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Introduction
This policy brief aims to highlight the alarming issues that fester within the UK and Rwanda Migration and Economic Development Partnership, also known as the Rwanda Bill. In doing so, this policy brief will present a brief background to the Rwanda Bill, address the problem which lies within, propose potential solutions to said problem/s and finally recommend the most suitable solution per the 1951 Refugee Convention. It should be noted that Rwanda has a compelling history and further reading is recommended to fully comprehend the activities which have contributed to its socioeconomic status today, specifically the Rwanda Genocide of 1994. 

Background
The Rwanda Bill first entered the public through a public announcement from former Prime Minister of the UK Boris Johnson in April 2022. It was brought forward as an immigration policy and would be used as a deterrent from ‘illegal’ crossings over the British channel from ‘safe’ countries. Johnson went further to state that the Bill would ensure a reduction in the human smuggling business whilst simultaneously boosting Rwanda’s economic and social development, calling it a lifesaving Bill (Johnson, 2022). The detail of the proposal is as such; asylum seekers over the age of 18 that had come ‘illegally’ for example small boat crossings, would therefore be detained and deported to Rwanda. They would stay in Kigali, the capital city of Rwanda and be allowed accommodation whilst awaiting their asylum seeker documentation. Once the refugee was deported to Kigali, they would not be allowed to apply for asylum in the U.K. In exchange for this, Rwanda would be provided monetary funding, hence the official title ‘UK and Rwanda Migration and Economic Development’ and the UK would accept an unspecified number of vulnerable refugees that currently reside in Rwanda. This deal between the two countries is said to last around 5 years, but a flight has yet to depart the UK carrying a single detainee as this Bill has been faced with blockades in the House of Lords, which is crucial for the advancement of the Bill (Goddard, 2023).
Flights were supposed to have begun departing in June of that same year, but unbeknownst to the former Prime Minister, the House of Lords and the Supreme Court would not take too kindly to the Bill. In particular, former child refugee and current member of the House of Lords, Lord Alf Dubs who was brought to the UK in 1939 amidst the Second World War from former Czechoslovakia, was prepared to fight this decision (Allegretti and correspondent, 2022). Lord Dubs would characterise the Bill as exploitative, and a breach of the 1951 Refugee Convention. Dubs would go on to say that the Rwanda Bill was too costly, but just how much is it costing the taxpayers? The Home Office declared a £120 million deal partnership with Rwanda is not only necessary but will benefit both states greatly, but since the Supreme Court found the Bill to be unlawful, the UK taxpayer has had to fund an extra £15 million in order to amend the Bill to satisfy the House of Lords and comply with the European Supreme Courts (Yorke, 2024). Here brings us to the present day, two years following the introduction of the Rwanda Bill, it has now been given a Royal Ascent following a tiring ping-pong battle between Lords and Commons. The British government brought forward suitable legislation declaring Rwanda a safe country, but Rwanda’s human rights record does not simply change because the British Government says so. This now brings us to the problems of the Bill, which has caused a two-year and continuing hiatus on any departing flights to Rwanda. 

Problem to be addressed
“...Rwanda is one of the safest countries in the world, globally recognised for its record on welcoming and integrating migrants.” (Johnson, 2022). 
This is a glimpse into the speech the former Prime Minister Boris Johnson gave on April 2022. This it seems is the biggest issue that the Rwanda bill has faced, the contradictions of this short but important message in Johnson's speech have led to a false sense of security regarding the well-being of the poor and vulnerable in Rwanda. Rwanda’s history, as previously mentioned in the introduction to this policy brief, will need extensive further reading to grasp the events that have led to its social and economic status today. Nonetheless, over the years the non-government organisation Human Rights Watch have made countless attempts to bring light to the many violations of human rights in Rwanda. Starting with the abuse of power within the Rwandan security forces which led to a fatal shooting of twelve Congolese refugees in 2018 during a protest regarding cuts in food in the Kiziba refugee camp (Mudge, 2024). It is also reported that Rwanda’s authorities had direct involvement in a large displacement crisis through its involvement with the ferocious M23 armed Congolese group (Human Rights Watch, 2023). Rwanda’s involvement with the M23 group has led to a rise in concern over its treatment of the poor and vulnerable. This suggests simply that Rwanda is not a safe country, especially for refugees who seem to be treated the worst and are at the most vulnerable. 
A short documentary produced by ‘Y Byd ar Bedwar’ (The World at Four) by Welsh TV production company S4C, produced a short insight into the life of a Rwandan woman who had opposed the Rwandan authorities and government. The documentary, named ‘Y Daith i Rwanda’ (A Trip to Rwanda) had found that a woman named Victoire Ingabire Umuhoza, leader of the coalition of opposition parties in Rwanda from 2006 to 2019 was jailed for speaking out against the Rwandan government. In 2012 she was sentenced to eight years imprisonment, guilty of inciting people to rise up against the state. This was condemned by human rights groups across the globe. Umuhoza goes on to claim that in 2010 she was arrested alongside two others purely for wanting to stand in the presidential election (Y Daith i Rwanda, 2024). This is not a country that seems safe enough or democratic enough to be sending vulnerable refugees to in hopes of a better and sustainable life.  This short but insightful documentary shows just how morally corrupt the Rwanda Bill has turned out to be, and how much of Rwanda’s human rights crisis is being ignored. 
Another problem that arises from the Bill is just how much of the taxpayers' pockets will go to funding this immigration policy. The National Audit Office, which is the UK’s independent public spending watchdog, was commissioned to investigate the costs of the UK-Rwanda Partnership. As previously mentioned, the Home Office declared that £120 million was to go towards the economic development of the Rwanda Bill alongside roughly between £20,000 and £30,000 for each individual that is detained and deported to Rwanda. It was then released that an additional £15 million was spent after the legislation was passed that secured the Rwanda Bill to be lawful. The National Audit Office reported that the Home Office would pay £370 million to the Economic Transformation and Integration Fund and further amounts depending on the number of people deported. A further minimum of £6 million could be spent on setting up the roughly 300 refugees who are supposedly set to deport to Rwanda (National Audit Office, 2024).
Lastly, is the problem of the promise that the Rwanda Bill would secure a decrease in illegal human trafficking/smuggling across the English Channel. As it stands there is no evidence to back this claim, only concerns which suggest that the Bill itself could prompt further illegal routes (Allegretti and correspondent, 2022) and dangerous journeys which would then cause a further backlog in asylum seeker cases, perpetuating the cycle of dangerous entries through the English Channel. Per the 1951 Refugee Convention, the UK has a legal obligation to grant asylum to those in need and to overlook ‘illegal’ routes into the country, and also it is against humanitarian law to send an asylum seeker to a country which is deemed unsafe (UNHCR, 2007). This Bill completely disregards humanitarian law, and a piece of legislation ignoring the human rights crises of Rwanda does not undo the years of human rights atrocities in Rwanda.  

Potential solutions
Immigration and seeking asylum are not an easy process to legislate, and across political parties a difference in opinions on border controls have been around for decades. Nevertheless, there are aspects that can be changed which would have direct effects on the lives of the asylum seekers, the British public and also deter illegal and dangerous routes of asylum-seeking. A plan is needed that will attempt to reduce the number of human trafficking and not superficially use it as an excuse to introduce controversial immigration Bills that don’t cost the taxpayers millions to amend. 
One main solution to this Bill is to scrap it. Although that might not be feasible, considering the money already spent and the new legislation introduced, major changes might be the only way to redeem the Bill in the eyes of international law. A change in country would prevent the Bill from breaching the 1951 Refugee Convention ‘nonrefoulment’ policy (UNHCR, 2007). If the chosen country was deemed ‘safe’ in the eyes of humanitarian law, not only because the UK government brought forward legislation which suitably declares Rwanda ‘safe’, then there is a possibility that this Bill would suffice. On the contrary, France is deemed a ‘safe’ country yet the conditions of refugee camps in Calais and Dunkerque have alarm bells ringing (Spindler, 2016). The safe country labelling does not apply to this, as safe generally means free from conflict or other life-threatening problems, France would be deemed safe yet unsuitable. Hence, the problem with the Rwanda Bill lies elsewhere.
In 2023, the Home Office reported that 29,437 people arrived on small boats which was a decrease of 36 per cent than 2022 arrivals (Home Office, 2024). Although there is a decrease in volume, the wave of refugees coming to UK shores has not halted which inevitably causes a backlog in asylum seeker documentation. The money that the National Audit Office reported would be spent on the Rwanda Bill would be much better used if it was spent on the refugee process in the UK rather than spending millions and dumping refugees in a land-locked country with concerns over its human rights. The notorious ‘Stop the Boats’ campaign which current Prime Minister Rishi Sunak pushes the relentless Rwanda Bill with, is used it seems as a way of dehumanizing refugees and pushing blame for the failings of the public service from the incompetence of government to an ‘overcrowding’ population (Jones, 2023). Instead of pushing this agenda that lack of immigration control has pushed the NHS to breaking point, which has been apparent from Boris Johnsons first speech in 2022 (Johnson, 2022), It is now time to reframe the story and provide funding for UK public services rather than funding an illegal immigration programme. 

Policy solution recommendations
The policy solution that would work best for the UK and its refugees is to redirect the funding for the Rwanda Bill into the already backlogged asylum seekers claimers awaiting approval. As there is no evidence suggesting the Rwanda Bill will deter the human trafficking business, the only suitable way to reduce the human trafficking concerns is to be able to approve asylum for refugees quicker. It is a privilege to be granted the wealth that is migration, it can improve many aspects of our public sector, it can bring a wonderful boost of culture to the country and bring innovation from broader minds. To deny the country of diversity would be a grave mistake, as it is our duty as a developed country to look after the less fortunate across the globe. The Rwanda Bill as it is can only cause more harm than good and completely disregards humanitarian law. It is clear that something has to change, and the best course of action is to not only repeal the Rwanda Bill but also reroute the allocated funds. 
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