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Annex 2: New eligibility category for higher education student support response form
You can reply to this consultation online at https://bisgovuk.citizenspace.com/
The consultation response form is available electronically on the consultation page: https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/student-support-for-non-UK-nationals-who-have-lived-in-the-UK-for-a-long-time (until 8 January 2016). This form is fully interactive and downloadable. The form can be submitted online/by email or by letter or fax to the address below. If you require a printed version of the consultation, the response form or require the consultation in another format please also contact this team.

The Department may, in accordance with the Code of Practice on Access to Government Information, make available, on public request, individual responses.

The closing date for this consultation is 8 January 2016.
Name: Glenna Pryor
Organisation:Department for Innovation, Business and Skills
Address:
St Pauls Place



125 Norfolk Street



Sheffield



S1 2FJ
Telephone:
0114 207 5227
email:
He.consult@bis.gsi.gov.uk 
Please tick a box below which best describes them as a respondent. 

	

	Business representative organisation/trade body

	
	Central government

	X
	Charity or social enterprise

	
	Individual

	
	Large business (over 250 staff)

	
	Legal representative

	
	Local Government

	
	Medium business (50 to 250 staff)

	
	Micro business (up to 9 staff)

	
	Small business (10 to 49 staff)

	
	Trade union or staff association

	
	Other (please describe)


Introduction 

Coram Children’s Legal Centre (CCLC), founded in 1981 and now part of the Coram group of charities, is an independent charity working in the UK and around the world to protect and promote the rights of children. We aim to uphold children’s human rights in law, policy and practice within the context of the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child and the European Convention on Human Rights through the provision of direct legal services, the publication of free legal information and guidance, research and policy work, law reform, training, and consultancy on child rights.

CCLC’s Legal Practice Unit specialises in child and family law, education law, community care law, and immigration, asylum and nationality law and holds Legal Aid Agency contracts in each of these four areas. CCLC also operates the Child Law Advice Service, funded by the Department for Education, which provides free advice on family and education law. CCLC has undertaken a number of amicus curiae interventions in cases concerning children’s rights.

The Migrant Children’s Project at CCLC was established in 2004 and works to protect and promote the rights of children and young people in the UK who are subject to or affected by immigration control, including both separated children and young people and children and young people in families. The Migrant Children’s Project:

a. Provides free legal advice via a telephone and email advice line to children, young people and families, as well as second-tier advice to professionals. Areas covered are immigration, asylum and nationality law and legal issues concerning access to legal representation, accommodation, support, education and health care. The advice line deals with over 100 queries per month.

b. Provides face-to-face free legal advice to children, young people and families through an outreach legal advice programme across London. In 2014/15 the project dealt with over 200 cases.
c. Provides detailed, up-to-date legal guidance and information on the rights and legal entitlements of children and young people subject to immigration control.
d. Provides training for voluntary and statutory sector organisations. In 2014/15 the project delivered training to over 500 professionals.

e. Undertakes policy advocacy, based on CCLC’s frontline work, including as co-chair of the Refugee Children’s Consortium, a group of over 40 non-governmental organisations


The work of the Migrant Children’s Project over the past four and a half years has included work on access to higher education, both on the issues of home fee status and access to student loans and grants. This has included policy work, especially around the time that the regulations were changed to exclude whole categories of persons with leave to remain from home fee status and access to student finance. 

Our work on this issue has also included training professionals on the educational entitlements of young people and their options. We cover the topic of access to higher education in most of our training courses. The experiences that participants convey to us about their work helping young people who want to progress to university accord with our own experiences of the obstacles that exist for them.

Our work has furthermore involved dealing with queries on access to higher education for young people with various different types of immigration status. For example, in the first three months of 2015 among 304 queries that we dealt with on the advice line, at least 20 concerned access to higher education.

Question 1 

Do you agree that it is reasonable to introduce a requirement that students who are under 18 years old and who are not settled in the UK should have to demonstrate seven years continuous residence in the UK (including three years’ ordinary lawful residence immediately before the start of their course) in order to be eligible for student support? 

Question 2 

Do you agree that it is reasonable to introduce a requirement that students who arrived in the UK as children and are aged 18 to 24 years and who are not settled in the UK should have to demonstrate that they have spent at least half their life continuously resident in the UK (including three years’ ordinary lawful residence immediately before the start of their course) in order to be eligible for student support?

Question 3 

Would you support a rule allowing those who are aged 25 or above and who are not settled in the UK to become eligible for student support if they have been continuously resident on the UK for at least 20 years (including three years’ ordinary lawful residence immediately before the start of their course)?
CCLC does not support the rules outlined in Questions 1 -3 so will be addressing these as a whole. 

Introduction

The position of the Department of Business, Innovation and Skills outlined in Tigere v Secretary of State for Business, Innovation and Skills is that student finance should go to those who are ‘in a better position to make a significant economic contribution’ and ‘have a right to remain and work in the UK’ and who are likely to stay here to complete their education and stay on afterwards to contribute to the UK economy through their enhanced skills and the taxes they pay, and it will be possible to collect loan repayments from them.

Frequently the teenagers and young adults whom we advise came to the UK many years ago and spent a period unknowingly in breach of the Immigration Rules. This might be due to failures on the part of children’s social care services to regularise their status where they are in care, or because their parents or carers have not submitted an application. There can be a combination of reasons but it is not due to any fault on the part of the child. We also frequently see cases where applications to the Home Office have been made but long delays on the part of the Home Office have meant decisions are not taken on those applications for many months and often years. 

Most who are seeking our advice on access to higher education have some form of time-limited leave to remain. This leave may have been granted relatively recently. On any sensible view, however, these children and young people belong in the UK. They have grown up here, they know no other home and they have no intention of leaving the UK. It is therefore often profoundly unfair, and in some cases represents an unfairness heaped on an unfairness, to subject these children and young people to the protracted uncertainty of a long wait for permanence and settled status. The justification for imposing such a probationary period on children and young people who have already had their claims accepted is not proportionate to the impact that is has on them. These young people are also highly likely to eventually be granted ILR. The problem is that they will almost always have to wait to get it, and it will often by then be much later, often too late, for the purposes of progressing in higher education.
The Supreme Court held that there needs to be a new ‘more carefully tailored criterion which will avoid breaching Convention rights of other applicants, now and in the future’ (paragraph 49). We accept the need for a clear rule for the majority of cases based on length of residence but CCLC is keen to ensure that any new eligibility criteria adequately acts as a proxy for integration/length of residence and likelihood of staying in the UK, catching all of those young people who have an established private life in the UK and ‘will almost inevitably secure ILR in due course’.
 
At paragraph 28, of Tigere Lady Hale refers to ‘an exceptional cases discretion’ which, given the comparatively small numbers, had not been shown to be ‘administratively impracticable’.  It is CCLC’s view that residual discretion is required to ensure that students who for some exceptional circumstance do not fall exactly within the criteria can still be considered for student finance. Within every rule there may be occasional individuals whose circumstances are so exceptional as to warrant granting student finance. Reserving such a residual discretion significantly reduces the risk of the new regulations breaching an individual’s rights and so would be less susceptible to challenge.

If the Department is committed to taking a bright line rule principle to any new eligibility criteria we believe that the new eligibility criteria as required by the Tigere judgment should not be those as outlined in the interim policy but would be less challengeable if the format suggested below is adopted.

Inappropriateness of using the Immigration Rules

The current interim policy imports wholesale the Immigration Rules at paragraph 276ADE (seven years for children under 18; half their life for those aged between 18 and 24). We do not believe that this is suitable for a number of reasons: 

· Under the interim policy, there is a marked difference in treatment between those who are able to apply for student finance at the age of 17 (which will be a particularly small group, giving the normal time-scale for applying for university) and those applying aged 18 or over. As acknowledged in the consultation, the majority of those who apply for student finance will do so at 18. It is therefore obtuse to require them to meet a high threshold in order to secure a student loan and is not in keeping with the spirit of the judgment which highlights the importance for young people of studying alongside their peers. The adoption of Immigration Rule 276ADE would force young people who had completed secondary education to wait for three years until eligible for a student loan (Aged 22 if arrived in the UK at 11)
· The Immigration Rules do not represent a complete code for interpreting Article 8 of the European Convention on Human Rights. This was accepted by the Home Office in the cases of R (otao Nagre) [2013] EWHC 720, where it was stated that “The Secretary of State does not contend that the new rules completely cover every conceivable case in which a foreign national may have a good claim for leave to remain under Article 8” [§33]. This was approved in the Court of Appeal in SS (Congo) [2015] EWCA Civ 387.  Therefore, where an immigration application is considered under rule 276ADE, the decision-maker will also assess whether there are exceptional circumstances that may lead to a grant of leave outside the rules. An immigration application is subject to a greater level of scrutiny than an application for a student loan, which the Supreme Court accepted required clarity because of the short period to process applications.
 
· Not only are immigration applications subject to greater scrutiny, but an application which concerns human rights attracts a right of appeal. There is therefore the possibility of a case proceeding before an independent adjudicator in the First tier Tribunal, which is not available in the case of a student loan. The blanket adoption of Immigration Rule 276ADE as the bright-line rule is therefore potentially problematic. Although this was suggested in the Tigere judgment, neither the arguments nor the judgment were examining the Immigration Rules and subsequent case-law in great detail, and may not have considered the cumulative impact of case-law on the implementation of the Immigration Rules. The interim student loan guidance which reflects the rule has already come under challenge in Nyoni.
· Immigration Rule 276A00, which should be read alongside rule 276ADE, implicitly approves that the Secretary of State may make a grant of leave in respect of Article 8 outside rule 276ADE, by setting out the terms of the grant of any leave in that case.
The impact on young people aged 18 would be considerable. For example, a young person who arrived at the age of 10 and was granted leave outside of the Immigration Rules (or perhaps arrived as an unaccompanied asylum seeking child and was granted ‘limited leave as an unaccompanied child’) could find themselves at the age of 17 eligible for student finance because they have been in the UK for seven years. Yet, depending on the date of their birth, they may not be in a position to actually apply for a student loan (as you would not apply until having been offered a place at a university) until they are 18, at which point they would have to wait another two years to apply, despite having been eligible a few months previously. The difference in application between the Immigration Rules and the student finance regulations if amended to reflect Immigration Rule 276ADE may lead to further challenges. 
In addition, as outlined above the cohort of young people with limited leave to remain is not limited to those who apply under paragraph 276ADE of the Immigration Rules. A young person who arrives at age 11 or 12, might still apply for leave outside of the Immigration Rules based on their right to a private and family life under Article 8, despite not meeting the rules because they have not lived in the UK for half their life. Under the Department’s Interim Policy, they would not be eligible for student finance, even though they ‘have passed through the education system’ in the UK, their ‘length of residence is such that no one doubts that there could be no question of removing them from the UK [in the absence of grave misconduct]’
 and being likely to stay here to complete their education and contribute to the UK economy. 

The Supreme Court itself acknowledged: 

‘It is readily understandable why the Secretary of State for Business, Innovation and Skills should have looked to the immigration rules for a convenient definition of those who are sufficiently connected with this country to justify receipt of the subsidy. But if he is to take that course, he needs to consider whether those rules do in fact adequately identify those who are sufficiently connected when it comes to University funding, and exclude those who are not. The purposes served by the immigration rules are not identical to the purposes of the regulations governing eligibility for student loans.’
 

For these reasons, CCLC does not believe that the current interim policy, based on the Immigration Rules, provides a good basis for new eligibility criteria – please see Question 4 for an illustrative case study.  Instead, CCLC proposes the wording outlined below. 

Proposed wording for a new paragraph in each Schedule to provide for eligibility 

CCLC proposes that a new eligible category be added to the regulations for Student Support, Fees & Awards, Qualifying Courses and Persons, NHS Bursaries and all other student support provisions that would provide for any student who:
· entered the UK when aged under 18
; and   

· on the first day of an
 academic year of the course has been continuously resident in the UK and Islands for at least seven years [in the Student Support regulations, attaining seven years’ residence in the UK would be added to the list of ‘events’ for each provision that would trigger eligibility for that element of support from the appropriate point in that same academic year]; and 

· has been lawfully and ordinarily resident in the UK and Islands throughout the three-year period preceding the first day of the first academic year of the course

The proposed draft would require entry into the UK as a child, a set period in the UK and would retain the 3 year lawful residence requirement approved by the Supreme Court.
The combination of the three eligibility criteria above would have the following advantages:

· relative simplicity as compared with the proposals for differing age-related periods of long residence and, therefore, less challenging evidence requirements (for example, many who arrive as children will have school and/or further education college records)

· would provide for students who had come to the UK as children and have been given immigration leave by the Home Office at least three years before the start of their course and would, therefore, exclude from this category those who had arrived, or remained, unlawfully in the UK as adults

· limiting this category to those who have arrived in the UK when they were under 18 would have the advantage of being inclusive of those who had not attended school for one reason or another, while those who had been in primary / secondary / FE while under 18 would have another evidence route open to them

· would remove the substantial and significant increases in ‘long residence’ years that would be required for those aged 18 as compared with a 17-year-old and aged 25 (requiring 20 years – i.e. since they were 5 years old) as compared with a 24-year-old (who would require 12 years – i.e. since they were 12 years old)

· seven years is a longstanding threshold for long residence for children and young people. Most prospective students who have been continuously resident in the UK for seven years, have leave currently and who have three years lawful and ordinary residence in the UK and Islands, would be unlikely to be leaving the UK in the foreseeable future. To get to that situation on the basis of private life, for example, they would have had to have been granted periods of limited leave to remain by the Home Office on at least two occasions, suggesting there are strong grounds for their remaining in the UK. 

We believe that the seven year rule for all those who arrived in the UK as children would provide a clear framework and means of determining whether a young person is in fact ‘tied by long residence, habit and community membership to UK society’.
 

The Department may be concerned about children arriving as older teenagers and then benefitting from the UK’s student support system as adults. However, it must be remembered that any child arriving at 17, for example, and living in the UK unlawfully would not only have to wait until they are 24 before they would have accrued seven years continuous residence, they would also have to have been granted leave by the Home Office and have had this leave for at least three years. If there were no grounds for them remaining in the UK they would not be granted leave in the first instance and therefore the eligibility criteria outlined above would not apply. The older teenagers who might be affected by the eligibility criteria are more likely to be those who arrived as unaccompanied asylum seeking children and were granted ‘UASC leave’ before being granted further leave to remain after turning 18. They would still need to have had this leave extended by the Home Office for a third and even fourth time, before reaching the age of 24, though, suggesting that their futures would certainly lie in the UK. 

Time spent as a temporary migrant 

Paragraphs 27 to 30 propose that the calculation of any ‘long residence’ period should exclude time in the UK as a temporary migrant.  This would exclude time that the student had been in the UK, for example, as a worker (e.g. under Tiers 1 or 2 of the immigration points-based system (PBS)) or as a student (e.g. under Tier 4 of PBS) or as the family member of any such categories.

We would propose that such periods as temporary migrants should not be excluded from the ‘long residence’ period because:

· those whose period of long residence had included periods of lawful residence would not be treated less favourably than those whose periods of residence had included periods of unlawful residence – any less favourable treatment for those with periods of lawful residence that fall to be excluded from any ‘long residence’ calculation might appear to be unfair:

· any temporary migrant who had been continuously resident in the UK for seven years would normally have contributed to UK economy and community in substantial ways;

· workers and their dependants who had been continuously resident in the UK for seven years would normally have strong connections with the UK whether or not they had applied for, or obtained, indefinite leave to remain in the UK

· under the current Immigration Rules for Tier 4, students are generally subject to a 5-year cap on their leave as a student (including any extensions of their leave or any leave granted as the result of any subsequent entry clearance application) and additionally any applications for further student leave need to be for study that constitutes ‘academic progression’ – it is therefore unlikely that substantial numbers of Tier 4 students would attain seven years’ continuous residence in the UK and achieve three years’ lawful and ordinary residence in the UK and Islands;

· under the current Immigration Rules, only those taking a postgraduate course that is at least 12 months long, or government-sponsored students taking a course that is over six months long, can now come to the UK with their dependants – so this, combined with the 5-year cap above, would mean that very few dependants of Tier 4 students would attain seven years’ continuous residence in the UK.

It would appear, therefore, that excluding any periods in the UK as a temporary migrant from any ‘long residence’ calculation would introduce an unnecessary complication to the eligibility criteria as well as appearing to give unfavourable treatment to those whose long residence contains longer periods of lawful residence.

Three years ordinary residence 

It was accepted by the Supreme Court that there are ‘strong public policy reasons’ for a requirement for three years ordinary residence in order to be eligible for student finance. 

It is our view that the Department could usefully include a clear definition of the meaning of ordinary residence in its policy and that in this definition ‘lawful’ residence should include periods of temporary admission.  
Question 4 

Can you supply any additional information in support of or against these proposed extensions of eligibility, including any statistical data, or identify unintended consequences for other cohorts or sub-groups?
Changes to support for care-leavers 

We wish to draw your attention to a cohort of young people for whom we think that further change is also needed. When the Department changed the student support regulations in 2012 to exclude those granted discretionary leave following an asylum claim, a number of NGOs, including members of this group, sought at the time to highlight to the Department the impact on children and young people’s rights and educational development, particularly unaccompanied asylum-seeking children, as a result of these changes and of the potential cost shift to local authorities.
  
As we predicted, there was a significant impact on local authorities, with the court in the case of Kebede v Newcastle in 2013 (involving two ‘former relevant children’ from Eritrea with discretionary leave to remain) holding that there is a duty on a local authority to make a grant in relation to educational expenses as part of its leaving care support, to the extent that a former relevant child’s educational needs require it. It found a ‘principal expense associated with education is the cost of tuition’ and so it follows that it was the local authority’s duty to give assistance by making a grant to enable the brothers to meet this expense.  This judgment has meant that for some care-leavers even if they cannot access a student loan, they may still be able to go to university. 

Many local authorities have raised concerns regarding the cost implications of having to support young care leavers to access university. In response, the government is seeking to curtail the rights of care leavers through the Immigration Bill 2015, preventing local authorities from providing this kind of funding to any young person leaving care with a pending asylum claim or limited leave to remain. This will effectively cut off access to higher education as an option for a significant proportion of young people, many of whom will have lived in the UK for a significant period of time and will continue to remain in the UK and build their lives here. 

CCLC (on behalf of the Refugee Children’s Consortium) has discussed this problem with the Home Office on a number of occasions but of course responsibility for access to student finance falls to the Department of Business, Innovation and Skills. It has been our long-held view, and remains so, that ALL care-leavers with leave to remain in England be eligible for home student support, regardless of immigration status. We accept that they would need to have had 3 years ordinary residence before becoming eligible. Just as the cohort affected by the Tigere judgment are a ‘tiny proportion of the student loans which are made each year’,
 this would in turn affect only a small number of young people. There are currently 3,600 young people who arrived as unaccompanied asylum seeking children and are now over 18 and received leaving care support. A significant proportion of this group will not be in a position to go to university, either due to academic reasons or because of their immigration status – CCLC’s estimate is that this would affect hundreds, rather than thousands, of young people. However, this is a significant, vulnerable group who should have the same opportunities to build their futures as any other care-leavers.
 

We will be raising this issue during the passage of the Immigration Bill but urge the department to consider introducing another form of eligibility criteria to ensure that care leavers with leave to remain who have three years ordinary residence are eligible for student finance. This would both ensure that excessive financial burden did not fall on local authorities but also that this group of young people were not cut off from accessing higher education. 
Statistics 

It is understood that there is uncertainty around the number of individuals who might be included in any revised eligibility criteria, and below we repeat statistics from the past 2-3 years submitted as part of CCLC’s witness statement in the Tigere case.  
The changes that the government made to the Immigration Rules in July 2012, including the creation of a default ten-year route to settlement even once an applicant has already established long residence in the UK, have significantly increased the size of the pool of people who will hold temporary leave and be waiting for a very long period before they can achieve permanence (settlement or citizenship). However, it is difficult to compile accurate statistics relating to children and young people with forms of limited leave to remain. In summary, we have statistics for the following:

Discretionary leave (old and transitional cases, as well as some new cases where the Home Office still grants discretionary leave)

Grants of discretionary leave are recorded in two categories in the published Home Office statistics, non-asylum-related grants and asylum-related grants.
 The total non-asylum-related grants of discretionary leave were as follows:

	
	Total non-asylum grants of discretionary leave

	Of which under 16 at date of decision
	Of which 16 to 23 at date of decision

	2012
	9480
	588
	874

	2013
	12,423
	243
	909


According to statistics published by the Home Office on 21 May 2015, total asylum-related grants of discretionary leave in the years 2012 to 2014 were as follows:

	2012
	751

	2013
	533

	2014
	200


Limited leave to remain granted under paragraph 276BE(1) on the basis of meeting the private life requirements of paragraph 276ADE of the Immigration Rules
According to statistics published by the Home Office on 21 May 2015 and information CCLC obtained from the Home Office in August 2014,
 total grants of limited leave on private life grounds from 2012 onwards (when this type of leave was introduced) were as follows:

	
	Total private life grants

	Of which under 16 at date of decision
	Of which 16 to 23 at date of decision

	2012
	233
	9
	71

	2013
	1959
	188
	612


UASC leave (limited leave as an unaccompanied asylum-seeking child) granted under paragraph 352ZE of the Immigration Rules

According to statistics published by the Home Office on 21 May 2015, total grants of UASC leave from 2013 (when this type of leave was introduced) were as follows:

	2013
	119

	2014
	378


Grants of an extension of stay, excluding dependants: Private Life

	
	Total grants of extension of stay, excluding dependents: private life 
	Of which under 18 at date of decision
	Of which 18 to 24 at date of decision

	2012
	233
	20
	66

	2013
	1,959
	278
	581

	2014
	2,119
	411
	525



Based on the statistics above, and accepting that not all those with forms of leave to remain will have been ordinarily resident for the required three years, we agree with the Department of Education’s estimate that the changes suggested above would result in a maximum of 2,000 extra applicants for student loans in any one year.

Case study

The case study below illustrates some of the problems with the criteria outlined in the Department’s Consultation document outlined above: 

E came to the UK from Sierra Leone in 2008 with her mother and two siblings to join her father who was working in the UK as part of the highly skilled migrant programme. The family had leave to remain and successfully extended this and were on track for settlement. However, before their visa expired E's father passed away. The family applied for indefinite leave regardless but were refused. The family eventually were successful in their appeal based on the private life they had all established in the UK but the Home Office only granted them limited leave to remain rather than indefinite leave. 

The stress of bereavement and immigration issues caused a severe deterioration in E's mother's mental health and she was eventually sectioned under the Mental Health Act. E and her elder sibling were left to look after their youngest sister and the family were evicted due to her mother's inability to pay the rent. Social services eventually became involved and provided limited support in the form of accommodation. Despite this bereavement and strenuous responsibility placed on E, she continued to study at college. She applied for university but was unable to take up a place due to inability to obtain student finance. E has applied for the past two years but has been refused both times and is now 19. E would miss out yet again the next academic year if the rules proposed in the Department’s consultation come into force and would only become eligible at the age of 22 when she has spent half her life here. Despite social care involvement E and her siblings were never taken into care and therefore are unable to be provided with any care leaver support to help access further education. 

Question 5 

Do you have any evidence that the policy proposal will have any equality implications and affect persons with a protected characteristic?
Those impacted by the proposed new eligibility criteria for a student loan are third country nationals from outside the EEA or the UK. The majority of those who would be able to use the additional criteria will therefore be from BME communities. Under the Equality Act 2010, race includes nationality (s9(1)(b)) and consideration should be given as to both the direct and indirect discriminatory impact of the proposals. 
Do you have any other comments that might aid the consultation process as a whole?

No further comments. 
Thank you for your views on this consultation. 

Thank you for taking the time to let us have your views. We do not intend to acknowledge receipt of individual responses unless you tick the box below. 

Please acknowledge this reply ☒
BIS/15/650/RF
� paragraph 34, Tigere v Secretary of State for Business, Innovation and Skills


� Para 35, Tigere


� At paragraph 60 of Tigere, Lord Kerr sets out the need for a clear rule without a requirement to consider exceptional circumstances.


� Characteristics of the cohort given in para 57 of Tigere


� Para 55, Tigere


� ‘under 18’    – As the consultation states at paragraph 18 – ‘amongst the factors the Court considered to be material were that she [Tigere]  had entered the country as a child’ The definition of a child in domestic law is set out in the Children Act 2004 section s.65 and Children Act 1989 section 105  ‘”child” means …..someone under the age of 18’. The UN Convention of the Rights of a Child, was ratified by the UK in 1991, in Article 1 defines a child as ‘a person aged under 18 unless, under the law applicable to the child majority is attained earlier’. The age of majority in the United Kingdom is 18, it was set at 18 in s.1 of the Family Law Reform Act 1969. See paragraph 38 HC v SSHD [2013] EWHC 982 (Admin)


� recommending that the 7-year condition is linked to the first day of an academic year, rather than the first day of the first academic year as this category would be analogous to those who obtain (or whose relevant family member obtains) either Refugee Status or Humanitarian Protection – in such circumstances, the student becomes eligible for Student Support and (from the start of the following academic year) for ‘home’ fees if they meet the relevant eligibility criterion after the start of their first academic year 


� Para 57, Tigere


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.refugeechildrensconsortium.org.uk/images/RCChighereducation.pdf" �http://www.refugeechildrensconsortium.org.uk/images/RCChighereducation.pdf� and letters to the Minister at � HYPERLINK "http://www.refugeechildrensconsortium.org.uk" �www.refugeechildrensconsortium.org.uk� 


� Para 10, Tigere


� See RCC’s briefing from 2011 on this issue at � HYPERLINK "http://www.refugeechildrensconsortium.org.uk/images/RCChighereducation.pdf" �http://www.refugeechildrensconsortium.org.uk/images/RCChighereducation.pdf� 


� According to statistics published by the Home Office on 21 May 2015 and a Freedom of Information request made by Just for Kids Law on 29 July 2014. Home Office statistics are regularly revised so the age breakdown received previously does not correspond to newer statistics published on 21 May 2015


� Table ex_02_o: Grants of an extension of stay by category and country of nationality, excluding dependants: Other


� Table as_01: Asylum applications and initial decisions for main applicants, by country of nationality


� Home Office statistics are regularly revised so the age breakdown received previously does not correspond to newer statistics published on 21 May 2015


� Table ex_02_o: Grants of an extension of stay by category and country of nationality, excluding dependants: Other


� Table as_09: Initial decisions on asylum applications from Unaccompanied Asylum Seeking Children, excluding dependants, by sex and age at initial decision


� Para 10, Tigere


� Case study provided by the Children’s Society 






