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The G
enesis of H

ostility

u
Und

er section 24 Im
m

igration A
ct 1971 being know

ingly unlaw
fully present in the UK, illegal entry 

or breaching cond
itions of a visa w

ere alread
y crim

inal offences

u
In ad

d
ition to this, then Hom

e Sec Theresa M
ay d

eclared
 that she w

anted
 to create a ‘re

a
lly 

ho
stile

 e
nviro

nm
e

nt’ for irregular m
igrants in 2012

to solve the ‘p
ro

b
le

m
 o

f ille
g

a
l im

m
ig

ra
tio

n.’

u
Hostile Environm

ent W
orking G

roup set up in 2012.  G
roup collud

ed
 to create a set of legislative 

and
 policy m

easures d
esigned

 to m
ake rem

aining in the UK w
ithout leave a

s into
le

ra
b

le
 a

s 
p

o
ssib

le
 in ord

er to force people to ‘vo
lunta

rily’ leave the UK.  W
as hoped

 to d
eter irregular 

m
igration flow

s into the UK.  It has not.  V
oluntary d

epartures have d
ecreased

 in num
ber since 

2012.

u
From

 2017 SSHD
 has refram

ed
 this the ‘c

o
m

p
lia

nt e
nviro

nm
e

nt’, still d
efined

 by hostility and
 

includ
es m

easures to lim
it access to labourm

arket, to housing, the opening of bank accounts 
and

 access to health care

u
Im

m
igration A

ct 2014 brought in significant first w
ave of hostile environm

ent m
easures, w

hich 
w

ere then bolstered
 and

 expand
ed

 upon by Im
m

igration A
ct 2016.



O
vert Form

s of Hostility

u
Tw

o form
s of m

ea
sures –

overt and
 covert.  A

ll aim
ed

 to b
e p

unitive and
 p

ainful -further crim
inalising and

 isolating 
m

igra
nts 

u
O

vert H
ostility through prim

ary legislation: M
ethod

 of social p
olicing w

here State enforcem
ent has effectively b

een 
d

evolved
 to ind

ivid
ua

ls.  Em
p

loyers, land
lord

s, ed
uca

tion p
rovid

ers, b
ank m

anagers, healthcare w
orkers are new

 
gua

rd
 of im

m
igra

tion enforcem
ent

u
E.g. A

ccess to housing
u

2014 A
c

t intro
d

uc
e

d
 ‘Rig

ht to
 Re

nt c
he

c
k’ im

p
o

sing
 c

ivil sa
nc

tio
ns o

n la
nd

lo
rd

s w
ho

 fa
ile

d
 to

 c
he

c
k the

 im
m

ig
ra

tio
n 

sta
tus o

f p
o

te
ntia

l te
na

nts.  

u
2016 A

c
t w

e
nt furthe

r to
 c

rim
ina

lise
 la

nd
lo

rd
s a

nd
 a

g
e

nts fo
r re

nting
 p

ro
p

e
rty to

 a
 p

e
rso

n w
itho

ut le
a

ve
, o

r ha
ving

 
re

a
so

na
b

le
 c

a
use

 to
 b

e
lie

ve
tha

t the
 p

e
rso

n ha
s no

 le
a

ve

u
2016 A

c
t a

lso
 intro

d
uc

e
s a

c
c

e
le

ra
te

d
 e

vic
tio

n p
ro

c
e

ss p
e

rm
itting

 la
nd

lo
rd

s to
 e

vic
t w

itho
ut a

 c
o

urt o
rd

e
r le

a
ving

 
vulne

ra
b

le
 m

ig
ra

nts (inc
lfa

m
ilie

s a
nd

 c
hild

re
n) d

e
stitute

u
Enc

o
ura

g
e

s la
nd

lo
rd

s to
 b

e
 o

ve
rly-c

a
utio

us in re
nting

 to
 tho

se
 p

e
rc

e
ive

d
 no

t to
 ha

ve
 the

 rig
ht to

 re
nt.  Im

p
lic

a
tio

ns fo
r 

d
isc

rim
ina

tio
n o

n g
ro

und
s o

f c
o

lo
ur?  Fo

rc
e

s p
e

o
p

le
 into

 o
ve

rp
ric

e
d

, unsa
fe

 a
nd

 unsuita
b

le
 a

c
c

o
m

m
o

d
a

tio
n.

u
Ind

e
p

e
nd

e
nt C

hie
f Insp

e
c

to
r o

f Bo
rd

e
rs a

nd
 Im

m
ig

ra
tio

n in 2018 re
p

o
rt to

 Pa
rlia

m
e

nt sa
id

 the
 sc

he
m

e
 is ‘yet to 

d
em

onstra
te its w

orth a
s a

 tool to encoura
ge im

m
igra

tion com
plia

nce (the num
ber of volunta

ry returns ha
s fa

llen).  
Interna

lly, the H
om

e O
ffice ha

s fa
iled

 to coord
ina

te, m
a

xim
ise or even m

ea
sure effectively its use.  



C
overt form

s of hostility

u
C

overt hostility through institutio
na

l a
rra

ng
e

m
e

nts
u

O
peration N

exus -institutional arra
ngem

ent b
etw

een SSHD
 and

 p
olice

u
‘susp

ected
’ im

m
igra

tion offend
ers referred

 b
y p

olice to SSHD
 on-site rather than b

eing arrested
 and

 
p

rosecuted

u
Stand

a
rd

 of p
roof to rem

ove b
eing low

er tha
n stand

ard
 of p

roof to convict so enab
les cheap

er, faster 
rem

ovals

u
C

overt hostility through p
o

lic
ie

s
a

nd
 b

ila
te

ra
l M

o
U

:

u
Policy of inform

ation sharing b
etw

een SSHD
 and

 hom
elessness charities like St M

ungo’s

u
Inform

a
tion sharing b

y w
a

y of form
al M

em
orand

um
 of Und

erstand
ing b

etw
een N

HS
and

 SSHD
 (b

egan Jan 
2017).  A

lthough M
oU now

 w
ithd

raw
n, d

ata sharing continues through N
HS charging p

rogra
m

m
e

(rep
orting 

p
atients w

ith d
eb

t of £500+ to HO
) and

 a new
 M

oU is b
eing d

ra
fted

u
C

orona
virus A

ct 2020 m
akes it free for m

igra
nts to have a C

O
V

ID
 test and

 treatm
ent b

ut hosp
itals rem

ain 
p

la
ces of enforcem

ent –
d

a
ta sharing not stop

p
ed

 d
uring p

and
em

ic



N
o Recourse to Public Funds (N

RPF)

u
The N

RPF cond
ition d

enies those w
ho are on grants of lim

ited
 leave to enter or rem

ain access to certain d
efined

 
p

ub
lic fund

s includ
ing socia

l housing, incom
e-b

ased
 job

 seekers allow
ance, carers allow

ance, d
isab

ility living 
a

llow
ance, Universa

l cred
it, child

 tax cred
its and

 child
 b

enefit, as w
ell as sup

p
ort that is tied

 to b
enefits, such as free 

school m
eals. A

nyone w
ho cla

im
s p

ub
lic fund

s d
esp

ite such a cond
ition is com

m
itting a

crim
inal offence.

u
Section 3 of the Im

m
igra

tion A
ct 1971

gives SSHD
 discretionary

p
ow

er to im
p

ose cond
itions w

here there is lim
ited

 
lea

ve.  A
m

ong the im
p

osa
b

le cond
itions, section 3(c)(ii) req

uires the ind
ivid

ual to
'm

a
inta

in a
nd

 a
ccom

m
od

a
te 

him
self, a

nd
 a

ny d
ep

end
a

nts of his, w
ithout recourse to p

ub
lic fund

s.’ 

u
In 2012 the SSH

D
 b

egan to a
utom

atically ap
p

ly the d
iscretionary N

RPF cond
ition of 3(c)(ii) of the Im

m
igration A

ct 
1971 to alm

ost everyone granted lim
ited leave to enter or rem

ain. 

u
The autom

isa
tion

of the N
RPF cond

ition is now
 set out in p

rim
ary legisla

tion
as p

er section 117B(3) of the N
ationality, 

Im
m

igration and
 A

sylum
 2002 A

ct (inserted
 b

y section 19 of the Im
m

igration A
ct 2014):

‘It is in the p
ub

lic interest, a
nd

 in p
a

rticula
r in the interests of the econom

ic w
ell-b

eing of the United
 Kingd

om
, tha

t 
p

ersons w
ho seek to enter or rem

a
in in the United

 Kingd
om

 a
re fina

ncia
lly ind

ep
end

ent, b
eca

use such p
ersons—

a
) a

re not a
 b

urd
en on ta

xp
a

yers, a
nd

b
) a

re b
etter a

b
le to integra

te into society.’



Exceptions to N
RPF im

position

u
Paragraph

G
EN

.1.11A
 of A

ppend
ix FM

w
hen N

RPF w
ill not be im

posed
 or m

ay be lifted
:

W
he

re
 e

ntry c
le

a
ra

nc
e

 o
r le

a
ve

 to
 re

m
a

in a
s a

 p
a

rtne
r, c

hild
 o

r p
a

re
nt is g

ra
nte

d
 und

e
r 

p
a

ra
g

ra
p

h D
-EC

P.1.2., D
-LTRP.1.2., D

-EC
C

.1.1., D
-LTRC

.1.1., D
-EC

PT.1.2. o
r D

-LTRPT.1.2., it w
ill 

no
rm

a
lly b

e
 g

ra
nte

d
 sub

je
c

t to
 a

 c
o

nd
itio

n o
f no

 re
c

o
urse

 to
 p

ub
lic

 fund
s, unle

ss the
 a

p
p

lic
a

nt 
ha

s p
ro

vid
e

d
 the

 d
e

c
isio

n-m
a

ke
r w

ith:

(a
) sa

tisfa
c

to
ry e

vid
e

nc
e

 tha
t the

 a
p

p
lic

a
nt is d

e
stitute

 a
s d

e
fine

d
 in se

c
tio

n 95 o
f the

 Im
m

ig
ra

tio
n 

a
nd

 A
sylum

 A
c

t 1999; o
r

(b
) sa

tisfa
c

to
ry e

vid
e

nc
e

 tha
t the

re
 a

re
 p

a
rtic

ula
rly c

o
m

p
e

lling
 re

a
so

ns re
la

ting
 to

 the
 w

e
lfa

re
 o

f a
 

c
hild

 o
f a

 p
a

re
nt in re

c
e

ip
t o

f a
 ve

ry lo
w

 inc
o

m
e

.



How
 has N

RPF been am
ended during 

the pandem
ic?

u
The G

overnm
ent issued

guid
ance

on 23rd
 A

p
ril 2020 (one m

onth into lockd
ow

n) 
w

hich
introd

uced
som

e support to m
igrants subject to an N

RPF cond
ition. Includ

es:
u

A
ccess to C

oronavirus testing and
 treatm

ent free of charge

u
Som

e access to d
eliveries of food

 and
 m

ed
icine if 'shield

ing' as a vulnerable person

u
Statutory sick pay

u
C

ontributory Em
ploym

ent and
 Support A

llow
ance

u
The C

oronavirus Job Retention Schem
e and

 C
oronavirus Self-Em

ploym
ent Incom

e Support Schem
e

u
G

overnm
entannounced

an N
RPF fact sheet w

hich stated
that these concessions 

should
no

tbe read
 as a 'b

la
nke

t p
o

lic
y to

 c
ha

ng
e

 N
RPF re

stric
tio

ns';those subject to N
RPF still 

have to apply to have the cond
ition lifted

 in ord
er to access the w

id
er w

elfare state.



W
hat is N

RPF…
?

u
Boris Johnson before the 
Parliam

entary Liaison 
C

om
m

ittee last w
eek W

ed
s 

27
th

M
ay 2020

u
“Er, ha

ng
 o

n, Ste
p

he
n (Tim

m
s, 

Labour M
P)... W

hy d
o

n’t the
y, 

w
hy a

re
n’t the

y e
lig

ib
le

 fo
r 

unive
rsa

l c
re

d
it…

?”

u
PM

 d
id

n’t know
 people are 

forced
 to w

ork for less than 
m

inim
um

 w
age, at m

axim
um

 
risk in the inform

al econom
y 

because of N
RPF cond

ition



Three Significant C
hallenges to N

RPF

u
Six years ago in

R (Khad
ija BA

 Fakih) v Secretary of State for the Hom
e D

epartm
entIJR

[2014] 
UKUT 513 (IA

C
)the C

laim
antargued

 that the introd
uction of the N

RPF
policy w

as 
proced

urally flaw
ed

 -it brought in test for N
RPF im

position through guid
ance, not the 

rules. 
W

hilst the C
laim

ant succeed
ed

 on the JR, the Hom
e O

ffice sim
ply reintrod

uced
 the 

policy in the correct legal m
anner –

am
end

m
ent to A

ppend
ix FM

 of Im
m

igration Rules

u
A

 second
challenge

w
as brought in 2019 (M

 &
 A

 v Secretary of State for the Hom
e 

D
epartm

ent)on substantive
legality of the policy –

breach s.149 Equality A
ct 2010. This w

as 
d

ue to be heard
 by the High C

ourt on 19th M
arch 2019

but w
as conced

ed
 w

ith SSHD
 

accepting that the policy should
 be review

ed
 in com

pliance w
ith the Public Sector Equality 

D
uty.  SSHD

 offered
 com

pensation to the C
laim

ants for the suffering caused
 by the policy. 

u
In response to the review

, a
report w

as published
 by the Unity Projectin June 2019 w

hich 
highlights the d

isc
rim

ina
to

ry
im

pact and
 suffering caused

 by the policy.



R (W
, a child) v SSHD [2020] EW

HC
 

1299 (A
dm

in)
u

In this JR, the C
la

im
a

nt, a
 British child

, w
ith Project 17 a

s intervenor, a
rgued

 tha
t the im

p
osition of 

a
n N

RPF cond
ition is d

iscrim
ina

tory a
nd

 incom
p

a
tib

le w
ith his A

rticle 3 EC
H

R b
eca

use it ha
s forced

 
him

 a
nd

 other m
igra

nts into d
estitution.  W

hilst ind
ivid

ua
ls ca

n a
p

p
ly to ha

ve the cond
ition lifted

 (‘A
 

C
ha

nge in C
ond

ition’ a
p

p
lica

tion), it w
a

s a
rgued

 tha
t this w

a
s ina

d
eq

ua
te.

u
Previous slid

e exp
lored

 p
olicy w

here N
RPF ca

n b
e lifted

.  M
ost ca

ses req
uire tha

t a
 m

igra
nt 

b
e

c
o

m
e

 d
e

stitute
 b

efore they a
re entitled

 to ha
ve cond

ition lifted
.  A

rgued
 tha

t this m
echa

nism
 is 

insufficient to p
rotect a

ga
inst A

rticle 3 b
rea

ches.  A
lso a

rgued
 tha

t com
p

lexity of a
p

p
lica

tion form
 

a
nd

 la
ck of lega

l a
id

 to com
p

lete C
ha

nge of C
ond

itions a
p

p
lica

tion p
rolong d

estitution.
u

Lord
 Justice Bea

n a
nd

 M
rJustice C

ha
m

b
erla

in on 21
stM

a
y 2020 held

 N
RPF p

olicy a
s currently 

sta
nd

s is unla
w

ful und
er A

rticle 3 :
‘The N

RPF regim
e, com

prising paragraph G
EN

 1.11A
 and

 the Instruction read
 together, d

o not ad
equately 

recognise, reflect or give effect to the Secretary of State's obligation not to im
pose, or to lift, the cond

ition of 
N

RPF in cases w
here the applicant is not yet, but w

ill im
m

inently suffer inhum
an or d

egrad
ing treatm

ent 
w

ithout recourse to public fund
s. In its current form

 the N
RPF regim

e is apt to m
islead

 casew
orkers in this 

critical respect and
 gives rise to a real risk of unlaw

ful d
ecisions in a significant num

ber of cases. To that 
extent it is unlaw

ful’



C
urrent Fee W

aiver Policy

u
C

urrent version is from
 January 2019 --it is still in force and

 live on the Hom
e O

ffice w
eb

site

u
It p

rovid
es for fee exem

p
tions in three circum

stances (p
. 13)

u
W

here the ap
p

lica
nt is d

estitute

u
W

here p
a

ying the fee w
ould

 cause the ap
p

lication to b
ecom

e d
estitute

u
W

here there a
re “excep

tional circum
sta

nces”

u
It sa

ys in the introd
uction that the d

ecision-m
a

ker should
 “have regard

 to” w
hether the ap

p
licant can afford

 the 
fee

u
The third

 category is p
oorly exp

lained
 (D

zineku-Liggison
§51):

u
P. 16: a

p
p

lies w
here A

 is d
estitute or w

ould
 b

ecom
e d

estitute b
y p

aying the fees

u
P. 21: reference m

a
d

e to b
eing unab

le to afford
 the fee “b

eca
use, in rela

tion to their incom
e, they incur 

significa
nt a

d
d

itiona
l exp

end
iture to p

rovid
e for a

 child
’s w

ell-b
eing need

s” and
 then to outlays for illness 

a
nd

 sp
ecial need

s



R (Dzineku-Liggison) v SSHD JR/2249/2019 
(unreported as yet)

u
Facts:

u
Fam

ily of 5 G
hanaian nationals; parents overstayers; child

ren born in UK (§2-4)

u
N

o right to w
ork, no recourse to public fund

s; accom
m

od
ated

 and
 supported

 by friend
s, m

ad
e 

use of food
 bank, law

yers acting pro bono (§6)

u
N

ot d
estitute but in no w

ay able to raise the fund
s (£7665) for the applications

u
M

ad
e HR claim

 and
 applied

 for fee w
aiver (§7-18, cover letter at §9, evid

ence §18)

u
Refusal letter:

u
Refused

 fee w
aiver on ground

s they w
ere not d

estitute and
 there w

ere no “exceptional 
circum

stances” (§19)

u
A

d
vised

 they w
ere liable to rem

oval and
 to exposure to “hostile environm

ent”



Fee W
aiver Policy

If you stay in the UK w
ithout leave 

u
You can be detained

u
You can be prosecuted, fined and im

prisoned
u

You can be rem
oved and banned from

 returning to the UK
u

You w
ill not be allow

ed to w
ork

u
You w

ill not be able to rent a hom
e

u
You w

ill not be able to claim
 any benefits and can be prosecuted if you try to

u
You can be charged by the N

H
S for m

edical treatm
ent

u
You can be denied access to a bank account

u
D

V
LA

 can prevent you from
 driving by taking aw

ay your driving license



W
hen is a fee incom

patible w
ith 

hum
an rights?

O
sm

an O
m

ar [2012] EW
HC

 3348 (A
d

m
in)

u
C

 resisting d
eportation. G

ranted
 6 m

onths LtR
in w

rong ID
. A

lm
ost expired

 w
hen tim

e for renew
al. A

rgued
 

unable to pay the fee. In receipt of N
A

SS support so had
 been assessed

 as d
estitute. Fee w

as barrier to hum
an 

rights application and
 hence unlaw

ful. 

u
HO

 refused
 to grant w

aiver intim
ating she w

as unable to d
o so und

er the relevant regulations.

u
Refusal and

 lack of provision for w
aiver found

 ultra viresa pred
ecessor provision to s. 68 of the 2014 A

ct. Found
 

that fee w
aivers m

ust be granted
 w

here im
posing a fee w

ould
 be “incom

patible w
ith convention rights.”

But w
he

n is a
 fe

e
 inc

o
m

p
a

tib
le

 w
ith hum

a
n rig

hts?

u
D

estitution (and
/or exceptional circum

stances)

u
A

fford
ability

u
Irrelevant: N

o fee payable (or application form
 necessary) in HR cases



Eligibility: Destitution

u
2013 p

o
lic

y: c
o

nfine
d

 the
 e

xe
m

p
tio

n to
 fa

c
ts m

irro
ring

 O
m
a
r, in w

hic
h the

 C
 

w
a

s d
e

stitute
 o

r the
re

 a
re

 “e
xc

e
p

tio
na

l c
irc

um
sta

nc
e

s”

u
Re

fusa
l le

tte
r in D

zineku-Liggison
–

fo
c

usse
d

 so
le

ly o
n w

he
the

r fa
m

ily 
d

e
stitute

u
2019 p

o
lic

y: a
lso

 fo
c

use
s o

n d
e

stitutio
n a

nd
 ne

ve
r e

xp
lic

itly sa
ys tha

t the
 te

st 
is a

ffo
rd

a
b

ility



Eligibility: A
ffordability

u
C

a
rter[2014]: A

 lived
 w

ith his grand
m

other, w
ho gave him

 £20 a w
eek, so not d

estitute:

u
H

eld
: the existing fee w

aiver p
olicy d

id
 not reflect O

m
a

rand
 eligib

ility should
 not b

e restricted
 to 

“d
estitution”

u
The key q

uestion is w
hether the A

 can “get his hand
s on” the ap

p
lication fee

u
If not, it is a

 b
arrier to the ap

p
lication and

 hence incom
p

atib
le w

ith EC
HR (§42)

u
SSH

D
’s a

rgum
ent that it w

as not a b
reach of EC

HR to refuse a fee w
aiver b

ecause of “resid
ual d

iscretion” 
to gra

nt leave rejected
 –

w
ould

 leave C
 in a

n ad
m

inistrative grey hole

à
SSHD

 gra
nted

 PTA
 to C

A
 b

ut d
id

 not p
ursue

u
H

om
e O

ffice’s p
osition (concession) in D

zineku-Liggison: those w
ho w

ould
 b

e d
estitute from

 a sub
set of those 

w
ho ca

nnot afford
 the fee

u
H

O
 a

rgued
 (unsuccessfully) that the Janua

ry 2019 fee w
aiver p

olicy reflected
 this p

osition



Eligibility: are a fee and application 
necessary?

u
A

hsa
n [2017] EW

C
A

 C
iv

2009: N
o. A

ny H
R a

p
p

lica
tion ha

s to b
e consid

ered
, rega

rd
less of fee, 

tim
ing, or form

a
t

u
Shre

stha
 [2018] EW

C
A

 C
iv

2810 –
H

ow
ever: not a

rgua
b

le tha
t H

Rs ra
ised

 in a
 s. 120 notice 

constitute H
R cla

im

u
Ba

la
jig

a
ri[2019] EW

C
A

 C
iv

673 –
N

o; a
n H

R cla
im

 m
a

y b
e ra

ised
 in a

 covering letter (§99)

u
M

Y Pa
kista

n [2020] UKUT 00089 (IA
C

) –
Yes: SSH

D
 m

a
y req

uire fees + form
s in H

R ca
ses a

nd
 

ignore cla
im

s m
a

d
e in “w

rong” form
a

t (how
ever SSH

D
 conced

ed
 H

R cla
im

 m
a

d
e in this ca

se)

u
H

om
e O

ffice’s p
osition/concession in D

zine
ku-Lig

g
iso

n:

u
Fee not necessa

ry, so fee w
a

iver not necessa
ry

u
H

O
W

EV
ER, SSH

D
 entitled

 to p
rioritise cla

im
s m

a
d

e w
ith p

rop
er form

 + fee



R (Dzineku-Liggison) v SSHD 
JR/2249/2019: the decision

Issue
Refusal letter

C
s’ position

HO
 position at JR

UT decision
W

hat is the test?
D

estitution or 
exceptional 
circum

sta
nces

A
ffordability –

destitution is a sub
-set 

(§62, §82) 

A
ffordability –

destitution is a sub
-set 

(§82)

C
onceded by HO

Did decision rely 
on policy?

Relies on predecessor to 
2019 policy

Policy unlaw
ful (§64)

Policy consistent w
ith 

C
arter (§68)

Unlaw
ful (§72-89); unduly circum

scribes 
eligibility (§89)

Is policy law
ful?

A
s not eligible because 

not destitute
RFRL applies unlaw

ful 
policy and test of 
destitution (§66)

R applied law
ful policy 

(§69)

Is decision law
ful 

on the facts?
C

s evidence insufficient 
to show

 destitution
C

lear evidence that C
s 

could
 not a

fford
 the fee

R reached law
ful 

decision in light of 
evidence (§69)

Holistic approach needed §94
Even if applied, “affordability” test w

as not 
ra

tiona
lly a

p
p

lied
 §97

Is it an answ
er to 

say C
s did not 

need to pay a fee 
at all?

C
s’ application for fee 

w
aiver rejected

C
s liable to be rem

oved 
and to “hostile 
environm

ent”

These ca
ses a

re not a
n 

answ
er to the case and 

the position is 
inconsistent w

ith the 
RFRL (§67)

Fee not necessary, so 
fee w

aiver not 
necessary; SSHD

 can 
de-prioritise claim

s w
/o 

fee + form
 (§71)

N
o as it confines them

 to a “half-w
orld” of 

im
m

igration status (§114-126) 
Espec cf. s. 55 (§119)



Fee W
aiver –

Position now
?

u
D
zine

ku-Lig
g
iso
n

not reported
 yet

u
SSHD

 has obtained
 PTA

 to C
ourt of A

ppeal and
 so d

ecision is stayed
 (§136)

u
G

iven confusion over form
s + fees, seem

s ripe for review
u

Fee w
aiver guid

ance still in force
u

But N
B there is C

ourt of A
ppeal authority (C

a
rte
r) that the test is afford

ability
u

HO
 should

 take holistic view
 of evid

ence subm
itted



Thank you for joining us!

A
ny questions…

?

Sa
ng

e
e

tha
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ng
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r
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ng
a
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g

o
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sm
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ha
m

b
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o

m

Bro
nw

e
n Jo

ne
s

b
.jo

ne
s@

g
o

ld
sm
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ha

m
b

e
rs.c

o
m

C
le

rks
n.d

insd
a

le
@

g
o

ld
sm

ithc
ha

m
b

e
rs.c

o
m

Te
l:  

020 7427 6802


