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St Augustine’s Centre Response to Consultation on New Plan for Immigration 

Foreword: these questions relate to the foreword and Chapter 1 of the New Plan on 
Immigration.  
 

STA recommended view and reasoning 

1 The foreword provides a high level outline of the New Plan for 
Immigration, including reforms to make the system fair, but 
firm.  
 
Overall, how far do you support or oppose what is being said 
here? Please refer to the foreword of the New Plan for 
Immigration to support your answer to this question.  
 

Strongly support 
Tend to support 
Neither support nor 
oppose 
Tend to oppose 
Strongly oppose 
Don’t know 

Strongly Oppose - lacks any real balance, does not provide a full 
picture and makes claims on migration that aren’t backed up by 
evidence. 

2 The UK Government is committed to building an asylum 
system that is firm and fair, based on three major objectives: 

 To increase the fairness and efficacy of our system so 
that we can better protect and support those in 
genuine need of asylum. 

 To deter illegal entry into the UK, thereby breaking 
the business model of criminal trafficking networks 
and protecting the lives of those they endanger; and 

 To remove more easily from the UK those with no 
right to be here. 

 
How effective, if at all, do you think each of the following will 
be in helping the UK Government achieve this vision? Please 
select one response [ranging from ‘Very effective’ to ‘Not at 
all effective’] for each statement. 
 

a) Strengthening safe and legal routes for those 
genuinely seeking protection in the UK. 

b) Reforming legal processes to ensure improved access 
to justice 

Very effective 
Fairly effective 
Not very effective Not 
at all effective Don’t 
know 

Decline to answer. 
 
The framing of questions 2-5 make it impossible to make clear 
our view on the proposals and are listed as tick boxes to 
encourage agreement/disagreement with government aims. 
While there are elements in the statements above that we might 
broadly support in isolation (for example, ‘Reforming legal 
processes to ensure improved access to justice’), we 
fundamentally disagree with the aims and approaches the 
government is proposing. As the framing and format of this 
question provides no opportunity to give meaningful feedback on 
the broader aims of the proposals, we are not prepared to rate 
the effectiveness of the statements above. 
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c) Reforming legal processes to ensure speedier 
outcomes. 

d) Requiring those who claim asylum and their legal 
representatives to act in ‘good faith’ by providing all 
relevant information in support of their claim at the 
earliest opportunity. 

e) Enforcing the swift removal of those found to have no 
right to be in the UK, including Foreign National 
Offenders. 

f) Eliminating the ability for individuals to make 
repeated protection claims to stop their removal, 
when those follow-up claims could have been raised 
earlier in the process. 

g) Preventing illegal entry at the border, for example, by 
making irregular channel crossings unviable for small 
boats or deterring other activities such as hiding in 
the back of lorries. 

3 Please use the space below to give further detail for your 
answer. In particular, if there are any other objectives that the 
Government should consider as part of their plans to reform 
the asylum and illegal migration systems. 

Open question St Augustine’s Centre are committed to the view that the way in 

which someone seeking asylum arrives in the country should not 

affect the protection they’re entitled to and that the UK should be 

able to be proud to offer sanctuary and safety to those fleeing war 

and persecution. These proposals threaten the very right to seek 

asylum in the UK, will make life harder for those people currently 

claiming asylum here, and put people seeking safety at increased 

risk. 

The complexity of people’s lives and situations can never be 

reduced to such a clear binary as set out in this plan. Simply 

declaring one group of people as unworthy of support does little 

to improve the situation on the ground for them or for the 

communities they are a part of, including ours at the St 

Augustine’s Centre. Asylum protection should not be contingent 



   
 

3 
 

upon ‘legal’ entry, therefore St Augustine’s rejects the foreword’s 

claims that these proposals protect those most in need. The 

majority of people we see claiming asylum at our centre go on to 

receive leave to remain, and these are also people who will have 

by these unfair standards entered the country “illegally”. 

The language used throughout this policy and the way in which it 

has been presented to the public and clandestinely consulted 

upon make it a deterrent policy, ultimately intended to stop 

people entering and/or claiming asylum in the UK. This is a policy 

built on a narrative to propel a myth that asylum seekers and the 

most vulnerable people in our society are the 'burden on the 

taxpayer' instead of the government holding up a mirror and 

addressing the actual problems staring glaringly back caused by 

the broken asylum system. 

The introduction of a new temporary status with no recourse to 

public funds is again only going to increase destitution, black 

market working, exploitation of the most vulnerable and in the 

end bear a greater burden on the taxpayer. Constant 

reassessment of people granted ‘Temporary Protection’ is likely to 

(unnecessarily) present a new burden on the asylum system which 

these proposals are trying to reduce. With no return agreements 

in place with any ‘safe third county’, the reality of these plans is 

that government are only going to waste taxpayer's resources on 

a delayed process, with people stuck in the system much longer, 

reliant on services such as housing and facing increasing 

deterioration in health before finally being told that they can’t be 

sent back anywhere else and therefore their claims dealt with. 

This does not solve the problem – it creates more. 

Furthermore, many of the measures introduced in the plan have 
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previously been put forward by the government in other pieces of 

legislation and ruled unlawful. Rather than regurgitating 

previously failed policies to peddle a divisive narrative, which is 

again extremely wasteful of important resources, the time and 

money that has been put into this plan would be much better 

spent on fixing a broken system which is unworkable and 

impracticable. 

Instead of the government spreading fear and peddling divisive 

rhetoric, it should be acting responsibly to create safety and unity, 

where all members of our society can flourish and benefit from all 

the UK should be offering. These proposals threaten the very right 

to seek asylum in the UK, will make life harder for those people 

who do claim asylum here and will put people seeking safety at 

increased risk. 

What we want the asylum system to look like  

St Augustine’s agrees that there is an urgent need to 

fundamentally reform the UK’s immigration and asylum systems. 

They are currently failing to protect people fleeing or seeking 

refugee protection. Yet these proposals fail to prioritise any 

reform to the system or guarantee better protection. 

Contrary to the claims made in the plan, it is extremely difficult to 

get to the UK to claim asylum. The current system is slow, 

complex and restrictive. Asylum decision-making is bureaucratic 

and very problematic, with around a third of Home Office 

decisions being overturned on appeal. This broken system forces 

people to live in poverty, by prohibiting people seeking asylum 

from working and providing them with just £39 a week to live and 

support themselves on. It is a deeply dehumanising system which 
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forces many others into homelessness and destitution. It 

separates people from support networks by dispersing them to 

where cheap housing is available, or locking people up in 

immigration detention centres. The proposals do not address 

systemic issues, introduce or create ‘safe’ or ‘legal’ routes, or 

tackle the root causes of why people are forced to take dangerous 

journeys to seek safety. Nor will they address the backlog of 

people waiting in inhumane conditions for a decision on their 

claim for asylum, and they will only make the lives of people 

currently in the UK seeking asylum even more difficult. 

We want an asylum system we can be proud of, a patriotic one in 

line with traditional British principles and values of solidarity and 

compassion, that treats people with dignity and provides them 

with the support they need to rebuild their lives. We would like to 

see the following proactive changes to the asylum system in order 

to level up, make it fair and make it work for Britain:  

 A fair, humane and efficient asylum system – all people 

seeking asylum should be able to live in humanity and 

dignity, which means assessing claims fairly, humanely 

and efficiently, providing decent accommodation in the 

community, increasing asylum support and giving people 

seeking asylum the right to work and equal access to 

higher education. Detention should not be part of the 

asylum process.   

 Effective access to the asylum process – all people seeking 

protection should have the opportunity to be able to do 

so. Provide leave to remain to the people who have been 

in the UK for extended periods, who have been forced to 

rely on the black market, forced into homelessness or 
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fallen victim to exploitation, trafficking or slavery. Having 

faced an extended period living in an inhumane limbo, 

granting these individuals with status would allow the UK 

to benefit from all that they bring.  

 Stop the increased pressure on our judiciary system by 

ensuring better decision making at the outset. Those 

seeking asylum should have their asylum claims assessed 

fully, fairly and quickly with access to adequate legal 

advice, and they should never be punished for having 

arrived spontaneously. Reforms are needed also to the 

legal aid system, allowing people to access justice at the 

earliest opportunity.   

 Global solidarity and responsibility sharing – the UK 

should play a role in providing sustainable solutions to 

forced migration and step up to open more safe routes by 

significantly increasing our resettlement programme, 

expanding family reunion rights for everyone who is 

granted refugee status and opening up more 

complementary pathways (e.g. to study).   

 Reception conditions that promote dignity, liberty, 

empowerment and integration – support provided during 

the asylum system must ensure liberty, promote dignity, 

empower people and support their integration in the 

community from the moment of arrival.  

 Integration – policies should support people to realise 

their full potential and empower them to make a positive 

contribution to their communities. Allowing, as the 

government rightly states, the UK to continue to benefit 

from the skills and advantages that immigration brings to 

our country, as well as the boost this will have for our 
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economy. 

Through these proposals as they currently exist, the government 

is bringing nothing but shame to the British people. We are a 

proud, patriotic and welcoming nation, known throughout history 

to warmly open our arms to the world at a time of crisis. Now, 

more than ever, at a time when the whole world has come 

together in the face of a global pandemic, the UK should once 

more stand proudly and responsibly with the rest of the world. 

As set out in the Refugee Convention, all human beings are born 

free and equal in dignity and rights. They are endowed with 

reason and conscience and should act towards one another in a 

spirit of solidarity. St Augustine’s strongly believes and advocates 

that the UK should uphold and abide by these important global 

standards. 

 

Questions 4 - 7: Chapter 2: Protecting those Fleeing Persecution, Oppression and Tyranny STA recommended view 

4 The Government is reviewing safe and legal routes for 
protection claimants to enter the UK. Further details of this 
can be found in Annex A. 
 
The intention of the UK Government is to maintain clear, well-
defined routes for refugees in need of protection, ensuring 
refugees have the freedom to succeed, ability to integrate 
and contribute fully to society when they arrive in the UK. 
 
In your view, how effective, if at all, do you feel each of the 
following proposals will be in ensuring the Government can 
provide safe and legal ways for refugees in genuine need of 
protection? 
 

o Very effective 
o Fairly effective 
o Not very effective 
o Not at all effective 
o Don’t know  

Decline to answer (framing of leading questions). 
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Please select one response for each statement. 

 Maintaining a long-term commitment to resettle 
refugees from around the globe to the UK, including 
ensuring a full range of persecuted minorities are 
represented. 

 Granting resettled refugees immediate indefinite 
leave to remain on their arrival in the UK so that they 
benefit from full rights and entitlements when they 
arrive. 

 Reviewing the refugee family reunion routes available 
to refugees who have arrived through safe and legal 
routes. 

 Ensuring resettlement programmes are responsive to 
emerging international crises – so refugees at 
immediate risk can be resettled more quickly. 

 Working to ensure more resettled refugees can enter 
the UK through community sponsorship, encouraging 
stronger partnerships between local government and 
community groups. 

 Introducing a new means for the Home Secretary to 
help people in extreme need of safety whilst still in 
their country of origin in life-threatening 
circumstances. 

 Enhancing support provided to refugees to help them 
integrate into UK society and become self-sufficient 
more quickly. 

 Reviewing support for refugees to access 
employment in the UK through our points-based 
immigration system where they qualify. 

5 In maintaining clearly-defined safe and legal routes, how 
important, if at all, are each of the following practical 
considerations? Please select one response. 
 

o Very important 
o Fairly important 
o Not very important 
o Not at all important 

Decline to answer. 
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 Linking the numbers of refugees the UK resettles to 
the capacity of local areas to provide help and 
support. 

 Prioritising refugees on the basis of their vulnerability 
or risk.  

 Prioritising refugees based on their potential to 
integrate in the UK (e.g. English proficiency, pre-
existing ties to the UK, or skills).  

 Prioritising refugees from persecuted minority 
groups. 

 Prioritising the family members of refugees already in 
the UK. 

o Don’t know 

6 The intention is to continue to provide support to all those 
granted refugee status so that they are equipped to properly 
integrate and contribute to society when they arrive in the 
UK. How far do you agree or disagree that each of the 
following proposals will help to meet this aim of developing 
refugee support? Please select one response.  
 

 An integration support package should focus on 
progress to employment (including self-employment).  

 An integration support package should consider 
elements such as well-being, language, employment 
and social bonds. 

 An integration support package should be delivered at 
local level to national standards (to an agreed 
mandatory framework), so that all refugees receive 
the appropriate level of support, delivered in a way 
that is appropriate to where they live.  

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Neither agree nor 
disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 
Don’t know 

Decline to answer. 

7 Please use the space below to give further feedback on the 
proposals in chapter 2. In particular, the Government is keen 
to understand: 
 

Open question. We believe that adults and families should be able to reunite with 

other family members in the UK, as is their fundamental right.  

Although a review of the asylum system is welcome, there will be 
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(a) If there are any ways in which these proposals could be 
improved to make sure the objective of providing well 
maintained and defined safe and legal routes for refugees in 
genuine need of protection is achieved;  
 
and (b) Whether there are any potential challenges that you 
can foresee in the approach the Government is taking to help 
those in genuine need of protection. 
 
Please provide as much detail as you can. 

fewer people coming into the UK under ‘legal’ routes, which will 

limit the number of people who could benefit from refugee family 

reunion. Less than 1% of refugees worldwide are resettled 

annually via reunification and resettlement, meaning this is not a 

viable option for the majority of those fleeing persecution. We 

would therefore want to see a much higher number, from a 

higher number of countries, come in the future. Resettlement 

routes should be opened to all nationalities. Criteria for 

vulnerability also need to be reviewed – they are too narrow in 

scope at the moment.  

There needs to be more evidence of the plans for a wider 

partnership with the UNHCR. How will it work in practice? In 

which countries? Currently the resettlement scheme concerns 

very few countries, none of which are at the top of countries of 

origin for asylum seekers. 

The government’s current proposals intend to penalise asylum 

seekers based on their route of entry, and criminalises what the 

plan deems as "illegal" routes. This, compounded by the intent to 

restrict the right to family reunion and the sparsity of new “safe 

and legal” routes, will undoubtedly leave huge unanswered gaps, 

and shine a light on the hypocrisy and impracticability of the 

government’s plans that are unrealistic and not suited for people 

fleeing their homes and countries at hours’ / with no notice. 

50% of all asylum seekers currently coming into the UK, including 

those entering via “illegal” routes, are given asylum in the UK at 

first decision. And then some more get granted LTR by courts. 

Presumably the same people would not be given protection under 

the new plans. This would be unfair and illogical. To quote the 

plan, “Access to the UK’s asylum system should be based on 
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genuine need, not on the ability to enter illegally by paying people 

smugglers”. This is problematic logic: because you enter “illegally” 

does not mean you are not in genuine need – just that this is the 

only route open to you. The main test to be given protection is 

risk of persecution on return, it should NOT be which way you 

come into a country. There are no safe and legal routes to claim 

asylum in the UK at the moment, nor is the government proposing 

any here. 

We do not believe that any asylum seeker or protection claimant 

should be penalised for their irregular entry or arrival in UK 

territory. We oppose the use of deterrent policies, and do not 

believe these are an effective means of strengthening the use of 

safe and legal routes. We believe adults and unaccompanied 

children should be able to apply for family reunification regardless 

of their route of entry to the UK. 

 

Questions 8 - 14: Family reunion including unaccompanied asylum-seeking children. 
 
These questions relate to family reunion policy, and approaches to supporting 
unaccompanied asylum-seeking children. 

STA recommended view 

8 The Government recognises the importance of reuniting 
those who are in the UK who are in genuine need of 
protection, with their family members. 
 
How important, if at all, do you think each of the following 
proposals would be in meeting this objective? Please select 
one response [ranging from ‘Very important’ to ‘Not at all 
important’] for each statement. 
 
Reuniting an adult with refugee status in the UK with… 
 

o Very important 
o Fairly important 
o Not very important 
o Not at all important 
o Don’t know 

Decline to answer. SEE QUESTION 10 
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 Their spouse or partner, wherever their 
spouse/partner may be in the world. 

 Their own child who is under the age of 18, wherever 
their child may be in the world. 

 Their own adult child who is over the age of 18, 
wherever their child may be in the world. 

 A close family member (e.g. sister, brother), wherever 
that family member may be in the world. 

 Another family member (e.g. uncle, aunt, nephew, 
niece), wherever that family member may be in the 
world. 

9 Now that the UK has left the European Union (EU), protection 
claimants who have sought international protection in an EU 
member state can no longer join family members in the UK 
using EU law. 
 
This means those seeking international protection in the EU 
must apply to join family members in the UK under the 
Immigration Rules like those from the ‘rest of the world’. 
 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with this approach to 
apply the same policy to protection claimants seeking to join 
family members in the UK, regardless of where they are? 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Neither agree nor 
disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 
Don’t know 

Decline to answer. SEE QUESTION 10 
 

10 Are there any other observations or views you would like to 
share relating to the UK Government’s future policy on safe 
and legal routes for unaccompanied asylum-seeking children 
in the EU wanting to reunite with family members in the UK? 
 
Please write in your answer and provide as much detail as you 
can. 

Open question. St Augustine’s stand for increasing the provision of safe and new 

routes for child family reunification in the UK. Anyone who says 

they are a child should be treated as such until proven otherwise, 

and age assessment processes should only be used in exceptional 

circumstances, in line with UN guidance, given the current 

invasiveness and wide margin of error. We also request that the 

age for threshold of certainty is maintained as “significantly over 

25” instead of reduced to “significantly over 18”, as set out in this 
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plan. 

Refugees entering through ‘safe and legal routes’ will be far fewer 

and therefore ‘genuine refugees’ unable to benefit from reuniting 

with close family members. 

These proposals leave unaccompanied and separated migrant 

children (UASCs) in a much more vulnerable situation unable to 

avail themselves of the protection to reunite with family members 

in the UK. The proposals in Chapter 4 include potentially harmful 

changes to age assessments, running contrary to the direction of 

travel of best practice in this area of work, particularly of the 

devolved nations. They also do nothing to address the devastating 

impact of Home Office delays on children. 

They will potentially force children to make death defying 

journeys to reach the UK to reunite with family members who 

have entered ‘Illegally’ but are stuck in a system of trying to be 

sent back to a country where no return arrangement has been 

made. Even if they get granted temporary admission, the UASC 

would not be able to come legally and therefore make the 

perilous journey. 

11 Are there any other observations or views you would like to 
share relating to the UK Government’s future policy on safe 
and legal routes for unaccompanied asylum-seeking children 
in the rest of the world (outside the EU) wanting to reunite 
with family members in the UK? 
 
Please write in your answer and provide as much detail as you 
can. 

Open question. Unaccompanied asylum-seeking children wanting to reunite with 

family members in the UK should be allowed to do so from 

anywhere in the world, not just the EU, and these routes should 

be readily available. 

We request the assurance that the safe third country principle is 

not applied to anyone, especially child asylum seekers in the UK. 

We also request that Section 67 Leave (also known as the Dubs 

agreement) is reinstated, to ensure that unaccompanied, 

separated refugee children in Europe can be reunited with family 
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members here in the UK. 

We believe that safe and legal routes to seek asylum in the UK 

should be provided for all asylum seekers (unaccompanied 

children, adults and families, both within and outside of the EU). 

12 Are there any other observations or views you would like to 
share relating to the UK Government’s future policy on safe 
and legal routes to the UK for protection claimants in the EU?  
 
Please write in your answer and provide as much detail as you 
can. 
 
When you answer please indicate if your views relate to 
protection claimants who are unaccompanied asylum seeking 
children, adults and/or families (adults and accompanied 
children) in the EU. 

Open question.  

13 Are there any other observations or views you would like to 
share relating to the UK Government’s future policy on safe 
and legal routes for protection claimants who are adults 
and/or families (adults and accompanied children) wanting to 
reunite with family members in the UK? 
 
Please write in your answer and provide as much detail as you 
can. 

Open question.  

14 Are there any further observations or views you would like to 
share about safe and legal routes to the UK for family reunion 
or other purposes for protection claimants and/or refugees 
and/or their families that you have not expressed?  
 
Please write in your answer and provide as much detail as you 
can.  
 

Open question.  
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When you answer please indicate if your views relate to 
protection claimants and/or refugees and/or their families in 
the EU and/or the rest of the world. 

Questions 15 - 18: Chapter 3 - Ending Anomalies and Delivering Fairness in British 
Nationality Law. These questions relate to citizenship policy and British Nationality Law. 

STA recommended view 

15 How effective, if at all, do you feel the following changes will 
be in contributing to the objective of correcting historic 
anomalies in current British Nationality law? Please provide 
an answer for each statement. 
 

 Introducing new registration provisions for children of 
a British Overseas Territories Citizen (BOTC) to 
acquire citizenship more easily. 

 Fixing the injustice which prevents a child from 
acquiring their father’s citizenship if their mother was 
married to someone else. 

 Introducing a new discretionary adult registration 
route to give the Home Secretary an ability to grant 
citizenship in compelling and exceptional 
circumstances where there has been historical 
unfairness beyond a person’s control. 

 Creating further flexibility to waive residence 
requirements for naturalisation in exceptional cases. 

 
This will mean those impacted by Windrush are not 
prevented from qualifying for British Citizenship 
because they were not able to return to the UK to meet the 
residency requirements through no fault of their own. 

o Very effective 
o Fairly effective 
o Not very effective 
o Not at all effective 
o Don’t know  
 

Q15-18: Decline to answer all the questions on nationality law. 

16 The Government wants to change the registration route for 
stateless children, who were born in the UK and have lived 
here for five years. 
 
The Government wants to ensure that those who are 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Neither agree nor 
disagree 
Disagree 

See 15 
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genuinely stateless can benefit. People should not be able to 
acquire these benefits if they purposely fail to acquire their 
own nationality for their child. 
 
To what extent, if at all, do you agree that this is the right 
approach? 

Strongly disagree 
Don’t know 

17 The law currently allows some discretion around 
naturalisation, to account for exceptional circumstances. 
However, it is currently an un-waivable requirement that a 
person must have been in the UK on the first day of their 5 (or 
3) year residential qualifying period. 
 
The Government is seeking to change the law so that 
discretion can be exercised when a person was not in the UK 
on that day in appropriate cases, whilst maintaining the 
principle that people should have completed a period of 
continuous residence. 
 
This might be used, for example, where a person was a 
longterm resident of the UK but had been prevented from 
returning to the UK after a trip overseas five years ago by 
mistake, as was the case for a number of the Windrush 
generation, or due to unforeseen compelling circumstances. 
 
To what extent, if at all, do you agree that this approach 
provides sufficient flexibility to allow people with a strong 
connection to the UK to qualify for naturalisation? 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Neither agree nor 
disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 
Don’t know 

See 15 
 

18 Please use the space below to give further feedback on the 
proposals in chapter 3. The government is keen to 
understand:  
 
(a) If there are any ways in which these proposals could be 
improved to make sure the objective of correcting historic 

Open question See 15 
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anomalies in our nationality laws is achieved; 
 
and (b) Whether there are any potential challenges that you 
can foresee in the approach being taken to reform nationality 
laws. 
 
Please provide as much detail as you can. 

Questions 19 - 25: Chapter 4 - Disrupting Criminal Networks and Reforming the Asylum 
System. These questions relate to Chapter 4 of the New Plan for Immigration, and focus 
heavily on proposed reforms to the UK’s asylum system. 

STA recommended view 

19 To protect life and ensure access to our asylum system is 
preserved for the most vulnerable, we must break the 
business model of criminal networks behind illegal 
immigration and overhaul the UK’s decades-old domestic 
asylum framework. 
 
In your view, how effective, if at all, will the following 
proposals be in achieving this aim? 
 

 Ensuring that those who arrive in the UK, having 
passed through safe countries, or have a connection 
to a safe country where they could have claimed 
asylum will be considered inadmissible to the UK’s 
asylum system. 

 Seeking rapid removal of inadmissible cases to the 
safe country from which they embarked or to another 
third country. 

 Introducing a new temporary protection status with 
less generous entitlements and limited family reunion 
rights for people who are inadmissible but cannot be 
returned to their country of origin (as it would breach 
international obligations) or to another safe country. 

 Bringing forward plans to expand the Government’s 

o Very effective 
o Fairly effective 
o Not very effective 
o Not at all effective 
o Don’t know  

Not at all effective.  
 
The framing here of ‘protecting’ the asylum system does not 
reflect the reality that relatively few people seek asylum in the 
UK (fallen by 18% since 2018 and UK processes less than 1% of 
global asylum claims), nor that many of the ongoing problems 
and delays in the asylum process lie with the Home Office itself. 
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asylum estate. These plans will include proposals for 
reception centres to provide basic accommodation 
while processing the claims of inadmissible asylum 
seekers. 

 Making it possible for asylum claims to be processed 
outside the UK and in another country.  

20 To protect the asylum system from abuse, the Government 
will seek to reduce attempts at illegal immigration and 
overhaul our domestic asylum framework. 
 
In your view, how effective, if at all, will the following 
proposals be in achieving this aim? 
 

 Changing the rules so that people who have been 
convicted and sentenced to at least one-year 
imprisonment and constitute a danger to the 
community in the UK can have their refugee status 
revoked and can be considered for removal from the 
UK. 

 Supporting decision-making by setting a clearer and 
higher standard for testing whether an individual has 
a well-founded fear of persecution, consistent with 
the Refugee Convention. 

 Creating a robust approach to age assessment to 
ensure the Government acts as swiftly as possible to 
safeguard against adults claiming to be children and 
can use new scientific methods to improve the 
Government’s abilities to accurately assess age. 

o Very effective 
o Fairly effective 
o Not very effective 
o Not at all effective 
o Don’t know 

Not at all effective  
 
The framing of this question is leading; there is no evidence in 
the Government’s New Plan for Immigration Policy Statement, 
or elsewhere, of widespread ‘abuse’ of the asylum system. 

21 The UK Government intends to create a differentiated 
approach to asylum claims. For the first time how somebody 
arrives in the UK will matter for the purposes of their asylum 
claim. 
 

Open question. There should not be a differentiated approach to asylum claims, 

either while people are waiting for a decision to be made or once 

status is granted.  

Anybody who arrives in the UK other than under VPRS will 
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As the Government seeks to implement this change, what, if 
any, practical considerations should be taken into account? 

immediately be deemed ‘inadmissible’, they won’t be granted any 

form of lasting protection and they will have no rights to certain 

entitlements that VPRS members will receive. Won’t be able to 

settle here. They will be denied their right to family life, and 

human rights in general. They will be seen as second-class 

migrants. The two-tier system will create division within asylum 

seeking-group. There is a suggestion that people who arrive under 

VPRS are more deserving refugees. 

We firmly believe that everyone who claims asylum in the UK 

should be able to live in safety and dignity and supported to 

rebuild their lives. A person’s route of entry to the country has no 

bearing on their need for protection or their rights to fair 

treatment. 

It’s not clear what would happen to people who are already in the 

UK for different reasons and then claim asylum sur place. 

A differentiated approach to asylum claims, as set out in this plan, 

will only cause people in the asylum system to wait longer for a 

decision while housed in harmful, inappropriate accommodation, 

and could also mean that some people will come here illegally, 

won’t claim asylum and will go underground, work illegally and be 

open to exploitation. 

Few of the government's proposals for strengthening ‘safe’ and 

‘legal’ routes present detailed proposals for such new routes. The 

only new proposal, which allows the Home Office to offer 

‘discretionary assistance’ in ‘exceptional’ cases fails to cater to the 

often urgent and unplanned realities of asylum seekers’ departure 

from their home. 

The proposed use of reception centres is extremely alarming. The 
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use of hotels, which is the situation for many of our centre 
members, has shown how damaging living in institutional 
accommodation is for people seeking asylum. We want to see the 
government making a full commitment to housing people seeking 
asylum in communities and urgently address the long-standing 
structural issues in the management and monitoring of contracted 
provision. A new temporary protection status will only create yet 
more barriers to people being able to rebuild their lives, creating a 
new group of people subject to NRPF and vulnerable to 
destitution, as well as preventing people from reuniting with their 
families. 
 

22 The UK Government intends on introducing a more rigorous 
standard for testing the “well-founded fear of persecution” in 
the Refugee Convention. 
 
As the Government considers this change, what, if any, 
practical considerations should be taken into account? 

Open question The government has provided no good reason to make the 

standard to test for a well-founded fear of persecution more 

rigorous. And as it stands, there is already an assessment in place 

for well-founded fear of persecution, and the percentage of 

successful appeals demonstrates that people already aren’t 

receiving protection when they should; in 2019/20 the First-tier 

Tribunal success rate in asylum appeals was 48%. 

In these plans, the government is trying to make it harder for 

claims not to succeed. The introduction of the credibility 

assessment could be very damaging to people who are not able to 

be consistent in their accounts right from the start, due to past 

trauma, bad mental health, difficult journeys, etc. 

There is significant evidence that trauma means people are not 

able to recount events in a coherent manner on a single occasion. 

Those who are members of a persecuted group, for example, 

LGBT+ asylum seekers coming from countries where they have 

never been able to speak about their experiences due to risk of 

violence and harm, which is the situation of many of our centre 
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members, are also disproportionately affected by these measures 

in being expected to speak comprehensively about their 

experiences, often for the first time, during the asylum process. 

The systemic failures of the Home Office which have been 

repeated and well-documented throughout recent history have 

always concluded that the Home Office rely and make decisions 

based upon unrealistic and sometimes unlawful demands for 

evidence, and that Home Office officials making decisions have a 

default position that people are not telling the truth. This proposal 

doesn’t address those failings. 

Furthermore, we do not feel it appropriate to rank steps in this 

manner, as all the proposed approaches in this plan are harmful to 

people seeking asylum and are not reasonable responses to 

addressing the current backlog of asylum applications. We firmly 

believe that ‘asylum processing centres’ have no place in the UK 

asylum system and should never be used. 

We are concerned that these proposals will mean those people 

with a well-founded fear of persecution may be denied asylum, or 

the right to claim it, through no fault of their own. 

 

23 The Government is aware that currently it can take many 
months to consider asylum applications and intends to ensure 
that claims from those who enter the UK illegally are dealt 
with swiftly and efficiently.   
 
To help achieve this, in your view, which of the following 
steps would be the most important? Please rank the following 
statements from most to least important. 
 

Drag and drop to rank 
options 

Choose not to reply to this question.  
 
We support Asylum Matters that it is not appropriate to rank 
steps in this manner as all the proposed approaches are deeply 
harmful to people seeking asylum and are not reasonable 
responses to addressing the current backlog of asylum 
applications. We reiterate that ‘asylum processing centres’ have 
no place in the UK asylum system and should never be used. 
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1. To use asylum processing centres to accommodate 
those who enter the UK illegally, whilst they await the 
outcome of their claim and / or removal from the UK.  

2. To have an expedited approach to appeals, 
particularly where further or repeat claims are made 
by the individual.  

3. To ensure there are set timescales for considering 
claims and appeals made by people who are in 
immigration detention, which will include safeguards 
to ensure procedural fairness. This will be set out in 
legislation. 

4. To ensure those who do not qualify for protection 
under the Refugee Convention, but who still face 
human rights risks, are covered in a way consistent 
with our new approach to asylum. 

24 The Government is committed to strengthening the 
framework for determining the age of people claiming 
asylum, where this is disputed. This will ensure the system 
cannot be misused by adults who are claiming to be children. 
 
In your view, how effective would each of the following 
reforms be in achieving this aim?  
 

 Bring forward plans to introduce a new National Age 
Assessment Board (NAAB) to set out the criteria, process 
and requirements to be followed to assess age, including 
the most up to date scientific technology. NAAB functions 
may include acting as a first point of review for any Local 
Authority age assessment decision and carry out direct 
age assessments itself where required or where invited to 
do so by a Local Authority. 

 Creating a requirement on Local Authorities to either 
undertake full age assessments or refer people to the 

o Very effective 
o Fairly effective 
o Not very effective 
o Not at all effective 
o Don’t know 

Not at all effective 
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NAAB for assessment where they have reason to believe 
that someone’s age is being incorrectly given, in line with 
existing safeguarding obligations. 

 Legislating so that front-line immigration officers and 
other staff who are not social workers are able to make 
reasonable initial assessments of age. Currently, an 
individual will be treated as an adult where their physical 
appearance and demeanour strongly suggests they are 
‘over 25 years of age'. The UK Government is exploring 
changing this to ‘significantly over 18 years of age’. Social 
workers will be able to make straightforward under/over 
18 decisions with additional safeguards.  

 Creating a statutory appeal right against age assessment 
decisions to avoid excessive judicial review litigation. 

25 Please use the space below to give further feedback on the 
proposals in chapter 4. In particular, the Government is keen 
to understand: 
 
(a) If there are any ways in which these proposals could be 
improved to make sure the objective of overhauling our 
domestic asylum framework is achieved;  
 
and (b) Whether there are any potential challenges that you 
can foresee in the approach being taken around asylum 
reform. 
 
Please provide as much detail as you can. 

Open question The use of language in this chapter is shameful, conflating ‘illegal 

immigration’ with people seeking asylum because they are fleeing 

persecution. While we agree that the UK asylum system must be 

improved, the rationale, intent and conclusions of these proposals 

are deeply flawed, not based on any evidence and should be 

scrapped. 

This plan will increase illegal economic activity in the UK, driving it 

underground, instead of limiting criminal activity as the plan 

purports to do. They will only create an increase in criminal 

activity helping ‘illegal’ entrants to go underground as soon as 

they arrive. 

It could also lead to greater pressure on public services if people 

are left in removal centres/without leave for long periods, with no 

hope or certainty, or whilst they are waiting for another country 

to take them back; all this will put pressure on health/mental 

health services. 
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There will also be more financial/logistical pressure on the Home 

Office to monitor this new system, distinguish between different 

types of asylum seekers, open and administer detention centres, 

administer returns to third countries, etc. Not counting the fact 

that there currently are precisely zero take-back agreements with 

third safe countries. Several European countries have specifically 

said they would not have bilateral agreements with the UK on this. 

St Augustine’s Centre would like to know several questions on the 

process of the implementation of the new proposals which these 

proposals don’t answer: will there be opportunities to challenge 

inadmissibility of claims? What would the fresh claim process look 

like? 

In reality what will happen; people will arrival ‘illegally’, then wait 

in a ‘reception centre’ for 6 months (the UK won’t be able to send 

them back anywhere because we have no agreements and no 

country will agree). The Home Office will then look at their case 

here (this takes years currently). Then we will grant 30 months 

leave. Then they review this every 30 months. How do they have 

capacity to do this? And how much will this cost? There will be an 

increase in cost to the system the Home Office do not have 

capacity now how will they expect to have capacity for these new 

proposals. 

We would expect 95% of people we currently work with to be 

placed on the new temporary protection status, with less 

generous entitlements and limited rights, because the vast 

majority of people currently arriving in the UK to claim asylum 

would be deemed ‘inadmissible’ and wouldn’t be able to be 

returned to a third country. 
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Questions 26 - 30: Chapter 5 - Streamlining Asylum Claims and Appeals. These questions 
relate to Chapter 5 of the New Plan for Immigration, and focus on the decision making and 
appeals systems. 

STA recommended view 

26 The Government wants to ensure the asylum and appeals 
system is faster, fairer and concludes cases more effectively. 
The Government’s end-to-end reforms will aim to reduce the 
extent to which people can frustrate removals through 
sequential or unmeritorious claims, appeals or legal action, 
while maintaining fairness, ensuring access to justice and 
upholding the rule of law.  
 
In your view, how effective, if at all, will each of the following 
intended reforms be in achieving these aims? 
 

 Developing a “Good Faith” requirement setting out 
principles for people and their representatives when 
dealing with public authorities and the courts, such as 
not providing misleading information or bringing 
evidence late where it was reasonable to do so 
earlier. 

 Introducing an expanded ‘one-stop’ process to ensure 
that asylum claims, human rights claims, referrals as a 
potential victim of modern slavery and any other 
protection matters are made and considered 
together, ahead of any appeal hearing. This would 
require people and their representatives to present 
their case honestly and comprehensively – setting out 
full details and evidence to the Home Office and not 
adding more claims later which could have been 
made at the start.  

 Considering introducing a ground of appeal to the 
First Tier Tribunal for certain Modern Slavery cases 
within the ‘one-stop’ process. 

o Very effective 
o Fairly effective 
o Not very effective 
o Not at all effective 
o Don’t know 

Not at all effective 
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27 The Government wants to ensure the asylum and appeals 
system is faster, fairer and concludes cases more effectively. 
The Government’s end-to-end reforms will aim to reduce the 
extent to which people can frustrate removals through 
sequential or unmeritorious claims, appeals or legal action, 
while maintaining fairness, ensuring access to justice and 
upholding the rule of law.  
 
In your view, how effective, if at all, will each of the following 
intended reforms be in achieving these aims:   
 

 Providing more generous access to advice, including 
legal advice, to support people to raise issues, provide 
evidence as early as possible and avoid last minute 
claims. 

 Introducing an expedited process for claims and 
appeals made from detention, providing access to 
justice while quickly disposing any unmeritorious 
claims. 

 Providing a quicker process for Judges to take 
decisions on claims which the Home Office refuse 
without the right of appeal, reducing delays and costs 
from judicial reviews. 

 Introducing a new system for creating a panel of pre-
approved experts (e.g. medical experts) who report to 
the court or require experts to be jointly agreed by 
parties. 

 Expanding the fixed recoverable costs regime to cover 
immigration judicial reviews (JRs) and encouraging 
the increased use of wasted costs orders in Asylum 
and Immigration matters. 

 Introducing a new fast-track appeal process. This will 
be for cases that are deemed to be manifestly 

o Very effective 
o Fairly effective 
o Not very effective 
o Not at all effective 
o Don’t know 

Bullet point 1 as fairly effective; the following all not at all 
effective.  
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unfounded or new claims, made late. This will include 
late referrals for modern slavery insofar as they 
prevent removal or deportation. 

28 The Government believes that all those who are subject to 
the UK’s immigration laws, including those who have arrived 
here illegally or overstayed their visa, should be required to 
act in good faith at all times. Currently, the system is 
susceptible to being abused and there has to be an onus on 
individuals to act properly and take steps to return to their 
country of origin where they have no right to remain in the 
UK. This duty will apply to anyone engaging with the UK 
authorities on an immigration matter.    
 
 
As a part this requirement, to what extent do you agree or 
disagree with each of the following principles:   
 
Individuals coming to the UK (as a visitor, student or other 
legal means) should leave the country on their own accord, by 
the time their visa expires. 
Individuals seeking the protection of the UK Government 
should bring their claims as soon as possible. 
Individuals seeking the protection of the UK Government 
should always tell the truth. 
Failure to act in good faith should be a factor that counts 
against the individual, when considered by the Home Office 
or judges as part of their decision making. 
Where an individual has not acted in good faith, this will be a 
relevant and important factor which decision makers and 
judges should take into account when determining the 
credibility of the claimant. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Neither agree nor 
disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 
Don’t know 

Decline to answer. 

 
The framing of the question is leading, not based on any 
evidence and does not allow for a meaningful response to the 
proposal. It focuses on whether the actions listed above will be 
effective in achieving the aims of the government’s proposals. 

29 The Government propose an amended ‘one-stop process’ for 
all protection claimants. This means supporting individuals to 

Open question The requirement to present all evidence relevant to asylum or 

human rights claims at the beginning of the process is not in the 
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present all protection-related issues at the start of the 
process. The objective of this process is to avoid sequential 
and last-minute claims being made, resulting in quicker and 
more effective decision making for claimants.  
 
Are there other measures not set out in the proposals for a 
‘one-stop process’ that the Government could take to speed 
up the immigration and asylum appeals process, while 
upholding access to justice? Please give data (where 
applicable) and detailed reasons. 

interests of fairness for asylum seekers, and is unlikely to ensure 

the most just outcomes. 

Plus, the ‘one stop process’ is already an existing measure 

practiced by the Home Office, we see these lots with our daily 

work at the St Augustine’s Centre. 

We recently worked with a centre member who had a bag seized 

at port which contained baptism certificate as evidence. They 

could not get this back, and only until our local MP got involved, 

we eventually found out: 

They said that records show that it was detained for evidential 

purposes, but it was found that not evidential material was 

enclosed with regards to this person’s asylum case. This was 

therefore left in the possession of the Border Force. 

 

They were able to confirm that they did locate a Bible containing a 

baptism certificate (as our centre member had described), but no 

money within the bag. 

 

They informed us that the Home Office were unable to identify 

why this did not travel with our centre member. 

 

The Bible was recovered and kept – as a religious item. They were 

able to make arrangements to return this. But the baptism paper 

was not kept. 

Unfortunately, the bag and items within it were disposed of in the 

middle of 2020. They stated that due to limited storage capacity, 

they regularly dispose of border force items after a few months 

have passed. And the Home Office apologised for any distress 
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caused. 

People do not flee with paper evidence.... and in the current 

modern world and increased digitalisation and electronification of 

many systems and documentation, it is not a realistic expectation 

that people fleeing and seeking asylum, often via perilous 

journeys, would carry or get to keep paperwork. 

There are lots of examples of loss of evidence on route to UK. As 

we have experienced with some of our centre members, 

sometimes people may be able to request or get documentation 

sent over, but there are delays and no guarantees to this too. 

Moreover, many have lost contact or have difficult relationships 

with their family, or the government are known to check the post, 

family fear to obtain evidence – put people at increased risk of 

danger. 

Furthermore, PTSD and trauma are shown to impair recall and 

trigger avoidance of difficult subjects – which is exactly what the 

Home Office would ask of asylum seekers on arrival. 

 

30 Please use the space below to give further feedback on the 
proposals in chapter 5. In particular, the Government is keen 
to understand:  
 
(a) If there are any ways in which these proposals could be 
improved to make sure the asylum and appeals system is 
faster, fairer, and concludes cases more effectively; 
 
(b) Whether there are any potential challenges that you can 
foresee in the approach the Government are taking around 
streamlining appeals. 

Open question The current decision making and appeals policy is slow, failing and 

unfit for purpose. 

Based on evidence from our work, people can only bring a fresh 

claim if they have new evidence or new reasons which they 

genuinely do. There may be many clear and well-established 

reasons why it may not be possible for an individual to present all 

relevant information in support of their claim at the earliest 

opportunity. Including (but not limited to) not having access to 

relevant documents or records, delays in accessing legal advice, 

being too traumatised to immediately provide all relevant 
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information. Delay is also common with claims based on sexual 

orientation or gender identity, conversion, sexuality, change in 

situation in home country – all things they could not provide 

initially. 

These plans imply that you can easily appeal to the upper tribunal 

and court of appeal, but actually it is not so easy. People JR 

because of unlawful actions the Home Office makes. 

 

1. Good faith requirement – this already exists. Legal reps and 

people cannot knowingly provide misleading information. They 

say it should impact upon credibility – but it should not be used to 

overlook their need for international protection as we would be in 

breach of international laws. 

2. this exists currently. People are issued with one stop notices. 

People do bring forward all relevant matters – if they bring up 

matters later on it does currently damage credibility? In reality, 

from our experience at St Augustine’s, many people are scared to 

bring something else at a later stage in the asylum process as they 

know it will damage their credibility and so they hedge their bets 

with what they have. Then they have to rely on the other bits at a 

later stage and make a new claim. So really this threshold should 

be lowered to allow room for understanding that things can be 

brought up later and the reasons why. 

3. This needs to happen but not to those people ‘prioritised’ for 

removal. It needs to happen to people when they initially arrive. 

So that they don’t even get to that point. 

4. The government proposed a fast-track process before which 

was deemed unlawful. Also, this is clearly alluded to when talking 
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about expedited appeals from detention but failed before. Again, 

it’s going to take more resource, cost, time and inevitably delay 

the process longer and harder. Going back to DFT complexities of 

people’s claims will be overlooked. 

The Court of Appeal found that the judicial rules setting the tight 

timescales for asylum-seekers to make appeals were unlawful and 

‘ultra vires’ and that the strict time limits in and of themselves 

were ‘structurally unfair’. (https://detentionaction.org.uk/get-

involved/detained-fast-track/) 

5. Provide a quicker process for judges to take decisions on claims 

which the Home Office refuse without the right of appeal, reducing 

delays and costs from judicial reviews;   

How? These plans do not set out how a quick system would be 

provided for this to happen, and it could potentially, again, deny 

people their right to access a fair system to challenge the Home 

Office’s unlawfulness. 

6. Pre-approved experts – by whom exactly? Surely this will be 

biased pre-approval? (We had one case recently where the home 

office got their own language person to assess language in a 

substantive interview which then said they weren’t Syrian after 

listening to the first 20 questions and writing a report and 

providing this assessment back to the IO during the actual 

interview). 

8. Again unlawful – most vulnerable. Lots of reasons why someone 

would not come forward as a victim of trafficking in an initial 

claim. 

Questions 31 - 32: Chapter 6 - Supporting Victims of Modern Slavery. STA recommended view 

https://detentionaction.org.uk/get-involved/detained-fast-track/
https://detentionaction.org.uk/get-involved/detained-fast-track/
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These questions relate to Chapter 6 of the New Plan for Immigration, and focus on 
proposals relating to tackling modern slavery and support victims of trafficking. 

31 The Government believes there is a need to act now to build a 
resilient system which identifies victims of modern slavery as 
quickly as possible, and ensures that support is provided to 
those who need it, distinguishing effectively between genuine 
and vexatious accounts of modern slavery. 
 
In your view, how effective, if at all, will each of the following 
intended reforms be in achieving these aims? 
 

 Improving First Responders’ understanding of when 
to make a referral into the National Referral 
Mechanism (NRM) and when alternative support 
services may be more appropriate. 

 Clarifying the Reasonable Grounds threshold. 

 Clarifying the definition of “public order” to enable 
the UK to withhold protections afforded by the NRM 
where there is a link to serious criminality or risk to 
UK national security. 

 Legislating to clarify the basis on which confirmed 
victims of modern slavery may be eligible for a grant 
of temporary, modern slavery specific, leave to 
remain. 

 Bringing forward other future legislation to clarify 
international obligations to victims in UK law. 

 Continuing to strengthen the criminal justice system 
response to modern slavery, providing additional 
funding to increase prosecutions and build policing 
capability to investigate and respond to organised 
crime. 

 Introducing new initiatives (as set out in Chapter 6 of 

o Very effective 
o Fairly effective 
o Not very effective 
o Not at all effective 
o Don’t know 

Decline to answer. 
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the New Plan for Immigration) to provide additional 
support to victims, improve the Government’s ability 
to prevent modern slavery in the first place, and 
increase prosecutions of perpetrators. 

32 Please use the space below to give further feedback on the 
proposals in chapter 6. In particular, the Government is keen 
to understand: 
 
(a) If there are any ways in which these proposals could be 
improved to make sure the objective of building a resilient 
system which accurately identifies possible victims of modern 
slavery as quickly as possible and ensures that support is 
provided to genuine victims who need it is achieved; 
 
and (b) Whether there are any potential challenges that you 
can foresee in the approach the Government are taking 
around modern slavery. 
 
Please provide as much detail as you can. 

Open question The proposals again are not clear enough about how this would 

work out in practice. It is agreed that this system needs to be 

reviewed but the plan does not go into enough detail about how 

this will happen. How would the government identify victim of 

modern-day slavery quickly? Our experience is that this comes up 

a lot later also the trauma associated with being a victim – nature 

to be hesitant and untrustful and difficult to disclose. People and 

victims will be overlooked again. So far, the only data the Home 

Office have been able to provide demonstrates that a majority of 

potential survivors, who were wrongly deemed suitable for 

detention, are later found to have a valid claim in the eyes of the 

law. This illustrates more must be done to improve identification 

of survivors before detention, not further punish those being 

failed by authorities. 

We believe this policy consultation is not being held in good faith, 

and that the focus of these proposals is not about protecting 

vulnerable victims of trafficking – again the actual victims of 

trafficking are often the ones who will get penalised as according 

to this plan. Expert modern slavery and detention organisations 

have voiced concerns about ‘stealth’ changes made, and we 

support these claims. 

The government plans to modify safeguards and proposals to 

change the test for reasonable grounds is horrific. It argues it must 

more quickly distinguish between “genuine and vexatious” 

accounts of modern slavery. Any attempt to erode safeguards for 

survivors will play into traffickers’ hands – allowing them to 
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continue operating safe in the knowledge that their victims will 

not be protected if they leave settings of exploitation. 

Questions 33 - 37: Chapter 7 - Disrupting Criminal Networks Behind People Smuggling. These 
questions relate to Chapter 7 of the New Plan for Immigration, and focus on policies relating 
to clandestine entry to the UK and criminalisation 

STA recommended view 

33 Illegal immigration can cause significant harm and can 
endanger the lives of those undertaking dangerous journeys. 
It can also endanger those emergency service workers and 
Border Force officers who respond to illegal journeys such as 
those made by small boat. 
 
The Government is determined to introduce tough new 
measures to deter illegal migration by strengthening the 
protection of the UK’s borders 
In your view, how effective, if at all, will each of the following 
intended reforms be in helping to meet this aim: 
 
1. Introducing tougher criminal offences for those attempting 
to illegally enter the UK, (including raising the penalty for 
illegal entry from 6 months to 2 - 5 
years). 
2. Widening existing powers to tackle those promoting or 
facilitating illegal migration, including raising the maximum 
sentence for facilitation to life imprisonment. 
3. Giving additional powers to Border Force including 
searching freight containers for immigration purposes, seize 
and dispose of any vessels and the ability to stop and redirect 
vessels from the UK where persons being conveyed are 
suspected of seeking to enter the UK illegally. 
4. Increasing the penalty to a maximum of 5 years in prison 
for Foreign National Offenders who return to the UK in breach 
of a deportation order. 

o Very effective 
o Fairly effective 
o Not very effective 
o Not at all effective 
o Don’t know 

Decline to answer this question. 
 
The framing of this section is to try and associate ‘illegal 
immigration’ and clandestine entry to the UK to criminalisation 
and smuggling, which is highly misleading. 
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5. Overhauling the Clandestine Civil Penalty Regime. 
6. Implementing an Electronic Travel Authorisation (ETA) 
scheme to identify and block the entry of those who present a 
threat to the UK. 

34 This question relates to the proposals to overhaul the 
Clandestine Civil Penalty Regime in chapter 7 of the New Plan 
for Immigration. 
 
The Government recognises that there is an ongoing threat 
posed to the haulage sector by those who view clandestine 
concealment in goods vehicles as a means to enter the UK 
illegally. 
 
Efforts to improve lorry security will assist in protecting the 
industry and borders, and yet the Government is still 
encountering large volumes of vehicles which do not meet the 
minimum-security standards set out in the Civil Penalty: 
Prevention of Clandestine Entrants Code of Practice (which 
can be accessed on GOV.UK). 
 
How far do you agree or disagree that improving levels of 
goods vehicle security is an important step towards reducing 
illegal entry by clandestine migrants? 

Open question Decline to answer. See 33. 

35 This question relates to the proposals to overhaul the 
Clandestine Civil Penalty Regime in chapter 7 of the New Plan 
for Immigration. 
 
The Government aims to provide a fair and transparent 
charging framework that addresses more severe breaches of 
the Clandestine Entrant Civil Penalty Code. The Government 
proposes an increase in the level of penalty. 
 
What level of fine (per clandestine migrant) do you think is 

 The current 
maximum penalty 
(£2000 per 
clandestine 
migrant) 

 Other amount 
(please specify) 

 Don’t know 

Decline to answer. See 33. 
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appropriate? 

36 The Government proposes to legislate for and enforce an 
electronic travel authorisation (ETAs) scheme i.e., an 
application for permission to travel to the UK similar to the 
current process for countries like United States, Canada, 
Australia and New Zealand. 
 
If you have experience of applying for or engaging with travel 
authorisation schemes operated by other countries, what are 
your experiences of those schemes? 
1. Mostly positive 
2. Equally positive and negative 
3. Mostly negative 
4. Not sure / don’t know 
5. I have not had experience of applying 
 
Please give details to support your answer. 

o Mostly positive 
o Equally positive and 
negative 
o Mostly negative 
o Not sure / don’t 
know 
o I Have not had 
experience of applying 
 
Open question 

Decline to answer. See 33. 
 

37 Please use the space below to give further feedback on the 
proposals in chapter 7. In particular, the Government is keen 
to understand 
 
(a) If there are any ways in which these proposals could be 
improved to make sure the objective of defending the UK 
border and preventing illegal entry is achieved; 
 
and (b) Whether there are any potential challenges that you 
can foresee in the approach the Government are taking to 
defend the border. 
 
Please provide as much detail as you can. 

Open question The framing of this whole section is to try and associate ‘illegal 
immigration’ and clandestine entry to the UK to criminalisation 
and smuggling, which is highly misleading. 
 

Questions 38 - 41: Chapter 8 - Enforcing Removals including Foreign National Offenders 
(FNOs). These questions relate to Chapter 8 of the New Plan for Immigration and focus on a 
variety of policy areas including support provision for people who have been refused 

STA recommended view 
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asylum. 

38 It is an essential responsibility of any Government to enforce 
and promote compliance with immigration laws, ensuring the 
swift return of those not entitled to be in the UK. The Home 
Secretary is also under a duty to remove any foreign national 
offender who has been served a sentence for an offence in 
the UK of 12 months or more.   
 
In your view, how effective, if at all, will each of the following 
reforms be in helping us to build on these principles?   
 

 Consulting with Local Authority partners and 
stakeholders on implementing the provisions of the 
2016 Act to remove support from failed asylum-
seeking families who have no right to remain in the 
UK. 

 Considering whether to more carefully control visa 
availability where a country does not cooperate with 
receiving their own nationals who have no right to be 
in the UK. 

 Increasing the early removal provision for Foreign 
National Offenders who leave the UK from 9 months 
to 12 months to encourage departure and also add a 
new ‘stop the clock’ provision so that they must 
complete their sentence if they return. This would be 
in addition to any sentence for returning in breach of 
a deportation order. 

 Amending the list of factors for consideration of 
granting immigration bail and the conditions of 
immigration bail. 

 Placing in statute a single, standardised minimum 
notice period for migrants to access justice prior to 
enforced removal and confirm in statute that notice 

o Very effective 
o Fairly effective 
o Not very effective 
o Not at all effective 
o Don’t know 

Not at all effective 
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need not be re-issued following a previous failed 
removal, for example where the person has physically 
disrupted their removal. 

39 The Government intends on amending the list of factors for 
consideration of Immigration Bail in paragraph 3 of Schedule 
10 to the Immigration Act 2016 (legislation.gov.uk), to include 
an individual’s compliance with proper immigration process.   
 
To what extent, if at all, do you agree or disagree with this 
proposal? 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Neither agree nor 
disagree 
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 
Don’t know 

Strongly disagree 

40 This question relates to the proposals around providing prior 
notice of a set period (known as the notice period) before the 
individual is removed. This notice period provides the 
opportunity to seek legal advice and bring legal challenges 
ahead of removal.   
 
In your view, should this notice period be:  
 
1. A minimum of 72 hours, as is currently the case 
2. 5 working days 
3. 7 calendar days 
4. Other length of time (please specify and explain your 
answer) 

Open question Decline to answer 

41 Please use the space below to give further feedback on the 
proposals in chapter 8. In particular, the Government is keen 
to understand. 
 
If there are any ways in which these proposals could be 
improved to make sure the objective of enforcing and 
promoting compliance with immigration laws, ensuring the 
swift return of those not entitled to be in the UK is achieved; 
and 
Whether there are any potential challenges that you can 

Open question We believe that the proposed approach to enforcing removals 

outlined in Chapter 8 of the new plan for immigration creates 

further barriers to justice for people seeking asylum and will 

increase destitution, particularly among families with children. We 

therefore reject the proposed changes to the asylum support 

eligibility which will increase homelessness and poverty among 

people seeking refugee protection. 

The provisions in the Immigration Act 2016 allow for the Home 

Office to make significant changes to who can access asylum 
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foresee in the approach the Government is taking around 
removals. 

support, particularly following a refusal. The changes to asylum 

support in the Immigration Act 2016 – amongst other things – 

including removing the eligibility for ongoing Section 95 support 

for families with children who’ve been refused asylum. 

Enforced destitution has long been a part of the Home Office’s 

approach to force people to their country of origin following a 

refusal of asylum. However, we believe that enforced 

homelessness and poverty should never be a built-in feature of 

the UK#s asylum system – and the inhumanity of this approach 

and the hostile environment is proved to not work or be affective. 

Our asylum system should be designed to protect, not punish. 

The UK government is adopting its own politically-fuelled 

prerogative to decide which countries are ‘safe’ for people fleeing 

their homes sets a dangerous precedent, and is particularly 

harmful for asylum seekers experiencing a more individualised 

form of persecution on the grounds, for example, of their gender 

identity or sexuality. Variation between asylum cases, which 

depend heavily on individualised experiences of persecution, 

mean that a ‘safe’ country for one asylum seeker will not be so for 

another, and it’s extremely dangerous for the government to 

adopt this homogenising approach. 

Questions 42 - 45: Public Sector Equality Duty (and other general questions) STA recommended view 

42 Below is a list of protected characteristics under the Equalities 
Act:  
 

 Age 

 Disability 

 Gender reassignment 

 Marriage and civil partnership 

Multiple choice 
 
Open question 

All. 
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 Pregnancy and maternity 

 Race 

 Religion or belief 

 Sex 

 Sexual orientation 
 
From the list of areas below, please select any areas where 
you feel intended reforms present disproportionate impacts 
on individuals protected by the Equalities Act.  
 
Please expand on your answer for any areas you have 
selected, providing data (where applicable), further 
information and detailed reasons.   
 

 Protecting those Fleeing Persecution, Oppression and 
Tyranny (Chapter 2) 

 Ending Anomalies and Delivering Fairness in British 
Nationality Law (Chapter 3) 

 Disrupting Criminal Networks and Reforming the 
Asylum System (Chapter 4) 

 Streamlining Asylum Claims and Appeals (Chapter 5) 

 Supporting Victims of Modern Slavery (Chapter 6) 

 Disrupting Criminal Networks Behind People 
Smuggling (Chapter 7) 

 Enforcing Removals including Foreign National 
Offenders (FNOs) (Chapter 8) 

 None of these 

43 And in which areas, if any, of the intended reforms do you 
feel there are likely to be the greatest potential equalities 
considerations against the listed protected characteristics? 
(tick all that apply)  
 

Multiple choice 
 
Open question 

We believe that these proposals are likely to cause significant 

harm to people seeking refugee protection and on individuals 

protected by the Equalities Act. The UK should be standing up 

against homophobia, biphobia and transphobia at every 

opportunity. Instead, when it comes to asylum seekers, the 
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 Strengthening safe and legal routes (Chapter 2) 

 Delivering fairness in British nationality laws (Chapter 
3) 

 Reforming the asylum system (Chapter 4) 

 Streamlining and speeding up removals (Chapter 5) 

 Reforming the Modern Slavery System (Chapter 6) 

 Defending the Border and strengthening enforcement 
(Chapter 7) 

 Enforcing removals, including of Foreign National 
Offenders (Chapter 8) 

 None of these 
 
Please expand on your answer, providing data (where 
applicable) and further information 

government seems to want to look the other way. 

Being forced to prove something so personal as one’s sexual 

identity to a stranger is in itself potentially traumatic. It is unjust to 

compare the emotional trajectories of those who identify as gay, 

bi or trans, but who grew up in countries which may have very 

different laws and social attitudes, with the experiences of those 

who have lived in western Europe all their lives. 

And yet applicants are having their applications for asylum 

rejected because they appear unable to provide sufficiently 

emotive language or thoughts that led to a realisation about their 

sexuality. These proposals will only increase the intolerable 

psychological strain on people who are already likely to have been 

marginalised and suffered the prospect of violence or death in the 

countries they have fled, just because of who they are. 

44 Thinking about any potential equality considerations for the 
intended reforms in each of the areas, are there any 
mitigations you feel the Government should consider? Please 
give data (where applicable) and detailed reasons. 

Open question Decline to answer. 

45 Is there any other feedback on the New Plan for Immigration 
content that you would like to submit as part of this 
consultation? 

Open question The concept of an ‘illegal’ border crossing is not supported by any 

international law, therefore we oppose and challenge all elements 

of this Bill and its general direction which is to shirk the UK’s 

responsibility to people fleeing persecution all over the world. Not 

only is granting differing levels of protection based on the way an 

asylum seeker enters the country a breach of the UN Refugee 

Convention (Article 31), but distinguishing between asylum seekers 

according to ‘legal’ and ‘illegal’ entry in this way perpetuates the 

narrative of the ‘deserving/undeserving/virtuous refugee’ - i.e. 

distinguishing that only people with certain qualities deserve to be 

protected from persecution, which is a universal human right. 
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Despite the Home Office’s assertion that such measures will be in 

keeping with the UN Refugee Convention, the principle of altering 

protection based on an asylum seekers’ means of entry is a 

blatant breach of international law, as is narrowing the definition 

of ‘persecution’. This process must be stopped. We have set out 

our opposition and reasoning in all the answers to the chapters 

above. 

The UK signed up to the Geneva Convention and should uphold it. 

France has twice as many asylum seekers and Germany 3 times as 

many as the UK. Countries like Turkey have huge numbers, and 

African countries who can ill afford it have even bigger numbers. 

The UK needs to help people fleeing persecution to stay as close 

as possible to home, and if they have to come to Europe the UK 

should take its fair share. Asylum claims should be decided by 

courts from the off, not by the Home Office. Once they are in 

country, all asylum seekers should be treated with the decency 

they deserve and not made to feel like second-rate human beings. 

Give them the right to work, provide good ESOL training as soon 

as they arrive, house them in decent conditions, give them 

enough financial support to afford travel, do not disperse them far 

from support and legal services, increase legal aid, provide 

tailored psychological support, give newly granted refugees long 

enough to move on – all these will require investment, but this 

will be repaid further down the line by saving on benefits and 

health/mental health treatment. There is currently no effort at 

integration on the government’s part. It relies on the voluntary 

sector, when it should fulfil at least some of this role. 

Ultimately, the UK’s asylum system is under strain because the 

government is unwilling to invest in expanding it to meet demand, 
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not because there are too many asylum seekers. Claims by the 

government of asylum seekers ‘invading’ or ‘swamping’ the UK 

are outright lies – this kind of language should not be permitted in 

public publications or messaging. Moreover, it is very concerning 

that the Home Office explains the increase in boat crossings as the 

primary means of ‘illegal’ entry (outlined in Chapter 2) as an 

increase in the number of “criminal” asylum seekers. When the 

fact that more people are making these dangerous journeys is a 

clear sign of increased desperation. The UK should step up and 

help people who are put in the position of risking their lives, 

rather than criminalising and turning people away. 

We question the reason the government believe people risk their 

lives to come to the UK. The proposals allude to the sickening 

reality that many people have died trying to seek safety, 

undertaking dangerous journeys for themselves and their families. 

A deterrent policy will not stop people who are fleeing 

persecution coming to the UK, or prevent people claiming asylum 

here. 

This immigration plan is divisive, pitting “deserving” asylum 

seekers (by dint of having arrived “legally”) against “undeserving” 

asylum seekers – and pitting the UK public against people 

consistently described as “illegal migrants”, “a burden on public 

services”, etc. It will not achieve its aim of stopping criminal 

activity around entry to the UK. In fact, it may well lead to its 

increase. The pressure on the UK services of so called ‘illegal 

immigrants’ is exaggerated. Regulations imposed in 2017 actually 

deny destitute refused asylum seekers and undocumented 

migrants the right to medical care free at the point of use. 

Despite the professed support for safe and legal routes, the new 
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plan gives little detail on how these incredibly limited options will 

be strengthened. In order to stop this activity, the UK does indeed 

need to provide safe routes – but for this it needs a proper 

consultation which gives everyone, including existing asylum 

seekers, a fair chance to feed back. 

The Home Office claims in this document to be taking far more 

refugees by resettlement and family reunification than other 

countries, but this is deliberately misleading. There are fewer than 

140,000 refugees in the UK (equivalent to 0.26% of the country’s 

population), and 109,000 people currently seeking asylum in the 

UK. At the moment the plan is much too vague; we need a long 

list of countries where resettlement schemes will be set up, 

together with the criteria that will be used to select people for 

resettlement and assurances that all people in need of protection 

will be able to access such schemes. Once these are properly set 

up, there will be no need for this divisive, contemptuous plan that 

punishes people for fleeing persecution in the only way they know 

or can afford. 

The general approach set out by the government, in particular 

establishing a differentiated approach to asylum claims, will only 

cause further delays for people seeking asylum, without 

addressing any of the structural issues the government says it 

seeks to solve. The government has failed to include anything on 

asylum reform in these proposals that would promote dignity, 

liberty, empowerment and integration, as well as restoring the 

right to work and ensuring an asylum system truly meets people’s 

needs. 

Too long and too tired are the British people in this government 

creating division, building hatred and spreading rhetoric against 
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the vulnerable in our communities, the homeless, the disabled, 

those not in work instead of creating real change within 

themselves and the elite. We will stand against this. We do stand 

against this. 

 

This submission has also been signed and supported by members, 

supporters, volunteers and wider support network of our St 

Augustine’s community, who also share these views. 

 

 


