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Dear Rebecca Pow MP 

 

Thank you for taking the time to talk with me about the Refugee situation on Friday, and in particular 

the Government’s Nationality and Borders Bill.  

I would be grateful if you could seek answers to the following questions from Priti Patel and the Home 

Office. 

1. In her evidence to the Lords Home Affairs and Justice Committee in October 2021, Priti Patel 

said “In the last year, 70% of individuals on small boats are single men who are effectively 

economic migrants. They are not genuine asylum seekers.” Please can you provide the 

evidence for this claim or withdraw the claim and correct the statement to Parliament? 

I fear that this information was not true, and that Priti Patel had no evidence or genuine belief when 

she made this statement that it was true. She appears to be trying to draw a distinction between 

“genuine asylum seekers” and the people on small boats. The motivation for the distinction being to 

justify the government’s plan to treat people arriving on small boats less favourably that those seeking 

asylum through other routes. As discussed, the lawfulness of treating refugees less favourably because 

of their method of entry is disputed by the UN High Commissioner for Refugees, The British Red Cross, 

and Amnesty International amongst others.  

The Home Office’s previous reliance on the wording of Article 31(1) of the Refugee Convention to 

justify the differentiation policy has been described as a “fundamental misapplication” by the UN High 

Commissioner for Refugees.    

2. Given the backlog in processing of asylum cases, I would be grateful to know what percentage 

of the people arriving in small boats in the last year had had their cases determined?  

 

3. Can Priti Patel confirm the costings the government has carried out to date of the additional 

checks and other measures proposed for dealing with recognised refugees who arrived by 

small boat? What reassurance can be given that these measures to make refugee status for 

these people less generous (and theoretically less of a “pull factor”) will not in fact make the 

asylum process even more expensive and administratively burdensome?  

 

4. What costings if any have been made of the policy proposal of “off shoring” refugees to third 

countries, and what assurance if any can be given that the abject failure and enormous costs 

of the Australian version of that policy will not be repeated by the British government? I 

understand that the Australian policy resulted in hundreds of thousands of pounds being 

spent every year for every individual detained, was widely condemned by the international 

community, and lead to many refugees being retraumatised and even taking their own lives. 



 

5. What empirical evidence has the Home Office obtained that their differential treatment plan 

will reduce the numbers of people arriving by small boat?  

 

6. Does the Home Secretary recognise that by reducing the availability of safe routes such as 

Refugee Family Reunion, for the families of people who have arrived by small boats, there is 

a greater risk that they will be incentivised to take unsafe routes?   

 

7. Given the need for international cooperation to address the global challenge of refugees and 

displaced persons, does the Home Secretary accept the need for the UK to take its fair share 

of responsibility?  

 

8. Does the Home Secretary agree that in terms of the numbers of asylum applications being 

taken each year, the UK is not currently accepting a fair share of the burden?  

 

9. As the government has also reduced aid spending from 0.7 to 0.5% of GNI, is it not the case 

that the message being sent to our international partners as we seek greater cooperation, is 

a reluctance on the part of the UK to play a leading role in genuinely addressing this problem? 

 

10. Given that France currently takes approximately three times the number of asylum 

applications that the UK does, would the Home Office consider working with France to set up 

a safe and lawful asylum entry route to the UK from France, thus encouraging genuine 

cooperation with France, reducing the burden on their asylum system and potentially 

reducing the likelihood of people taking dangerous journeys across the Channel?   

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Benjamin Grant 


