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1 Contextual Factors

With a total population of approximately 280,000 people, Leicester is a multicultural city with 28.5% of its population being from black and minority ethnic communities - the highest proportion outside London (based on 1991 census data).  The City Council estimates that 900 single adult refugees and 100 families will be placed within the City in any one year – and that the majority of them would wish to stay and settle in the City.

The City Council’s Community Plan
 describes the social and economic context in the City, for example:

“Leicester has gained international recognition as Britain's first Environment City and more recently, the prestigious title of European Sustainable City.  These developments have brought economic growth and improvements in standards of living.   However, not everyone in the city benefits from this prosperity. Household incomes, skill levels and rates of pay are still below the regional average. Although unemployment in Leicester has halved in the last decade from 14% to 7%, it still remains higher than the national average.   Significant pockets of social and economic deprivation can be found in particular social groups, and in some neighbourhoods certain housing estates are amongst the worst in the country.  These problems are common to most other major cities and present us with a series of challenges. We need to tackle deprivation and discrimination, improve standards of housing, health, transport, community safety and the environment.” 


The Community Plan makes specific reference to the needs of refugees and asylum seekers:

“These newer communities, some of which came to Leicester following persecution from other countries, have helped to rejuvenate local small industries. Today Leicester is playing a part in the reception of refugees and asylum seekers. However the main thrust of Leicester’s life as a diverse city has moved from welcoming newcomers, to a recognition that this diversity is Leicester itself and that people of all cultures and races are equally Leicester people.”
The Community Plan sets out specific targets for services for asylum seekers and refugees, including:

“To facilitate people's opportunities to have a full and active life in the city.  For example: 

· by identifying gaps in advice provision and working with other funders (i.e. City Council, Legal Services Commission, Leicestershire Health, and National Lotteries Charity Board) and providers (i.e. Citizens Advice Bureau, City Council) to ensure that resources are targeted at groups and areas where advice is most needed. 

To develop services and policies that reflect the changing needs of the population.  For example by: 

· providing services which are sensitive to people's religious, cultural, linguistic and access needs;

· developing policies and services to enable the acceptance and resettlement of asylum seekers in the city; 

· ensuring the provision and use of quality cultural and leisure services events and activities, which reflect the rich diversity of the city's communities and people.”

The City Council has employed an Asylum Seekers Coordinator (Emmanuel Akigyana) with a city-wide remit to coordinate the development of services across the City.  There is also a City-wide Asylum Seekers and Refugees Multi-Agency Forum which seeks to coordinate the various statutory and non-statutory services available to asylum seekers and refugees.

The City Council is also part of the East Midlands Consortium for Asylum Seekers Support (along with Nottingham City Council and Derby City Council).  EMCASS seeks to coordinate the development of services for asylum seekers across the region and has entered into contractual arrangements with NASS to provide accommodation for asylum seekers.

In the context of these needs and priorities Leicester City Council’s Head of Advice Services (Damon Gibbons - originally sited in the Housing Department – now in the Environment and Development Department) applied to the European Refugee Fund for a grant to establish a new Refugee Resettlement Project focused on supporting the integration of refugees and people with Leave to Remain.  The application was supported by a range of agencies including Voluntary Action Leicester, Leicester Adult Education, Refugee Action, Leicestershire Health and East Midlands Consortium for Asylum Seekers Support.

The stated
 aims and objectives of the Refugee Resettlement Project are:

“… to provide a starting point for supporting the needs of refugees and building community capacity initiatives with existing communities and refugee communities to enable them to become more integrated into the city.

The Refugee Resettlement Project would be a community-based project managed by Leicester City Council.

The project’s principle aims and objectives are:

· To establish a support service which provides advice and information for refugees to successfully integrate into the city;

· To engage in community development/capacity building work to enable maximum benefit to refugees and local residents (incorporating economic, social, environmental and community safety initiatives;

· To develop a long-term integration strategy for refugees, in partnership with local residents, agencies and other stakeholders;

· To identify housing and other social needs of refugees;

· To act as the key mechanism in assisting refugees into training and employment;

· To promote the project and ensure that local organisations and refugees are fully involved.”

The application states that these objectives will be achieved by 3 main service areas:

· Advice Work (including casework);

· Policy Development (development of refugee integration strategies and community initiatives);

· Individual/Groupwork (working with refugees to ensure equality of access to mainstreams services).

The application stated that the project would be “community-base” although “managed by Leicester City Council”.   Representatives of the applicant agency state that the intention was always that the project should be out-posted to an agency independent of the main (statutory) providers of services to refugees.  The intention of this outposting was to ensure that the project could advocate effectively for refugees and asylum seekers with those service providers.

Although not mentioned specifically in the original application, Leicester Racial Equality Council was chosen as the host organisation for the ERF-funded project.  As well as applying to the ERF the City Council also administered funding from the Single Regeneration Budget (SRB2) for a Welfare Rights Officer for refugees and asylum seekers in the St Matthew’s and Highfields area of the City.  The SRB funded post and the ERF funded posts were put together to form the Refugee and Asylum Seekers Advice Project (RASAP).

Other services specifically for refugees and asylum seekers in the City include:

Refugee Action:

RA works with asylum seekers in Leicester (rather than people who have been granted refugee status or exceptional leave to remain).  RA states that they have undertaken significant work in Leicester to ensure that asylum seekers who have recently been given status are able to access services.  They state that one particularly difficult aspect of this is that those who receive a positive decision are given only 14 days to move out of their existing accommodation, and have insufficient time to access suitable housing and benefits once they are no longer supported by NASS.

RA staff in the East Midlands region see around 20 new arrivals per week, as well as spending a large part of their time helping existing clients with problems related to vouchers and accommodation.   One of their main priorities is to provide training to Citizens Advice Bureaux, independent advice agencies, accommodation providers, solicitors, and health professionals, so that they are also in a position to give appropriate advice to asylum seekers.  The aim is for this to enable RA staff to devote more time to specialised casework and the development of additional services for asylum seekers and linking work with other agencies.

Immigration Advisory Service:

IAS’s regional office is based on the same building as RASAP.  IAS gives free advice and assistance on all immigration, asylum and nationality issues to persons eligible for legal aid and presents appeals against refusal decisions for all who have a right of appeal.  Cases range from the dependants of those already settled in the UK (children, husbands, wives, elderly relations) seeking to come to the UK for permanent settlement and to visitors, students and others seeking to come to the UK for temporary purposes whose applications have been refused.
Refugee Housing Association:

RHA aims to facilitate the resettlement of refugees in England through the provision of high quality, affordable, supported and general needs housing.  Many RHA staff are themselves refugees.  Under a contract with the East Midlands Consortium for Asylum Seekers Support, RHA will be the agent for the City council, providing accommodation from housing  associations, council properties and from the private rented sector.    

The City Council states that there are 341 asylum seekers dispersed by NASS to RHA arranged accommodation in Leicester (as at 21/2/02).
Other Housing Providers:

There are five private providers of NASS accommodation in the City, varying considerably in size:

· Accommodata (approximately 500 units)

· Leena Corporation (approximately 400 units)

· Roselodge (approximately 150 units)

· Angel (1 property outside the City)

· Clear Springs (1 property outside the City)

The City Council states that a total of 799 asylum seekers have been dispersed by NASS to these private providers (as at 21/2/02).

Other Resettlement Projects:

In addition to RASAP there are 2 other refugee resettlement projects running within the City.  The 3 projects divide up referrals as follows:

· Leicester City Council Resettlement Officer – working specifically on the City Council’s NASS contract (under management by Refugee Housing Association);

· Red Cross Resettlement Project – working specifically with users of the Leena Corporation project.

All 3 projects take referrals from Angel, Clear Springs and Roselodge.

The RASAP project reports that few private sector landlords will accept tenants on housing benefit – and that 9 out of 10 refugees will initially be on housing benefit.  This means that refugees have to rely on a limited stock of social housing.

Other organisations:

There are few established refugee community organisations in the City, although some communities are seeking to form new groups.

2 Inputs

2.1
Potential Users:

Figures provided by Leicester City Council show that (as at 21/2/02) there are:

· 799 asylum seekers dispersed to private providers in the City

· 341 asylum seekers dispersed by NASS to property managed by Refugee Housing Association 

· 330 “vouchers only” cases (being accommodated by friends and family)

This gives a total of 1470 asylum seekers.  Table X gives a breakdown of those receiving NASS support.

In addition, there is a significant number of people (including minors) who have been placed in the City by Kent County Council and several of the London Boroughs.

Data on success rates for asylum applications varies between communities - eg between 96% for people from Somalia 88% (who represent 12% of the dispersed population in Leicester) and 0% for people from Romania (who represent 2.5% of the dispersed population).  As the profile of dispersed communities changes, and the frequency of decision making by IND is unpredictable, it is difficult to assess the number or frequency of positive decisions and therefore the exact nature of the likely demand on the RASAP project.

2.2
The RASAP Project:

The intended start date for the RASAP project was February 2001.  The project was due to last 12 months with an evaluation being used to determine whether and how the project should continue.  

Due to slippage in the decision making process, the ERF element of the project effectively became operational in October 2001 when the first ERF-funded staff came into post.  LREC, as host for the project and employer of the staff, as unwilling to recruit until the funding had been received.  This seems a reasonable risk management response.

The original proposal to the ERF contained the following key details:

	Total Project Cost
	£5,000 – 2000

£123,000 – 2001

	Amount Applied for from ERF
	£2,500 – 2000

£61,500 – 2001

	Match funding
	£2,000 – 2000

£48,000 – 2001

	Financial Value of Support in Kind
	£0 – 2000

£6,000 – 2001

	Target for Number of Users of Refugee Resettlement Project in first 12 months
	900 per year

	Key Activity Targets for first 12 months
	· Appoint project staff (Feb/Mar 01)

· Establish referral procedure with NASS and Social Services (Apr/Jun 01)

· Development of key contacts directory (Apr/Jun 01)

· Publication of promotional materials (Apr/Jun 01)

· Begin accepting referrals (May 01)

· Publish interim report (Sep 01)

· Publish 12 month report (Jan/Feb 02)

· Convene conference for key agencies (Jan/Feb 02)

	Key Performance Targets for first 12 months of project operation
	· To secure housing and benefit entitlement for refugees within 14 days of referral from NASS

· Systematic method for gathering service user feedback in place from May 2001 onwards

	Key Performance Indicators
	· % of referrals with appropriate accommodation within 14 days of referral

· % of referrals with benefits in payment within 14 days of referral

· numbers taking up opportunities in employment, training or education


2.3
Staffing:

The RASAP project is currently made up of 4 posts providing 3.5 full time equivalents or 129.5 hours per week (see table X for details).

The staff come with a range of skills and experience.  One of the ERF-funded posts is on a one-year secondment from the Benefits Agency.  This has the benefits of:

· Ensuring the team has up to date knowledge of the benefits system;

· Facilitating access to Benefits Agency staff through knowledge of key staff and procedures.

Another staff member has experience of working with the Somali community and another is able to speak Arabic (one of the top languages amongst the users of the project).

The staff have developed a good understanding of each other’s areas of expertise and cross-refer and make appointments for users based on areas of specialism.

The project uses a range of interpreters for languages where the staff cannot interpret for each other (eg Kurdish).

Currently the City Council’s Head of Advice Services provides professional support and supervision to the RASAP staff (as part of the City Council’s match funding in kind contribution).  This responsibility will be devolved later this year to a new post within the City Council’s advice team.

2.4
Facilities and Resources:

RASAP is based in the LREC offices in the Centre of Leicester on the fifth floor of a broadly accessible office building (ramp and lift are present - but the toilets are not suitable for wheelchair users).  

LREC has self-contained offices which are also used as the base for a number of projects (eg Black Prisoners Project).  The office has a reception area which is staffed full-time by LREC staff, supplemented by RASAP staff during RASAP’s drop-in sessions.

RASAP has a self-contained office within LREC which houses all 4 RASAP staff.

RASAP has access to an interview room for confidential interviews – although in practice clients are also seen in the reception area and in the RASAP office.  RASAP can also use other rooms within LREC (eg the “board room”) for meetings.

Each member of the RASAP team has their own desk and telephone and they share 2 computers which are used for mainly word processing.  In addition, they have access to LREC computers as needed (eg for database management).

Client files are kept in lockable filing cabinets within the RASAP office.

As well as providing office space and employing the RASAP staff, LREC also provides training opportunities to RASAP staff.

The staff have developed a contacts list for key local agencies and have access to other appropriate printed resources (eg benefits and advice manuals).

Project staff state that they have done very limited marketing of the project.  This has been deliberate as demand exceeded supply early on – based partly on word of mouth (for callers to the project) and on the outreach drop-in session at the International Hotel.

TABLE 1 – RASAP STAFFING:

	Postholder
	Post
	Funder
	FTE
	Remit
	Began in post
	Grade
	Salary

	Latifah Bailey
	Welfare Rights Officer
	SRB2
	1
	St Matthew’s & Highfields
	Sept 2001
	SO1
	£19,770

	Gita Keshvala
	Welfare Rights Officer
	ERF
	1
	Citywide
	Nov 2001
	SO1
	£19,770

	Reshma Khan
	Refugee Resettlement Officer
	ERF
	1
	Citywide
	Nov 2001
	SO1
	£19,770

	Abdi Abdulkadir
	Administrator
	SRB2
	0.5
	Citywide
	Nov 2001
	Sc 1-3
	£6,500 pro rata approx


TABLE 2 - OTHER STAFF SIGNIFICANTLY INVOLVED IN RASAP:

	Postholder
	Post
	Organisation
	Involvement in RASAP

	Damon Gibbons
	Head of Advice Services
	Leicester City Council Housing Department
	· Wrote ERF bid

· Provides professional supervision to RASAP staff

· Fundraises for match funding for the ERF project

· Provides a link between the RASAP team and broader advice policy work across the City

	Emmanuel Akikgyana
	Asylum Seekers Coordinator
	Leicester City Council Housing Department
	· Provides a link between the RASAP team and broader asylum/refugee policy work across the City

	Iris Lightfoote
	Director
	Leicester Racial Equality Council
	· Provides day to day supervision of RASAP team


3 Outputs

3.1
Casework:

Currently the project provides mainly a casework service, responding to demand for this element of their original funding proposal.  They currently offer 3 drop-in sessions per week (2 at their office and 1 at the International Hotel – the largest single location of accommodation for asylum seekers in Leicester which is under contract to NASS).  The drop-in is for people requiring one-off advice or signposting and for people to make first contact with the project - a proportion of whom will become cases.

In addition, the project provides appointments for casework sessions outside the drop-in times.

The project estimates that they have dealt with between 175 and 200 cases since becoming fully operational in November 2001.  This represents between 19.5% and 22% of their target of 900 cases in a year – although they state that they anticipate meeting their target by the end of the first year.  This represents a caseload of between 58 and 67 cases for each of the 3 advice workers.  This is significantly higher than the recommended industry standard caseload for advice workers of XXXXXXXX
When asked, individual staff could not state the actual number of open cases allocated to them at that time.

The project has not been able to provide any breakdown or analysis of their activity data as they have only just begun to transfer manual records to a computerised system.  However, the consultant saw details of caseload lists and client files to support the project’s claim for its number of users.  In addition, the consultant viewed the computerized system which records case details – including outcomes (eg type and value of benefits secured).  The database is standard for this type of project and should prove adequate for both internal management and external monitoring purposes.

In addition, the project states that they deal with a significant number of additional users for one-off or short-term advice through the drop-in or telephone contact.  These are not registered as cases and at the moment the organisation is not able to provide statistics for this service.  These statistics are collected manually but have yet to be fully transferred to an electronic database to allow for easy analysis and reporting.

In addition to the casework appointments and drop-in sessions, the project aims to ensure that a designated staff member is on duty to respond to ad hoc enquiries.  The staff team is sufficiently large and flexible to make this feasible.

The main focus of the casework is to ensure that people secure appropriate accommodation (including furniture and access to utilities) and benefits.  The casework and advice services also signpost people to other services (eg English language training and employment opportunities).

The project staff report varying levels of need amongst service users – depending on a range of factors including level of English and familiarity with the system (related to length of time in the UK).

The project states that a case would be closed when a person is resettled in new accommodation and has been effectively linked in to benefits and other services (eg primary care and education) depending on their needs and circumstances.  Staff estimate that the average length that a case would be open would be 3 months.  The decision to close a case would be at the discretion of the individual worker.  If there has been no contact with a user for 1 month, the caseworker would write to the user asking if they still required a service.  If no response was received within 14 days, the case would be closed but the client would be informed they could approach the project again as necesssary.

In practice, only a small number of cases appear so far to have been closed by the project, although the project was not able to provide a specific figure.

The project reports that they have identified inadequate advice being provided to some refugees by private solicitors (eg where opportunities to backdate benefits claims have been overlooked).  RASAP is making compensation claims against them in these cases and the project reports that this is helping to improve the quality of such services locally.

3.2
Non-casework:

The project cited various examples of policy work and liaison that it had undertaken with other agencies, including:

· Advocating with the Benefits Agency to ensure that refugees are not having their claims inappropriately suspended pending investigation as “persons from abroad”;

· Advocating for the level of the Community Care Grant Fund to be reviewed to take account of the needs of refugees.

The project reports difficulties in being able to liaise effectively with NASS about service delivery issues due to the illness of the NASS regional manager and the absence of NASS representation at local planning groups.

The project has done little community development work, although they did cite examples of work with general (non-refugee) community groups on specific estates (eg funday at Beaumont Leys on 23/3/02) as part of a programme of facilitating integration of refugees who might be placed in accommodation on such estates.

4 Processes

4.1
Service Provision:

Once an asylum seeker has received a positive decision and needs help to resettle, RASAP receive a referral either directly from the user or from the accommodation provider.  RASAP has given the relevant housing providers copies of their referral form and training on its completion to facilitate this process.  RASAP reports mixed success in housing providers successfully completing the form on behalf of users.

Where someone is getting voucher-only support, there is no formal referral mechanism to RASAP – although the majority of cases come through Refugee Action or through self-referral.

The project’s original target of securing accommodation and benefits for users within 14 days of referral is derived from the fact that currently NASS support ends within 14 days of a decision being given.

The project has identified the following issues as being of particular concern in relation to their impact on the project’s users and on the project’s efficiency and effectiveness:

· The delay between individuals receiving notification from IND of a positive decision and receiving their NASS 35.  NASS 35s are required to be able to access other services – in particular the Benefits Agency refuse to issue National Insurance numbers without a NASS 35.  Without an NI number refugees find it difficult to access employment and other services.

· The 14 day notice period (although now to be extended to 28 days) is too short a period to arrange appropriate alternative accommodation and benefits – particularly for people who need language support.

4.2 Quality:

RASAP is planning to obtain the Community Legal Services Quality Mark (General Help with Casework for Asylum Seekers and Refugees) by October 2002.

The project has sought to develop systems and procedures based on standards developed within the City Council’s Welfare and Employment Rights Advisory Service.  In addition, LREC, which hosts the project is subject to standards developed by the Commission for Racial Equality.  However, at present, there are no written quality standards or systems in place specifically for the RASAP project.

The City Council is developing a new specification for all City Council-funded advice providers which will stipulate that advice workers should spend 22 hours per week on client work and 15 hours per week on policy-related activities.  If this is implemented for RASAP, as is the City Council’s intention this is likely to ensure that the project has time to address the non-casework elements of the ERF bid, but will also have an impact on the level of clientwork that the project is able to deliver.

The project currently produces no translated materials. All promotional materials and standard forms and letters are only available in English.  The staff have identified this as an area for future development – but have stated that there are currently insufficient resources to get material translated.

4.3
Management:

The 4 members of the RASAP team have a weekly staff meeting on Monday mornings where they discuss cases and plan the coming week.  The City Council’s Head of Advice Services attends every 4th or 5th meeting. RASAP report that it is not always easy to arrange formal supervision with the Head of Advice Services – ie the last supervision for staff had been 8 weeks previously with no date set for the next session.  However, they reported that he is readily available to them by phone and makes frequent visits to the project to support staff and review casefiles.  

RASAP staff can attend LREC-wide staff meetings if they wish.

There is no formal agreement between the City Council and LREC for the RASAP project (eg service level agreement, contract, etc).  An informal arrangement exists, with the Head of Advice Services and the LREC Director meeting quarterly to discuss the project.  Payments of the ERF funding are made by the City Council to LREC under the auspices of the existing core funding agreement that the Council has with LREC.

The RASAP project is overseen by a steering group which includes representatives of the City Council, the Benefits Agency, the Employment Service, Refugee Action, Leicester College and Leicester Civil Rights Movement. The Director of LREC stated that the Steering Group had responsibility for overseeing the development (including fundraising) of the RASAP project.

4.4
Planning

The project has developed a business plan for 2002/3.  This was developed by the City Council’s Head of Advice Services, in consultation with RASAP staff and others such as the City Council’s Resettlement Officer.  The Director of LREC (the employer of the RASAP staff) stated that she had not been involved in the drafting of the business plan, although this had been due to other workload pressures.

The business plan follows the City Council’s standard format – including describing:

· the project’s mission;

· its relationship to the City Council’s Community Plan priorities;

· the proposed budget for the project;

· its relationship to Best Value principles;

· the project’s objectives and action plan;

· the project’s monitoring  and review arrangements.

The project staff are due to have a planning day in April 2002 to develop the implementation plan for this business plan.

5 Outcomes

The project has set a key outcome target for its casework – specifically:

· To secure housing and benefit entitlement for refugees within 14 days of referral from NASS
In practice, the project is not achieving this due, they state, to problems in third party organizations (eg delays with the council providing suitable resettlement accommodation or NASS issuing NASS 35 documentation).  These problems are being tackled both on an individual casework level and at a policy level through various city-wide forums.

The project does record individual outcomes for casework clients (eg type and level of benefits secured) but this data was not available from the project at the time of writing this report.

Data is not collected for outcomes of the drop-in and one-off advice/signposting service.  This is not uncommon as the costs of following-up such interventions would be prohibitive.  However, some kind of snapshot exercise could be possible in future with a sample of users.  In the meantime, the project should focus on ensuring there are clear input quality standards and a robust referral policy in operation as proxies for outcome measures.

No system is in place to formally record the outcomes of the project’s non-advice objectives (eg community development and policy work).  Although specific examples of this activity were given (see above) In practice, this is the smallest area of the project’s activities.  The project should consider developing a formal mechanism to record outcomes for this work.

6 Comments on Project

6.1
Comments:

The RASAP project is clearly addressing a demand for advice and support for people newly granted refugee status or exceptional leave to remain.  The project staff seem dedicated, appropriately skilled and responsive to the needs of users.

The project has an appropriate range of resources and facilities available to it and benefits from its strong association with the City Council’s Welfare Rights and Housing Advice Project.  It also benefits from being based in an independent organization.

The RASAP project is clearly strongly supported by the City Council - which submitted the ERF funding application, secured the match funding and continues to provide close management support and development input to the project.  The project also relates clearly to the City Council’s priorities (eg the Community Plan and Advice Services Strategy).

Despite the lack of statistical data currently available, key indicators (procedures, casework supervision arrangements, etc) suggest that the project appears to be delivering an efficient and effective casework service.

As part of its preparation for the Quality Mark application, the project is in the process of developing a clear set of procedures for its operation, which show how they relate to the policies and procedures both of the City Council and LREC.

The project does appear to represent value for money in the relationship between inputs and casework/one-off advice outputs – particularly in relation to the match funding provided by the City Council and the non-financial support levered from other sources.

The project is currently operating at a high caseload level per member of advice staff.  This is possible in part due to a number of factors:

· Staff flexibility;

· The high degree of uniformity between cases (allowing for routine responses);

However, it is unclear how long this is sustainable for the staff at current levels of activity and quality.  It is also unclear how sustainable this will be if the project is to shift towards delivering its non-advice objectives.

Aside from the views expressed by users in the focus group, no direct information on user satisfaction was available from the project.  Staff did provide anecdotal information about user satisfaction (eg the large number of word of mouth referrals).  However, reliance on such indicators is problematic as, in reality, users have little choice between RASAP and other advice services.

It is the consultant’s view that there is the potential for confusion between the roles of the City Council and the LREC in relation to the management of the project – with the City Council providing ongoing professional support for the project, taking responsibility for developing the operational plans for the project, fundraising for the project, etc – whilst LREC employs the staff and has line management responsibility for them.  The exact role of the RASAP steering group is unclear – potentially adding to possible confusion.

The main areas for development identified by the staff of the project were:

· the need for increased access to interpreters;

· sufficient staff resources to be able to accompany clients on visits to other agencies where necessary;

· the need for increased admin support to take responsibility for the establishment of office systems and to enable advice workers to spend less time on administration (although discussions have begun with LREC for them to provide admin support to book appointments for RASAP).

6.2 Consultant’s Recommendations for Areas for Development:

· Statistics – the organization needs to invest time in bringing its activity data up to date and ensuring that reports are easily available (for both funders and internal management purposes);

· Formal agreement between LREC and City Council – a formal agreement should be developed which sets out the respective roles and obligations of the parties, the reporting requirements;

· User feedback system – the organization needs to develop a system for assessing user feedback on the service being provided.  This system needs to take account of the particular needs and expectations of refugees (eg in relation to their level of experience of advice services);

· Ongoing external evaluation process – both the consultant and the Head of Advice Services have identified that the project would benefit from ongoing external evaluation and involvement in seeking the views of users.  This is an area that could be explored as a common issue with other ERF and CF funded projects in the next phase of the evaluation (eg through developing a peer review process across the funded groups).

7 Reflections on the Action Research process

Although it was possible to achieve all of the objectives for the process, the action research process took place over a very short period of time.  In future years there will be an opportunity for the activities to be spread out over a longer period, placing less of a burden on the project.

LIST OF KEY DOCUMENTS REVIEWED

Key Documents Reviewed (available on request from MBA):

Leicester Race Equality Council:

· Annual Report 2001/2002

· Office Procedures and Policies Manual – with specific reference to:

· Casework policy

· Confidentiality policy

· Supervision policy

· Appraisal policy

· Grievance and Disciplinary Procedure

· Financial and Other Delegated Powers

· Data Protection Policy

· Computer Security Policy

· Health & Safety Policy

· Recruitment and Selection Code of Practice

· Concerns or Complaints Procedure

· Equal Opportunities Policy

· Quality Statement

Leicester City Council:

· Leicester City Council Community Plan 2001-2003

· Community Legal Services Partnership Strategic Plan 2001-2002

· Leicester City Council Refugee Housing Strategy (March 2002)

· Leicester City Council Advice Strategy (February 2002)

· Leicester Asylum Seekers and Refugees Multi-Agency Forum (selection of minutes)

· Leicester City Council Welfare and Employment Rights Advisory Service File Management Procedure (December 2001)

Refugee and Asylum Seekers Advice Project:

· RASAP Staff Job Descriptions

· Advice Service standards documents

· Casefile Procedure

· Office cover procedure

· Team meeting and Staff Supervision Process Note (December 2001)

TABLE  – ASYLUM SEEKERS DISPERSED TO LEICESTER BY NASS AS AT 21/2/02

	NATIONALITY
	NUMBER
	% (rounded)
	AGREED LANGUAGES

	Iraq
	149
	13
	Arabic

	Iran
	136
	12
	Farsi

	Somalia
	133
	12
	Somali

	Zimbabwe
	128
	11
	English/Swahili

	Turkey
	96
	8.5
	Turkish

	Czech Republic
	52
	4.5
	Czech

	Afghanistan
	50
	4.5
	Dari

	Congo
	41
	3.5
	French

	Romania
	28
	2.5
	Romany

	Burundi
	23
	2
	French

	Poland
	23
	2
	Polish

	Albania
	23
	2
	Albanian

	Kenya
	20
	1.5
	English/Swahili

	Pakistan
	20
	1.5
	English

	Yugoslavia
	17
	1.5
	Serbo Croat

	Rwanda
	16
	1.5
	French

	Algeria
	13
	1
	French

	Sri Lanka
	12
	1
	Tamil

	Eritrea
	11
	1
	Tigrinya

	Mongolia
	10
	1
	Mongolia

	Kosovo
	10
	1
	Albanian

	Tanzania
	9
	1
	English/Swahili

	Angola
	8
	1
	Portuguese

	Sierra Leone
	6
	0.5
	English

	Sudan
	6
	0.5
	Arabic

	Ukraine
	6
	0.5
	Ukranian

	Ethiopia
	5
	0.5
	Amharic

	Ghana
	5
	0.5
	English

	Malawi
	5
	0.5
	English/Swahili

	Palestine
	5
	0.5
	Arabic

	Russia
	5
	0.5
	Russian

	Bosnia
	4
	0.5
	Bosnian

	Liberia
	4
	0.5
	English

	Togo
	4
	0.5
	French

	India
	3
	0.25
	English

	Libya
	3
	0.25
	Arabic

	Macedonia
	3
	0.25
	Macedoni

	Nigeria
	3
	0.25
	English

	South Africa
	3
	0.25
	English

	Uganda
	3
	0.25
	English/Swahili

	Abersijan
	2
	0.2
	Abersijanian

	Chad
	2
	0.2
	Arabic

	China
	2
	0.2
	Chinese

	Guinea
	2
	0.2
	French

	Nepal
	2
	0.2
	Nepalise

	Senegal
	2
	0.2
	French

	Syria
	2
	0.2
	Arabic

	Turkey (Cyprus)
	2
	0.2
	Turkish

	Zambia
	2
	0.2
	English/Swahili

	Moldova
	2
	0.2
	Russian

	Cameroon
	1
	0.01
	French

	Egypt
	1
	0.01
	Arabic

	Ivory Coast
	1
	0.01
	French

	TOTALS
	1124
	99.53
	


� Leciester’s Community Plan 2001-2003 (Leicester City Council)


http://www.leicester.gov.uk/departments/page.asp?pgid=972


� Leicester City Council - Application Form - European Refugee Fund 2000 and 2001
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