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Abstract

In March 2002, 69 interviews were conducted amongst asylum seekers in
Nottingham, concerning their accommodation and services supplied by the 3 major
local accommodation providers, Capital Accommodation, 21* Century, and the
Refugee Housing Association. 16 of those living in Capital Accommodation property
were re-interviewed between June and September of 2002 to see if there had been

any changes since the original interview.

Respondents were unhappy about many aspects of their accommodation and their
treatment by the accommodation providers. There were many causes of discomfort
and dissatisfaction. A major problem appeared to be enforced sharing of rooms and
the resultant lack of privacy. The poor conditions of houses, and difficulty in
communicating with accommodation providers (for example because of lack of
interpreters), were frequently cited. A number of incidents of harassment by

- members of staff and threats to have asylum seekers moved or deported were also

reported.

By far the greatest number of problems was experienced by those housed by Capital
Accommodation. Those in Refugee Housing Association accommodation were the
most satisfied.

The Home Office has contracted a number of accommodation providers to supply
housing to dispersed asylum seekers through the National Asylum Support Service
(NASS). It appears that in many cases, the terms of the contract are not being
adhered to.
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In 2001, the housing charity Shelter surveyed five local authority areas in order to investigate the
conditions in which asylum seekers were living. Shelter researchers surveyed 154 dwellings housing
309 people (including 48 children). They found major problems with poor quality housing which was
damp and unsanitary, and, in some cases, dangerous gas and electrical appliances. Their report
stated that “Asylum seekers are particularly vulnerable because they often arrive in the UK already
suffering from serious health problems , sometimes as a result of torture, ill-treatment or psychological
g Having little money means they will spend more time indoors making effects of bad
housing more acute. Lack of money, language barriers and a lack of support also make it difficult for
people to carry out basic repairs to their housing to improve conditions.” (Far From Home, Shelter

2001)

Nottingham and Nottinghamshire Refugee Forum (NNRF) was set up in June 2000 to provide advice
and support for the increasing numbers of asylum seekers and refugees in Nottingham and to
campaign for their rights. A drop in centre was opened in October 2001, where regular advice
sessions could be provided. This service has been well-used and it soon became apparent that many
of the problems brought to the Centre concerned difficulties experienced by asylum seekers in their

- accommodation. There were complaints of overcrowding, lack of privacy and even harassment from
private sector landlords. NNRF volunteers decided to carry out a survey to try to build a wider picture
of the conditions in which asylum seekers are being housed in Nottingham. In March 2002, 69
interviews were conducted amongst asylum seekers in Nottingham concerning their accommodation
and the services supplied by the 3 major local accommodation providers, Capital Accommodation, - b
Century and the Refugee Housing Association. 16 of those living in Capital Accommodation property
were re-interviewed between June and September 2002 to see if there had been any changes since
the first interview.

The 3 major housing providers in Nottingham include a social housing provider, the Refugee Housing
Association, managing accommodation on behalf of the local authority, (currently supplying about 38%
of local NASS housing), as well as two private, commercial providers, Capital Accommodation
(supplying about 43%) and 21° Century Housing (17%). On the whole, the basic housing fabric and
the appliances provided for asylum seekers in Nottingham appear to be considerably better than that
found by Shelter in its survey. All houses used for asylum seekers are inspected prior to use by
Nottingham City Council’s Environmental Services Department to check standards and the safety of
houses of multiple occupation. There are also examples of good practice where support is offered
above and beyond the minimum standards outlined in the Home Office contract. |

Nonetheless, a great many problems were reported. In many cases, the terms of the Home Office’s
own contract with accommodation providers are not being met. We would argue that vulnerable
people should not be housed by private organisations whose main purpose is to make a profit.
Providing a good quality service is, however, not just a question of how much money is put into it. It is
also about attitude and values. Being treated with courtesy and respect is important to the self-
esteem and mental health of refugees — and costs nothing.

The results of this survey form the content of this report, highlighting the feelings of anger and despair
widespread amongst asylum seekers. It is our hope that this report will help to bring about some
change in the housing of asylum seekers in Nottingham and perhaps elsewhere. We do not believe
that Nottingham is worse than other places in the country and overall it may well be better than many.
We would like to see further action by the Home Office and the National Asylum Support Service to
ensure that in the future all asylum seekers have decent places to live and are treated with respect.

Nawzad Awchi, Chris Cook Cann, Jasim Ghafur, Siya Sabir, Myra Woolfson
NNRF Housing Group
October 2002




The 1999 Immigration and Asylum Act initiated the government’s policy of dispersing asylum seekers
around the country in order to reduce pressure on accommodation and support services in London
and the South East. For many UK cities, as in Nottingham, this has added a new dimension to the
existing ethnic mix. Nottingham has well-established populations of South Asian and African
Caribbean immigrants, and more recent groups of settled Vietnamese and Bosnian refugees.
However, the arrival of asylum seekers from an estimated 70 countries speaking over 30 different
languages is a new experience for the City.

In Nottingham there are currently approximately 1700 people supported by the National Asylum
Support Service (NASS). The city has the eighth highest number of asylum seekers received under
the dispersal scheme. Decisions about who is dispersed and to where are made by NASS. Asylum
seekers are given no choice about this. Housing is allocated before their arrival and accommodation
providers are notified of this by NASS so that they can meet the new arrivals, take them to their
accommodation and provide some basic information about the accommodation, the neighbourhood
and local support services. Support for daily living is provided by NASS at 70% of income support
levels. Until recently this was in the form of vouchers plus a small cash allowance.

The majority of refugees and asylum seekers in Nottingham come from Iran, Kurdistan (lraqi and
Turkish) and Afghanistan. There is also a significant group of ethnic Albanians from Kosova. In
addition, there are a growing number of nationality groups from Africa. At present, about 70% of
asylum seekers are single men. There are over 400 school-age children, here with their families, as
well as many pre-school children, some of whom have been born here.

The NNRF is transparent in its aims to promote the well-being of refugees and to give a voice to
people seeking asylum in Nottingham. However, we have made every effort to represent asylum
seekers’ words exactly as spoken. We leave the reader to draw his or her own conclusions as to the

validity of the findings of this study.

The sample

The 69 asylum seekers interviewed for the initial study represent a convenience sample based on the
‘snow-balling’ technique. We tried to balance the sample in order to include people housed by
different landlords, single people and families. Capital Accommodation until recently housed by far the
greatest number of asylum seekers in Nottingham, although this situation is now changing. Numbers
surveyed in 21° Century and Refugee Housing Association do not adequately reflect their share.
There are two other providers supplying accommodation under the NASS scheme but they currently
house only a small number of asylum seekers and we did not therefore include them in this survey.

The questionnaire was pfinted in English and was verbally translated in interview when necessary. A
number of interviewers were recruited, all volunteers with the NNRF. Interviews took place in March
2002, usually at the interviewee’s own home but sometimes at the 118 Centre on Mansfield Road or

another convenient venue.

15 of the respondents were here with their families and 54 were here alone. Some basic demographic
information is given below.

FAMILIES
Country of origin

Irag/Iraqi Kurdistan: 2
Turkey (Kurdistan): 6
Iran/ Iranian Kurdistan: 5
Yemen: 1

Belarus: 1

NB It is not always clear when Iran or Iraq is mentioned, whether or not this means Kurdistan,
so for the purposes of this analysis, the totals for Iran and Iranian Kurdistan and Iraq and Iraqi
Kurdistan have been given.



Religion

Muslim: 9

Allevi: 2

Christian: 1

None or none stated: 3

Age of 1°' applicant

20-29: 1
30-39: 5
40-49: 8
Not stated: 1

SINGLE PEOPLE
Country of origin

Iraqg/Iraqi Kurdistan: 27
Iran/lranian Kurdistan: 10
Albania; 1

Palestine: 1

Turkey/Turkish Kurdistan: 2
Chad: 1

Algeria: 1

Sudan: 2

Somalia: 1

Africa (country not stated): 1
lvory Coast: 1

Uganda: 2

Congo: 1

Lebanon: 1

Russia: 1

Country not stated: 1

Religion

Muslim: 36
Christian: 7
Humanist: 1
Zoroastrian: 1
None/not stated: 9

Age

<20: 4
20-29: 28
30-39: 17
40-49: 2
50-60: 2

Not stated: 1

The follow-up sample

16 people were interviewed again in the summer of 2002. All 16 were housed by Capital
Accommodation.

In April 2002, a meeting was held between members of the management committee of Nottingham
and Nottinghamshire Refugee Forum and the regional manager and local office manager of Capital
Accommodation. The meeting was convened as a result of complaints by a number of individuals
about harassment and oppressive behaviour by Capital Accommodation staff. Promises were made
by Capital Accommodation about improved staff training and procedures.

As a result of this meeting, publication of the survey material was delayed, in order to see if
improvements were made. A short follow-up survey was carried out over the summer of asylum
seekers in Capital Accommodation houses only. (See Appendix 3).




3.1. Single asylum seekers in multi-occupancy accommodation

75% (52) of respondents are accommodated in this way. 43 by Capital Accommodation and 8 by <
Century. One did not know his provider. 58% (30) have their own rooms; the remaining 42% (22)

have to share a room.

All were in self-catering accommodation.

3.1.1. Shared rooms

None of the 22 in shared occupancy who shared a room did so by choice, despite the Home
Office contract, 13.2.1, which states that “. . . each service user shall have exclusive use of a
room . . . service users should only share in an appropriately sized furnished double/triple room
through choice.” 21 of the 22 in shared rooms were housed by Capital Accommodation, and
the remaining one by 21 Century. Most were distressed by the lack of privacy and
overcrowding this caused, and complaints of this nature were heard again and again.
Arguments between room mates were mentioned seven times (by 32% of those sharing through
no choice of their own), and health problems, no trust between room mates and lack of privacy

- were also common problems. Language problems, noise, difficulty in studying, and problems
caused by the room being too small also affected residents.

Respondents often had to share with someone of a different religion or who spoke a different
language, causing misunderstandings, distrust and arguments. When they were asked whether
or not the accommodation was suitable to their needs, 16% (11, half of all room sharers) stated
room sharing as the reason it was.not. Insecurity was cited by 6% (4), overcrowding by 15%
(10) and no privacy by 10% (7). These are all problems exacerbated by room sharing.

Some comments made on room sharing include:
e |t affects my study. Privacy. My freedom.
e It causes arguments. Also if somebody is ill, everyone gets it. Snoring.

e Arguments sometimes. | am sharing my room with someone who speaks a different
language.

e Arguments. lliness is a problem.

® Room is too small to share & too cold because | do not have access to the heater. Also,
no drawers to keep my things.

e No privacy, room is small

e Had problems in the past and usually argue with him.

e |t's a problem because | don't know them. | don't trust them.
e | don't feel comfortable to live with someone else.

e Many days problem because we have different idea

e Do not feel comfortable, and no privacy.

e | have a problem, but what can | do!

e If one person wants to listen to music and other do not - no choice.
e | am forced to share my room with people of different ideologies / beliefs.

e Because | have no privacy. | have to share a room with someone | don't know.




3.2. Families

25% (17) of respondents are living with members of their own families. Each of these families
contained, on average 2 children and 2 adults.

8 families were accommodated by Capital Accommodation, 1 by 21% Century, and 8 by Refugee
Housing.

3.3. Suitability of accommodation

When asked whether or not the accommodation was suitable to their needs, 36% (25) replied “yes”,
61% (42) replied “no” and 2 gave no reply. This is clearly a cause for concern.

Amongst the different accommodation providers, the figures were as follows:

Suitable Unsuitable % Unsuitable
Capital Accommodation: 16 34 67%
21% Century: 4 5 56%
Refugee Housing: 4 3 38%
Don’t know provider: 1 0

Most respondents found their accommodation unsuitable, and this is particularly marked amongst
those allocated to Capital Accommodation, where two thirds found it unsuitable. Those in Refugee
Housing Association accommodation were the most satisfied.

Some reasons for verdicts of unsuitability were given:

e Everything is dirty and old and most machines are not working

e No privacy

e The living room was very small and all the furniture was old, and no hot water for 4 months,
heater not working.

e When | asked them to fix or bring something, they never respond or do it.

» No shower

e Noisy. No shower. No heater. Neighbour noisy. In front of factory and garage. | have allergy to
bath and sheet.
e Because we share everything - bathroom, kitchen, living room, utensils, fridge, washing machine.

e Veryold house. No security. No shower working 3 months ago, fridge broken. Top room very
cold.
e Because | have no privacy. | have to share a room with someone | don't know.

e For alot of reasons they are not suitable. My friends they share the rooms so they are suffering.
e Washing machine repaired after 3 months. Heating - 2 months.
e Because we have to share

e They don't care about our needs, e.g. if the heating system doesn't work they will not fix it, and
that's happened 6 months without heating in one of the rooms. 5 people in such house is not
possible and not comfortable. The bathroom is leaking. The fridge is not working properly. We
have got nasty insects in house. We asked for some treatment for it, but no answer.

e Because it's a very dirty and old house.

» Alarm broken, don't know how to work heating so very cold at night.

e There was not enough furniture in the accommodation
e 2peoplelivein 1 room
e The house hasn't got good conditions such as bathroom, kitchen.

e There are not enough facilities in the accommodation.



e Because there are 9 people sharing the house facilities and also problems with neighbours.

e My room is for a child, not for me 22 years old. It is very small and five people in one house
living, it is very difficult.

e Basic needs are missing.
e The stairs are very narrow & steep, is not suitable for F.

e |say yes, but this area is very dangerous. Someone always knocks at our door loudly and
frightens my children.

e Crowded, lack of privacy.

e Overcrowding. Bring new residents in without warning. | do not understand the agreement so |
have not signed it. No lights in room.

# It's too small and looks like a toilet.

e Overcrowded. Lack of privacy, own space.

Broken down into main complaints, these are as follows:

Capital ot Refugee Don’t know All
Accommodation Century Housing provider _providers

Sharing 11 0 0 0 11
Broken equipment 7 1 0 0 8
Old and/or dirty 4 4 0 0 8
No privacy 7 0 0 0 7
Cold 4 0 0 0 4
Problems ignored 3 0 0 0 3
Essential fittings / equipment missing 5 2 1 0 8
Noisy 1 0 1 0 2
Bad neighbourhood / problems with 3 0 0 0 3
neighbours
Insecure / unsafe 2 1 1 0 4
Overcrowding / space too small 10 0 0 0 10

Again, it can be seen that sharing is a major cause for concern, followed closely by overcrowding and
lack of space. Many places were also found to be old and dirty, with essential fittings or equipment
either missing or broken. Once again, Capital Accommodation comes off worst amongst the

accommodation providers.

These problems show a frequent disregard by accommodation providers of paragraphs 12.1.1 and
12.1.2 (property requirements and facility requirements) of the Home Office contract.
Some respondents found their accommodation suitable. Amongst those who did not (42), there were

68 major areas of complaint.
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4.1. Interpretation

When they first arrived at their allocated addresses, most respondents were confused and could not
understand any directions they were given. 81% (56) were not provided with an interpreter, which
caused difficulties in understanding the contract as well as any other instructions. They were
generally not given time to study the contract even if they could understand it.



In answer to the question, “When you arrived in Nottingham and were taken to the house, did your
accommodation provider bring an interpreter?”, respondents gave the following answers:

Capital 21 Century Refugee Housing Unknown All service users
Accommodation
Yes 4 7.8% 1 11.1% 6 75.0% 0 11 15.9%
No 45 88.2% 8 88.9% 2 25.0% 1 56 81.2%
N/A 2 3.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 2 2.9%

Both Capital Accommodation and 21% Century failed the terms of the Home Office contract (paragraph
5.1) by a large margin. Asylum seekers cannot be expected to understand instructions and contracts
in a language they have not yet learned. Only one third (22) of respondents claim to have understood

what they were told.

4.2

Information and Instructions

Many were also given no explanations of how to use facilities in the house, even disregarding the
language problem. In answer to the question, “Did they explain to you how things in the house
worked, for example, the heating, the cooker, the hot water?”, over half answered “No”. These
included 67% (34) of Capital Accommodation’s service users.

Additionally, and dangerously, 78% (54) of all respondents were not told properly what to do in the
event of fire. There should be adequate notices capable of being understood by asylum seekers who
do not read English, setting out the action to be taken in the event of fire, and identifying all
emergency exits. When asked, “Was it explained to you what you should do if there was a fire?”,
some of the responses were:
e Yes (dial 999)
e Yes - just to go out

e Yes - without interpreter
Clearly, the issue of fire safety was not taken sufficiently seriously by all accommodation providers.

Home Office contract (4.8) states, “The Provider will ensure that all necessary safety and operating
instructions for any equipment used by the Service User are explained to them on their arrival at the

Premises.”

51% (35) were shown how to find the shops where they could use their vouchers. 45% (31) were

shown properly how to find a doctor. Both these requirements are in the Home Office contract

(paragraph 5.4). [Since the interviews were conducted, the use of vouchers has been discontinued
and asylum seekers now receive cash.]

4.3. Timing

When these things were explained to respondents, it was generally on arrival. However, many
responded that they had never been explained at all. The following table detailing replies to “When
were all these things explained to you?”

Capital 21 Century | Refugee Housing| Unknown | All service users
Accommodation

On arrival 11] 21.6% 11 11.1% 3 37.5% 1 16| 23.2%
In the first week 0 0.0% # 11.1% 1 12.5% 0 2 2.9%
More than a week 2 3.9% 0 0.0% 1 12.5% 0 3 4.3%
after arrival

N/A | never 32| 62.7% 4, 44.4% 2 25.0% 0 38 55.1%
No reply 6| 11.8% 3] 33.3% 1 12.5% 0 100 14.5%




5.1. Understanding

As well as not being provided with interpreters on arrival (see 4.1.), respondents frequently could not
understand their occupancy agreements (referred to in the survey questionnaire as contract). In reply
- to the question: “Were you given the contract in a language you understood?”, the following replies

were received:

Capital 21> Century Refugee Housing | Unknown| All service users
Accommodation
Yes 8l 15.7% 0 0.0% 41 50.0% 0 12 17.4%
No 40| 78.4% 9 100.0% 4 50.0% 1 54 78.3%
N/A 3 5.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 3 4.3%

Over three-quarters of respondents were not given their occupancy agreement in a language they
understood. Paragraph 5.3 of the Home Office contract states: ” . . . the Service User should be
provided with written material, in the appropriate language, which explains the provider’s services,

obligations, complaints procedure . . . "

Only 16% of all users (8% in the case of Capital Accommodation) were given sufficient time to read
their occupancy agreements before signing. 25% stated that this question was not applicable to them,
presumably because they could not understand the agreement however long they had, so even if they
could understand the language, there was a further obstacle to understanding the agreement.

5.2. Changes to occupancy agreéments

18 service users (15 from Capital Accommodation, 3 from 21% Century) had changes made to their
occupancy agreements since they arrived. 9 did not know whether changes had been made. These
changes were generally not explained to the respondents. Figures are as follows:

Capital 21 Century All service

Accommodation users
Have any changes been made to your contract since
you arrived? i
Yes 15| 29.4% 3| 33.3% 18| 26.1%
No 26| 51.0% 6| 66.7% 41| 59.4%
Don't know 9| 17.6%)| 0| 0.0% 9| 13.0%
If yes, were these explained to you?
Yes 0] 0.0% 2] 22.2%] 2[ 2.9%
No 14| 27.5% 1] 11.1%] 15[ 21.7%
No answer 11 2.0% 0| 0.0% 11 1.4%
N/A 36| 70.6% 6| 66.7% 51| 73.9%

Refugee Housing did not make changes to occupancy agreements.

5.3. Occupancy agreement terms

Respondents were asked whether their agreements forbid them to have visitors in their houses after
11 in the evening. 48% (33) answered yes, whilst another 23% (16) did not know or gave no answer.

Therefore only 29% (20) were sure they did not have this clause in their agreements. Refugee

Housing appeared to be the least restrictive provider in this respect.

Respondents were also asked whether their occupancy agreements forbid alcohol in their houses.
48% (33) said they did, while 30% (21) did not know or gave no answer. Therefore only 22% (15)
were sure they did not have this clause in their agreements. Refugee Housing was also the least

restrictive provider in this respect.




Both these clauses impose considerable restrictions on the lives of asylum seekers and would appear
simply to add to the likelihood of intrusion by accommodation providers. Landlords are of course
entitled to protect their property but any problems which might arise as a result of late visitors or
alcohol use could be managed by general prohibitions on damage to property or noise late at night.

......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
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According to the Home Office contract, service users have particular rights.

For example, paragraph 7 gives the right to independent representation, as follows: “The Provider will
ensure that service users are aware of their option to be advised by and/or accompanied by a person
of the service user’s choice in discussions with the provider.” When asked, “Did the accommodation
provider explain that you can be accompanied by someone of your choice in any formal discussion
with them?”, however, only 6% (4) answered “yes” and 84% (58) answered “no”. This is a clear
violation of the contract.

We have already seen (4.1) that interpreters were rarely provided on arrival. This remains the

~ situation throughout the stay of the respondents in their accommodation. Only 15% (10) stated that an
interpreter was provided whenever the accommodation provider wanted to tell them something.
Capital Accommodation were the least likely to do so, whilst Refugee Housing did provide interpreters
for all 8 service users questioned. (Refugee Housing were also the best at providing interpreters on

arrival.)

The Home Office contract deals with complaints procedures (paragraph 8). If resolution is not
possible at the informal stage, then the provider should assist the service user in contacting the
nearest One Stop Service. However, only 28% (19) of respondents could answer “yes” to the
question:” Have they explained to you whom you should contact if you have a complaint against

them?”
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Paragraphs 3.1, 3.2, 4.9 of the Home Office contract deal with medical needs. Asylum seekers have
often experienced ill treatment, including physical or mental torture. It is possible that many will
require medical help. Our sample was asked whether they had a disability or health problem which
has caused difficulties in the house, and, if so, whether the accommodation provider has helped.

Responses were as follows:

Capital 21 Century Refugee Housing |Unknown| All service users

Accommodation
Do you have any disability or health problem that has caused a problem for you in the house?
Yes 12] 23.5% 1] 11.1% 4] 50.0% 0 17| 24.6%
No 34| 66.7% 6| 66.7%| 3| 37.5% 1 44| 63.8%)
No 5 9.8% 2f  22.2% 1] 12.5% 0 8 11.6%
answer
If yes, has the accommodation provider done anything to help?
Yes 0 0.0% 11 11.1% 0 0.0% 0 1 1.4%
No A1 215% 0 0.0% 2|  25.0%] 0+ 13| 18.8%
Not been 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 11 12.5% 0 1 1.4%
informed | |
No 1 2.0% 0 0.0% 11 12.5% 0 2 2.9%
answer
N/A 39] 76.5% 8| 88.9% 4] 50.0% 1 52| 75.4%
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A quarter of all respondents reported a health problem or disability, yet the accommodation provider
had only helped in 1 case, and had definitely not helped in 13 cases. Once again, Capital

Accommodation was the least likely to have helped in this respect.

Feedback given by respondents includes:

e | have got health problems (with my foot) and washing clothes is making it worse.

e My wife has got health problems, so she cannot stand for a long time and wash clothes. We had
some problems with washing machine. C.A. took it, and they said that they are going to fix it and
bring it in two weeks. Although | fixed the main problem, so it started working. They took it by
force and asked us to complain to Refugee Action.

e The house isn't good condition to live in health.

e | am sick. | need to house in single room.

e |'ve had an operation & cannot go up stairs on second floor.
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Paragraph 12 of the Home Office contract deals with property requirements. Premises must be
furnished and fitted-out to a reasonable standard; there must be adequate kitchen facilities (a list is
included); there must be beds with bedding and clothes storage; there must be enough easy chairs
and lockable cupboards. Actual standards appear to fall far short of these requirements.

8.1. Condition and cleanliness

When they moved in, just over half (37) of respondents found their accommodation to be generally
clean and in good condition. By accommodation providers, this breaks down as follows:

Capital o Century Refugee Housing |Unknown| All service users
Accommodation
When you moved in, was the house generally clean and in good condition?
Yes 27] 52.9% 3] 33.3% 6] 75.0% 1 37 53.6%
No 23| 45.1% 6] 66.7% 2] . 29.0% 0 31 44.9%
N/A / no 1 2.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 1 1.4%
answer

21% Century’s accommodation was the least satisfactory, whilst that of Refugee Housing was the

most.

The sample was also asked, “Was all the electrical equipment and wiring safe and in order?” 78%
(54) said it was, 17% (12) said it was not, and the remaining 3 either said it was partially or did not
reply. 11 of those 12 who felt it was not safe were living in Capital Accommodation housing.

8.2. Facilities provided

Listed above are some of the facilities which should be available to asylum seekers. The survey
asked them whether they had had to buy any essential equipment. 68% (47) said that they had. The
equipment which they considered essential is not always the same as that which is considered
essential by the Home Office and listed in the contract, however, it was considered to be so by the

respondents.
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The equipment they bought is listed as follows:

Capital 21 Century| Refugee |Unknown| All service
Accommodation Housing users

Cutlery 21 2 2 0 29
Crockery 22 1 2 0 25
Kitchen equipment (small, e.g. pans) 14 2 < 0 21
Kitchen equipment (electrical, e.g. 9 11 0 0 20
washing machine)
Bedding / towels | 0 1 0 8
Furniture 2 6 0 0 8
Light bulbs 8 0 0 0 8
Disposables 5 0 0 0 5
Safety equipment 0 1 0 0| 1
Baby / child necessities 1 0 0 0 1
TV, video, microwave O 3 0 0 12
Other 6 0 1 0 7

Cutlery, crockery, cookware, utensils, bedding, towels etc should all be provided. The contract does
not mention washing machines or televisions.

Washing machines may not at first sight appear to be necessities but they are extremely important to
asylum seekers. Launderettes are expensive and asylum seekers receive only a very small amount of

cash each week.

Televisions are not listed. However, many respondents made a special plea for televisions, as these
both helped them to learn English, and kept boredom and depression at bay during long days of
enforced idleness. If televisions had a satellite connection, they could also be used to maintain links
with home. One user said, “l want to say that as we are asylum seeker, they must provide us some
essential thing for the house, e.g. TV because TV is important for learning. Also we need TV licence.
| bought my TV and TV licence from my own money, they didn't help me." Another said, “| think that
Capital Accommodation should provide all refugees with TV, because it is very difficult to live without

™.

The sample was also asked about repairs and replacements of faulty items. Respondents claimed
that in many instances faulty items were not replaced or repaired. Of course, there were also cases
where nothing required replacing or repairing. If a service user answered “no” to the first question,
that could be either because nothing needed replacing or repairing, or because the necessary work
was never carried out. Nonetheless, in a number of cases, it appears that damaged items were either
not replaced at all or there was a considerable delay in doing so. This problem occurred mainly with

Capital Accommodation.
The following answers were given:

Capital 21" Century Refugee Unknown | All service users

Accommodation Housing

Did your accommodation providers repair or replace anything that is damaged?
Yes 26| 51 .O%J 6| 66.7%| 4| 50.0% 0 36| 52.2%
No 17| 33.3%| 3| 33.3%| 3| 37.5% of 23| 33.3%
Sometimes 3| 59%| 0] 0.0%] 0] 0.0% 0 3| 43%
N/A / no answer 5 9.8% 0] 0.0% 11 12.5% 1 71 10.1%
If yes, how long did this take? |
One week or less 12| 235%| 3]/ 333%| 0] 0.0% 0 15 21.7%
One - two weeks 6] 11.8% Of 0.0% 11 12.5% 0 71 10.1%
Two weeks - one month 2 39%| 1 11.1%] 1] 12.5%] 0 4 5.8%
Over one month 7] 13.7% 0 0.0% 11 12.5% 0 8| 11.6%
Things taken away and not 6| 11.8%| 0| 0.0%| 0] 0.0% 0 6] 8.7%
replaced |
N/A 18| 35.3%| 5| 55.6%| 5| 62.5% 1| 29| 42.0%
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Families with children were divided amongst the various accommodation providers as follows:

Capital 21% Century Refugee Unknown All service
Accommodation Housing users
Adults 15| 2 18 0 35
Children 17 3 15 0 35
Families 8 1 8 0 17

9.1. Schooling and health visitors

The Home Office contract (paragraphs 4.9 and 4.10) states that the provider will facilitate registration
of service users with the Health Visiting Service (where appropriate) and advise families on local

schooling facilities, including advising in case of difficulty in registering for a school.

Most respondents with school age children were not advised about schooling, and half of those with
children aged under five were not advised about the Health Visiting Service. Capital Accommodation

was the least likely to give such advice.

9.2. Facilities for children

Where there are children, the contract states that adequate cot and high chair facilities, child safety
gates and sterilisation equipment should be provided, as appropriate to the age of the children
(paragraph 12.1.4). The sample provided the following information:

Capital 21% Century Refugee All service
Accommodation Housing users

If you have small children, were you provided with a cot and a highchair?

Yes 2 0 2 4
No 3 0 2 5
If you have a baby, were you provided with sterilising equipment?

Yes 1 0 0 1
No 2 0 3 5

There were only a small number of very young children in our sample, but they appeared to be
inadequately supplied with baby furniture and particularly poorly served with sterilising equipment.
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0. Theascommoastmpronder

The Home Office contract (in particular sections 5 and 6) imposes certain requirements on the
relationship between accommodation provider and service user. Not all problems experienced by
respondents related to the condition of their premises; they were also often unhappy at their treatment

by providers.

10.1. Signing on

Different accommodation providers required users to sign on at different intervals, as follows:

Capital 21> Century Refugee Unknown| All service
Accommodation Housing users

How often do you have to sign on with your accommodation provider?
Once a week 46| 90.2% 9] 100.0% 0 0.0% 11 81.2% 56
Less frequently than once 1 2.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 1.4% 1
a month

- |[Never 2 3.9% 0 0.0% 6} T0.U0% 0| 11.6% 8
No answer 2| 39%| 0] 0.0% 2| 250%]| of 58% 4
Do they make allowances for any particular or unusual circumstances, e.g. illness?
Yes 111 21.6% 4| 44.4% 0 0.0% 0| 21.7% 15
No 34 66.7% 3 .38.9% 31  31.85% 11 59.4% 41
Don't know / No answer 3]  9.9% 1} 11.1% 0 0.0% 0 5.8% 4
N/A / no answer 3 5.9% ol 51  62.9% DI $30% 9
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