasediilliteceive a fair trial, which will be prompt,
rapid and transparent.

On 25 April 2006 the EPRDF-controlled parliamerttigea commission of inquiry into the
post-election violence of June and November 2Q0&illlreportedly seek to establish the
number of people killed, property destroyed, anétivar there were human and
constitutional rights violations... To date, no distaire available on its composition, full
terms of reference or working methods. Previousgraentary inquiries into incidents such
as this where the security forces have killed urakrgivilians were not independent or
impartial ...

...As a consequence of these widespread human rigiidgions against opposition party
members since the elections, including mass arpitnaests, torture and ill-treatment,
extrajudicial executions and unfair trials, a néawfof Ethiopian refugees to neighbouring
countries and other parts of the world, consisthGUD members and supporters, as well as
human rights defenders and journalists is starting.

Amnesty International believes that CUD activigid auspected activists at national or local
level, as well as civil society activists and joalists who had criticized the government, who
have fled the country on account of experiencetir@atened human rights violations, would
be those who are at risk of arbitrary and indefiietention, possible torture or ill-treatment,
unfair trial or even extrajudicial execution, ifréibly returned to EthiopiéAmnesty
International 2006:thiopia: Prisoners of conscience on trial for teze: opposition party
leaders, human rights defenders and journal&FR 25/013/2006, 2 May
\\melsrvl\melreAAmnesty\AFRICA\2006\250132006 Jadif.).

106. The US State Department report released on 8 M#086 made many references to the
CUD and the treatment of its members, includingfttiewing:

...During the year paramilitary groups committed wrild killings, including political

killings. The Ethiopian Human Rights Council (EHRO®ported that from January to March
armed militia killed several members of the oppositAll-Ethiopia Unity Party/Coalition for
Unity and Democracy (AEUP/CUD) in the Amhara Region

...The CUD reported that on September 11 armed abigiat CUD member Asefa Getahun
and that he died of his injuries the following d&n October 1, local militia shot and killed
CUD member Girma Biru, of Sultulta Wereda, Mulo TTowhe CUD stated that local
administrators and armed militia were responsibiatie October 11 extrajudicial killing of
Mosse Wasse, in Shoga District, west Gojjam/Jigah&ra Region; and the October 16
extrajudicial killing of Tila Tsega, at Lay Gayn#ks Mewucha, North Gonder.

...In September the government arrested more thathomsand members of the CUD and
UEDF opposition coalitions, following their anno@meent of plans to hold demonstrations
on October 2.

...In November authorities re-arrested CUD memberraagor of Addis Ababa Dr. Berhanu
Nega and Professor Mesfin Woldemariam, two promiaeademics and human rights
activists, for participating in planning antigoverent protests aimed at the removal of the
government. At year’'s end they remained in confieehon charges of treason and genocide,
along with several members of NGOs active in cadacation, and independent journalists.
Other prominent CUD leaders arrested included: @isident Hailu Shawel; Dr. Yacob



Hailemariam, a former prosecutor for the UN Intéioreal Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda;

and CUD vice-president Ms. Birtukan Mideksa, a ferjqudge. Their prison conditions were
reported to be adequate, especially those of the [edders, who had separate cells.
However, access to legal counsel was sporadictlesnd were serious concerns about access
to adequate medical care.

...While the law stipulates that all suspects beigmed before a court within 48 hours, the
leaders of the CUD, civil society, and journalis&sre held without access to courts, counsel,
and family for many days. Human rights groups amlitipal parties (such as the CUD,
UEDF, and OFDM) reported that police and local taildetained thousands of persons in
police stations and detention camps for severat @agrder to conduct interrogations.

... The opposition CUD and UEDF parties reported im&eptember local officials

prohibited public meetings the parties had orgahinevarious towns. The UEDF reported
that it had to cancel a general assembly of its begmplanned for September 29 because the
government directed hotel proprietors in Addis Adbabt to rent their assembly halls to the
UEDF or other opposition parties. The CUD repottet the Addis Ababa city

administration imposed extraregulatory restrictitreg prevented a mass rally planned for
October 2. The government prevented the CUD froretimg after charges were brought on
December 21.

Opposition political parties reported that durihg tear their supporters were targets of
frequent and systematic violence by ruling parfymuters, often after leaving meetings ...
EHRCO reported that regional governments, includiregAddis Ababa regional
administration, infringed on the right of peacedgsembly and association. For example,
authorities cancelled public meetings planned fpt&mber 4 by the CUD in Addis Ababa,
Gondar, Bahir Dar, Awasa, and Dessie. Police atfiigrarrested several CUD members in
various towns where public meetings were schedwléd held. Most obtained their release
after several days of detention.

... Reqistered political parties must receive perioisfrom regional governments to open
local offices. Opposition parties, such as the Cthie,UEDF, and the OFDM, claimed that
the pattern of widespread intimidation and violedrected against members of opposition
political parties by local government officials ¢imued throughout the year. Opposition
parties and the press reported hundreds of suels,dasluding killings, beatings, arrests,
house burnings, and property confiscation (US Diepamt of State 200&;ountry Reports on
Human Rights Practices for 2005 — Ethiopislarch).

107. With particular reference to rural areas of Ethagpiuman Rights Watch reported on 13
January 2006 that:

The Ethiopian government is using intimidation,i#y detentions and excessive force in
rural areas of Ethiopia to suppress post-electiotegts and all potential dissent, Human
Rights Watch said today after a research trip tdigdbaba and the Oromia and Amhara
regions.

“The Ethiopian government is violently suppressamy form of protest and punishing
suspected opposition supporters,” said Peter Trakivade, director of Human Rights
Watch’s Africa Division. “Donor governments shougist on an independent, credible
investigation into abuses by federal police andlloéficials in rural as well as urban areas.”

In the wake of the May 15 parliamentary electionsyhich opposition parties won an
unprecedented number of seats amidst massive gerggoover the election results, federal
police in the Oromia and Amhara regions have teread, beaten and detained opposition
supporters, students and people with no politiffdiadion, often in nighttime raids.
Alongside local government officials and membertoofl government-backed militias, the
federal police have taken the lead in intimidatmgl coercing opposition supporters.



...“The government is deepening its crackdown in @itd’s rural areas, far from the eyes
and ears of international observers in Addis Ababakirambudde said. “People are being
terrorized by federal police working hand-in-glaveeh local officials and militias.”

Several recently released detainees from diffdomattions in rural Ethiopia said that police
and other officials forced them to sign statemeligavowing support to political opposition
groups and pledging support to the local rulingypaffiliate before being released (Human
Rights Watch 200&:thiopia: Hidden crackdown in rural aread3 January ).

108. The recently released parliamentary report on tteeraath of the elections has been met
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with accusations of bias. An article dated 31 OetdD06 reported that:

Ethiopian opposition groups on Monday blasted asddl and unfair a delayed report into
deadly post-election violence last year that catetuexcessive force was not used.

... The final report, expected to be adopted by pawiat this week, says 199 people, 193
civilians and six police, died in Addis Ababa arbey cities during two explosions of unrest
after the disputed May 15, 2005, polls.

...Although the death toll is more than three timtesdriginal official number of 54, the
report absolves the government of blame for angthmere than minor shortcomings,
according to a copy distributed to reporters.

“The action taken by the security forces to continel violence was a legal and necessary step
to protect the nascent system of government astbfothe country from descending into a
worse crisis and possibly never-ending violenceeaphl,” it says.

... The Ethiopian government has blamed the violemcthe CUD, which authorities accuse
of trying to foment a coup through election pratest

Nearly the entire CUD leadership is currently aal ton charges ranging from treason to
genocide and conspiracy for calling for nationwfdetests against the results of the polls that
they allege were rigged (‘Ethiopian opposition tdgsarliamentary report into post-poll
bloodshed’ 2006Agence France Presse&1 October).

FINDINGS AND REASONS

The applicant travelled to Australia on a validiBfhan passport and he states that he is a
national of Ethiopia Therefore for the purposethef Convention the Tribunal has assessed
his claims against Ethiopia as his country of naliy.

The Tribunal accepts that the applicant is an et@momo. However the Tribunal does not
accept the applicant’s claim that he was a memb#recOromo Liberation Front (OLF) or
that he was actively opposed to the suppressi@rainos in Ethiopia.

The Tribunal does not accept that the applicant pieed the OLF based on his inconsistent
evidence as to when he joined the party and whoresgsonsible for joining him up. The
Tribunal notes that the applicant had consisterilimed that he had joined the OLF in 1996,
however in his statutory declaration which was sitieh to the Tribunal [in] December 2008
three days prior to the hearing, as well as duilieghearing, he claimed that he joined the
party at the age of 19. The Tribunal has takendotwsideration the applicant’s response to
the Tribunal's s424A letter received [in] April 200The Tribunal does not accept that the
discrepancy in the applicant’s evidence can béated to an error in translation from the
Ethiopian calendar to the Western calendar. Thieuhal again notes that the applicant
consistently claimed in two documents, his statuttaclaration attached to his protection
visa application dated [date deleted: s.431(2)ERO0D6 and in his statutory declaration dated
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[date deleted: s.431(2)] November 2006, that hejtiadd the OLF in 1996. The applicant’s
membership of the OLF in 1996 was also discussetidogpplicant’s various legal advisers
in their submissions. The Tribunal also notes thatapplicant confirmed in the hearing that
the statutory declarations made by him were reduniobefore he signed them as being true.
The Tribunal does not accept the applicant’s cdardemmade in the hearing that there were
errors in these documents but he signed them anpeeguse the interpreters were
professionals and he had no choice. The Triburietg¢o a submission made by the
applicant’s second legal adviser [in] August 20@®xdng attention to a mistake made in his
statutory declaration made [in] June 2006 at pagdy65 and rectifying the error. The
Tribunal therefore does not accept that if theusidn of 1996 as the year in which the
applicant joined the OLF was an error, this woubtl lImave been picked up until some 2 years
later and after several more statutory declarat&nmssubmissions.

The Tribunal also does not accept that the applEamental health explains the discrepancy
in the applicant’s evidence. The Tribunal notes tha letter from Foundation House ,dated
[date deleted: s.431(2)] November 2006, discussegpplicant’s difficulty in discussing his
experiences but does not suggest that the appheandifficulty in recalling his experiences.
The Tribunal finds that the numerous statutory ai&tions made by the applicant at various
stages of the process demonstrates that he iscatdeount his story in detail. The Tribunal
has also taken into consideration the more receulical certificate from the applicant’'s GP,
which was submitted with the applicant’s respostiaé Tribunal’s s424A letter, and finds
that this does not support the adviser’'s contention

The Tribunal has also considered the applicantgsads submission that the veracity of the
applicant’s claims can be found in the consistesfdyis central claim and that his statutory
declaration received [in] December 2008 was a rdetailed account of his joining the OLF
and was broadly consistent with earlier statemdrits. Tribunal accepts that the basic
elements of the applicant’s claims that he alleggrihed the OLF and subsequently had
problems as a result of his alleged political opmninas been consistent. However, the
Tribunal does not accept that the inconsistentiashave emerged in regard to when and
how the applicant actually came to join the OLF barignored given they are so significant
and undermine the applicant’s overall credibilithe Tribunal finds that the applicant’s
statutory declaration received [in] December 2@@&ch included a significantly more
detailed account of how he joined the OLF, his lagment in the party and his knowledge
of the OLF was provided to bolster his claims andlltin the gaps and deficiencies in his
case which had been identified by the delegate.

Similarly, the Tribunal finds it implausible thdtthe applicant had been joined to the OLF by
[Person 5], instead of his brother as he had pusWycclaimed in his statutory declarations,
he would not have mentioned this earlier or woultha very least have made some reference
to his dealing with [Person 5] prior to this veayd stage in the process. The Tribunal does
not accept the applicant’s adviser’s contention tie applicant has provided consistent
evidence in that both his brother and his friendeAmoth involved in the applicant’s
recruitment to the party. The Tribunal notes thatapplicant specifically stated in his
original statutory declaration that the OLF apptraathim through his brother to join the
OLF and his brother arranged his membership cded hé posted his photo to him. He
subsequently expanded on this in his statutoryadatibn dated [date deleted: s.431(2)]
November 2006, stating that his brother’s colleagasked his brother to ask him to join the
party. However, in the statutory declaration reedijin] December 2008, the applicant
claimed for the first time that he joined the OlbFdugh a friend of his brother’s called
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[Person 5]. He discussed how [Person 5] collecherdgs from him and the other 4 people he
recruited and had them fill out OLF membership feyiend then [Person 5] took their photos
and forms to the Kenyan border where the OLF adstration was located. Based on the
applicant’s evidence in the hearing regarding tgeificant role [Person 5] held not only in
recruiting him to the OLF but also in relation tig hctivities fundraising, gathering
information and recruiting other members, the Tmdudoes not accept that the applicant
would have failed to mention [Person 5] at all iny ®f the previous evidence he had
submitted detailing his activities as an OLF memnibbis claims in relation to [Person 5]
were credible. Given the apparent inconsistendiierapplicant’s account of his recruitment
to the OLF and the delay in which the applicangedithe existence of [Person 5], the
Tribunal does not accept that the applicant eveegbthe OLF or was active in the party.
The Tribunal does not accept that the applicantamgdassociation with the OLF or with a
person named [Person 5]. Nor does the Tribunalpachat the applicant’s brother was a
member of the OLF as he claimed, based on thenfgsdin relation to the overall credibility
of the applicant and his claims regarding his mastbp of the OLF.

The Tribunal has had regard to the letter proviokethe Oromo community in support of the
applicant to the first Tribunal but places littlenyht on this evidence given that this
organisation is based in Australia and has reliethe applicant’s reports of his experiences
in Ethiopia as the foundation for their supportietier. Similarly, the Tribunal places little
weight on the statutory declaration provided bynfeadeleted: s.431(2)], who had last had
contact with the applicant when they were in schiogéther, prior to meeting him in
Australia, and who relies on information providechim by the applicant and third parties
during his visit to Ethiopia in 2000 regarding #ygplicant’s experiences in Ethiopia.

As the Tribunal does not accept that the applieaas a member of the OLF, it follows that
the Tribunal does not accept that the applicantamaactive member of the party. The
Tribunal does not accept that the applicant paxieid in any activities as part of a group
which was formed when [Person 5] recruited him 4rd his Oromo friends. The Tribunal
does not accept that the applicant raised moneth&OLF, gathered information or
recruited new members to the party. The Tribun&sithat the applicant’s level of
involvement with the OLF gradually increased fromm $tatutory declaration submitted with
his application which stated that his activitiegeviemited to providing material and financial
assistance, to the statutory declaration datee [digleted: s.431(2)] November 2006, which
provided that the activities he engaged in for@h¢ was to raise money and follow city
media reports about the OLF’s struggle and passfbemation on, and finally the statutory
declaration submitted to the Tribunal [in] Decem@08 and the hearing, where he claimed
he was also responsible for recruiting members.Triminal finds that the applicant’s claim
to have recruited new members to the OLF in hisigigy declaration submitted to the
Tribunal [in] December 2008 was raised in an efforstrengthen his alleged profile as an
active member of the OLF. Further, the Tribunalsloet accept that the applicant was
involved in recruiting people to the OLF given kiegue and confusing evidence regarding
this aspect of his alleged responsibility.

Given that the Tribunal does not accept that theiegnt was a member of the OLF or that
he was politically active as he claimed, the Triglioes not accept that the applicant was
ever detained in either January 2001 or July 2004. Tribunal also does not accept that the
applicant was detained in January 2006, howeverTthbunal will discuss this particular
arrest in relation to the applicant’s claimed inashent with the Coalition for Unity and
Democracy (CUD). The Tribunal further finds thag #ipplicant was not arrested in January
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2001 due to the inconsistency in his evidence dBggirthis particular incident. The Tribunal
notes that the applicant had consistently clairhatiwhen the authorities came to his home
in January 2001 he was locked in one bedroom wgletildren and a guard while they
searched his home and after he was released fraonéhs detention on 20 June 2001, he
was subjected to reporting conditions. Howevethahearing with the Tribunal he claimed
that he was kept out on the verandah while his haagesearched and after he was released
from detention he did not have to go back to thepstation. The applicant also provided
inconsistent evidence in relation to what he didrdiie was released from detention. He had
claimed in his statutory declaration attached sodpplication, as well as his statutory
declaration received by the Tribunal [in] DecemP@®d8, that after his release he went to
Negelle Borena and spent a few months with hislfataitry and recover from what
happened to him during his period of alleged daenHowever, in the hearing with the
Tribunal he claimed that after he was releaseddyeed in Addis Ababa and started his small
business. The Tribunal has taken into considerahierapplicant’s adviser's submissions in
response to the Tribunal’s s424A letter, howeves, Tiribunal does not accept that the
number of discrepancies in the applicant’s evidendbe hearing in relation to basic aspects
of his claims is adequately explained by the applis reluctance in talking about his
experiences, especially when he had repeatedlyegeahvthese aspects of his claims in his
statutory declarations and to the Department astiTribunal. As the Tribunal has noted
above, the medical reports and certificates pravigeFoundation House, and more recently
by the applicant’'s GP, do not state that the apptics unable to recall his experiences in
Ethiopia The Tribunal therefore does not accepttti@adiscrepancies identified by the
Tribunal in the applicant’s evidence provided ia tiearing is adequately explained by the
applicant’s feelings of depression and stressrasut of his separation and isolation from
his family and uncertainty of his migration situati

As the Tribunal does not accept that the applieaa# an active OLF member or that he was
arrested in January 2001 as he claimed, the Trilwloes not accept that after he was
allegedly released from detention in 2001, he wakeusurveillance and followed by the
authorities for the next few years. The Tribunatlf the applicant’s claims made in the
hearing that he continued to engage in OLF aadisithore powerfully after his release and to
have recruited more people to the OLF to be impldeisvhen considered against his claim
that he was under surveillance by the authoritites his release because of a suspected
association with the OLF. The Tribunal does noeatthat if the applicant was a suspected
OLF member who was being monitored by the goverrrizetine extent that he claimed, he
would have been able to participate in politicalhaiies to the extent that he claimed upon
his release from detention in 2001 and not be detaby the authorities again for another 3
years. The Tribunal finds the applicant’s explamathat the police did not arrest him again
until 2004 despite monitoring him because theyrgitthave any documents or information
on him to be implausible in light of the countryarmation cited above which details how
the authorities pursue OLF members.

As discussed above, the Tribunal does not accapthhk applicant was arrested and detained
in July 2004. The Tribunal is further satisfiedttti@e applicant was not detained on this
occasion given that he provided inconsistent exaden relation to the payment of a
significant amount of money to facilitate his redealn his statutory declaration attached to
his protection visa application, the applicantrded that after payment of 25,000birr he was
released from detention. However, in the hearirg tie Tribunal he stated that he did not
have to pay any money prior to his release frorertt&in. In the response to the Tribunal’'s
s424A letter it was stated that the applicant hadera mistake in the hearing and that he did
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in fact pay 25,000birr prior to being released. Thibunal finds that the applicant’s repeated
omission of a number of basic aspects of his claunth as the payment of this money to
facilitate his release is further evidence thatdlaéms made by the applicant in relation to his
OLF activities and the interest in him from thelartties are not credible.

Given the Tribunal does not accept the applicariéisns regarding his association with the
OLF and his periods of detention, the Tribunal doasaccept that the applicant suffered any
interference with his business activities becadsng political opinion, real or imputed. The
Tribunal does not accept the applicant’s unsucoessiders for two government contracts
were due to him being on a blacklist because d@li@ged political opinion or any other
Convention reason. The Tribunal does not accepifttize applicant was blacklisted by the
authorities he would be then granted his annuastragion certificate [in] January 2006
issued by the Ethiopian Ministry of Infrastructuféne Tribunal is satisfied that if the
authorities believed the applicant was a membéne@DLF and working against them, they
would not automatically issue his building registia which allows him to work both in the
public and private sector, just to receive the VAMe Tribunal is satisfied that the applicant
was not an OLF member and nor was he imputed todupporter of the OLF.

The Tribunal does not accept that the applicandilmeca member of the CUD and supported
their campaign in the elections in May 2005. Thibdmal has serious concerns about the
overall credibility of the applicant based on thenber of discrepancies and inconsistencies
in his evidence. However, the Tribunal also fints applicant’s knowledge of CUD to be
lacking and his evidence regarding his activitied axperiences during the 2005 election to
be vague and perplexing. The applicant was notewfthe four existing parties which
made up the CUD party which was formed in Octol@¥¥42or the leader of the party, stating
that it was Dr Mara Gudina who was the leadegmmsed to Dr Hailu Shawul. His
explanation of changes CUD proposed to introdutieeif came into power and their
campaign promises was simplistic and lacking iraidl&r someone with his claimed profile.
The Tribunal finds that if the applicant was cangpaig as he claimed, he would have a
better understanding of the policies of the pagyas supporting. The Tribunal also found
the applicant’s evidence of the activities he emgiaig during the 2005 election to be
confusing. When asked about where he took peopémwik transported them during this
period, the applicant was unable to articulate tixalce purpose of his role.

Similarly, the Tribunal found the applicant’s evicbe regarding the difficulties he claimed he
and his family experienced around the time of fleeten to be vague and confusing. When
asked about the intimidation and verbal abuse dehanfamily received in relation to his
CUD activities, the applicant was unable to prowade detail of what they experienced,
instead referring to the alleged incident whengbkce came to his home to detain him. The
Tribunal notes that it asked the applicant numetmaeg about his experiences in 2005 and he
was unable to present further information. Althotigd applicant’s adviser submitted that the
applicant was not trying to fabricate or avoid aesng but was not understanding the
guestion, the Tribunal finds that its repeated ingas to the nature of the intimidation and
verbal abuse he claimed he and his family expee@iring the election in 2005 was not a
difficult question to comprehend.

As the Tribunal does not accept that the appliesas a member of CUD or active in
supporting the CUD or any other party during thextbn in 2005, the Tribunal does not
accept that the applicant was arrested again ite8dger 2005. The Tribunal also notes that
the applicant claimed in the hearing that followihg election he went into hiding for 3
weeks with a friend as soon as the election washi#d and then he went back home.
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However, in his statutory declaration [of] June @@0e applicant had indicated he was in
hiding for a much longer period, staying with fridsnand moving from house to house, and
occasionally going back secretly to see his fansiich as the one occasion [in] September
2005 when he was arrested. The Tribunal noteshialifference in the applicant’s evidence
as to the length of time he was actually in hidimgy be due to the fact that in the hearing
with the Tribunal, the applicant claimed that thecgon was in September 2005 rather than
May 2005. Therefore the timing of his arrest as/jphed in the hearing was consistent with
when he claimed the election took place. The Trbalmes not accept the applicant’s
response to the Tribunal’'s s424A letter that whenapplicant stated that he was in hiding
for 3 weeks with a friend, this period of time wast intended to indicate the full length of
time between the election and the arrest. The Tebdoes not accept that the applicant’s
inability to recollect details of these events wag to any trauma he experienced as a result
of this alleged event. Further, the Tribunal fimtdsnplausible, in light of the country
information cited above regarding the treatmenf0D members following the election, that
if the applicant was suspected of being a memb#reoOLF and CUD and of plotting
against the government, he would have been reledsad3 weeks and after he had been
arrested on previous occasions in relation to lleged political activities. The Tribunal is
satisfied that the applicant was not arrested pte$eber 2005.

The Tribunal also does not accept that the apglieeived any further visits from the

police after this alleged incident or that he walssequently arrested again [in] January 2006.
The Tribunal notes in the applicant’s statutoryldetion dated [date deleted: s.431(2)] June
2006 the applicant claimed that the police camt@gdome and they had documentation
which they showed him very briefly, which he saw ttame of the High Court on. He also
claimed the police told him that the Court had atided his arrest and search of his house. In
the hearing the Tribunal asked the applicant sjpadly if the police had a search warrant or
papers from the Court when they came to his hordeharstated no. It was suggested by the
applicant’s adviser in the response to the Tribgread24A letter that it was likely at the
hearing that the applicant was referring to recgj\papers. The Tribunal does not accept this
explanation given that the question asked of thpiegnt was clear and unequivocal and the
Tribunal is not satisfied that the applicant miserstiood what he was being asked.

The Tribunal has considered whether the applicantldvface persecution for reason of his
Oromo ethnicity if he returned to Ethiopia, nowimthe reasonably foreseeable future. The
Tribunal accepts that the applicant may have besuted, teased, verbally abused and
bullied by non-Oromo students and teachers whemaseat school because he was an
Oromo. However, the Tribunal does not accept sachdsment constitutes persecution
within the meaning of the Convention or seriousrhaithin s.91R(1) of the Migration Act.
The Tribunal has also taken into considerationdéhasion made by a differently constituted
Tribunal in March 2003 (V01/13154) which was raisgtthe applicant’s previous adviser in
a submission provided to the first Tribunal in sopf the contention that as an Oromo the
applicant would be targeted if he returned to HitaoThe Tribunal notes that in this
particular decision the Tribunal found that thelaggmt had been detained and tortured on the
basis of medical and psychiatric evidence provialed that the reason he had been detained
was because he had fallen under suspicion of @ir@LF member. Although the Tribunal
also found that the applicant’'s Oromo ethnicity \aaglevant factor in why he had been
targeted, this was tied with the suspicion of hiawihg links to the OLF. This Tribunal does
not accept that the applicant’s ethnicity alone tiassignificant and essential reason the
Tribunal in V01/13154 found that the applicant laadell-founded fear of persecution if he
returned to Ethiopia. This is further supportedtoy findings made by the Tribunal that
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Oromos made up half the population of Ethiopia ayashy lived outside the region of
OLF/government clashes. Many of these were in Adthiaba and seemingly were able to

live their lives relatively free of discriminatiaand harassment. The Tribunal does not accept
that the applicant’s circumstances in V01/13154amaogous to the applicant in the present
case. The Tribunal notes that in V01/13154 theulr#h was satisfied that the applicant was a
supporter of the OLF, whereas the Tribunal in tresent case does not accept that the
applicant has supported the OLF in the past. THaumal also does not accept that the
applicant’s former adviser’s contention that thelegant’s profile is more pronounced than
that of the applicant in V01/13154 based on thdifigs that it has made above in regard to
his own and his family’s lack of involvement in tBd.F.

The Tribunal has considered whether the appliced a real chance of persecution for
reason of his membership of his family. Although Tfribunal accepts that the applicant’s
family may constitute a particular social grouge #ribunal does not accept that the
applicant would be targeted for reason of his mesihp of his family. The Tribunal accepts
that the applicant’s father may have been a [pudfficial] who advocated for the freedom of
Oromo people and that he may have been imprisonggeipast due to his beliefs. The
Tribunal notes that the applicant’s father is deedeaand the applicant has made no claims
that either he or his family were targeted becaidises father’s actions either whilst his
father was alive or since his father’s death. Thbuhal therefore does not accept that the
applicant faces a real chance of persecution rehened to Ethiopia because of his father’'s
stance against the oppression of the Oromo pedp&Tribunal has considered whether the
applicant’s brother’s claimed involvement in thefodlone may result in the applicant being
imputed as being a supporter of OLF or may resutim being targeted by the authorities.
Given the Tribunal’s concerns regarding the applisaoverall credibility and its finding that
the applicant’s brother is not a member of the GhE, Tribunal does not accept that the
applicant has experienced any difficulties in thstgecause of any familial connection with
the OLF. The Tribunal does not accept that theiegpl’s brothers lost their jobs because of
either his or his brother’s alleged associatiomlie OLF. On the basis of the country
information cited above, the Tribunal accepts thatily members of people suspected of
having links to the OLF may fall under suspiciom d0@ harassed by the authorities,
however, the Tribunal finds that neither the agpitcor his family have any association with
the OLF and therefore there applicant does notdaeal chance of being targeted by the
authorities because of any familial connectiorh®®LF or because of his membership of a
particular social group, this being his familyh#é returned to Ethiopia now or in the
reasonably foreseeable future.

The applicant has also claimed that as a wealtloyn@rbusinessman it would be more likely
he would be suspected of supporting the OLF. Thieuhal finds this claim to be purely
speculative. The Tribunal has considered the cgunformation referred to above and cited
by the applicant’s various advisers and does nmg@dhat there is any evidence to
substantiate this contention. The Tribunal hasusised above how there is independent
evidence regarding family members of OLF members are harassed for this reason.
However, the Tribunal does not accept that sucab€bmo business people or wealthy
Oromos are suspected of being OLF because ofstatus. The Tribunal therefore does not
accept that the applicant faces a real chancersépetion for reason of his membership of a
particular social group of “wealthy Oromo’s” or “@#hy Oromo businessmen”.

Given the findings above, the Tribunal does noeptthat the applicant has been of any
interest to the authorities in Ethiopia becauski®political opinion, imputed or real. The
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Tribunal does not accept that the applicant waarmgnpolice hit list or that he was required
to obtain his passport illegally for this reasoheTTribunal accepts that the applicant may
have spent 10,000 birr in order to get his pasghootuigh a contact within Immigration but
that he did not do this because he was of anydstéo the authorities but rather so that his
passport could be issued more expeditiously. Sitpjlthe Tribunal does not accept that the
applicant required the assistance of his friend whdked at the airport to enable his
departure from the country as the Tribunal doesanoépt that the applicant was on any
police hit lit. The Tribunal also does not accdyatttthe applicant’s wife had been detained or
imprisoned since he departed the country. As thteulhal has found that the applicant had
never been detained in the past, the Tribunal doeaccept that the applicant’s absence
from the country would be of any interest to théhauties. The Tribunal notes that the
applicant claimed in the hearing that his wife \aiegedly taken in for questioning a week
after he left Ethiopia during May 2006 and that Bad decided to remove herself from the
country and go to Kenya. However, nearly 3 yeaes Ishe was still residing in Ethiopia. The
Tribunal finds the applicant’s wife’s continued icesnce in Ethiopia despite her intention to
flee is further evidence that neither she or th@ieant were of interest to the authorities in
Ethiopia.

In conclusion, the Tribunal does not accept thatapplicant has ever been a member of the
OLF, the CUD or any other political party in EthiapThe Tribunal does not accept that any
members of the applicant’s family have had an aason with the OLF and as a result his
family have been harassed or persecuted. Nor de€Bribunal accept that the applicant’s
Oromo ethnicity has made him a target for perseauti the past. The Tribunal finds that the
applicant has never been of interest to the autesiin Ethiopia either for reasons of his
political opinion, real or imputed, or his ethnyciTaking into consideration all the
applicant’s circumstances and the country inforamgtthe Tribunal is satisfied that if the
applicant returns to Ethiopia now or in the readbnéoreseeable future, he does not face a
real chance of persecution for reason of a remhputed political opinion, his Oromo
ethnicity, his membership of a particular sociaug, ‘his family’ or ‘wealthy Oromo
businessmen” or any other Convention ground. Thiguhal is satisfied that the applicant’s
fear of persecution is not well-founded.

CONCLUSIONS

The Tribunal is not satisfied that the applicanaiperson to whom Australia has protection
obligations under the Refugees Convention. Theeefwe applicant does not satisfy the
criterion set out irs.36(2)(a) for a protection visa.

DECISION

The Tribunal affirms the decision not to grant #pplicant a Protection (Class XA) visa.

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

Sealing Officer’s I.D. prrt44




