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Zimbabwean Asylum Claims 
25th March 2008 

 

The Border and Immigration Agency (BIA) has begun sending out letters to Zimbabwean 

nationals, who have been refused asylum, inviting them to make a voluntary departure.  These 

letters are being sent to around 500 Zimbabweans in the north west of England.  The BIA intends 

to see how many people make a voluntary departure before deciding whether to send these letters 

to other Zimbabweans. 

 

This information sheet provides general information about asylum claims by Zimbabweans, 

including those who may receive the BIA letter.  For advice on any individual case, it will be 

necessary to speak to an immigration adviser. 

 

Summary of significant events to date 

In January 2002, the Government suspended all removals to Zimbabwe.  Although it was possible 

to make a voluntary departure, no Zimbabwean was forcibly removed to Zimbabwe from the UK 

between January 2002 and November 2004 when the suspension was lifted.  In 2005, there were 

reports in the British press of Zimbabweans being mistreated at Harare airport on their return.  By 

the summer of that year, several Zimbabweans had sought rulings from the High Court that they 

should not be removed because they would be at risk of mistreatment in Zimbabwe for having 

claimed asylum in the UK.  In July 2005, the Government reinstated the suspension on removals 

to Zimbabwe while the courts considered these claims. 

 

The question of whether it was safe to return any Zimbabwean asylum-seeker from the UK to 

Zimbabwe was then passed to the Asylum and Immigration Tribunal (AIT).  The AIT considered 

this question in a case called AA (Zimbabwe).  The AIT gave a decision in October 2005, in 

which it held that it was not safe to return Zimbabwean asylum-seekers.  The Government 

appealed against the AIT’s decision; and the Court of Appeal ruled that the AIT had made an 

error of law and should reconsider the case.   

 

The AIT gave a further decision in August 2006.  The AIT reversed its former decision.  

However, it decided that the group of Zimbabwean asylum-seekers, who were at risk if returned, 

was broader than had been thought before October 2005.  Again, an appeal was brought; and the 

Court of Appeal ruled that the AIT must reconsider the case once more.   

 

In November 2007, the AIT issued a further decision on the general question of whether it was 

safe to return any Zimbabwean asylum-seeker from the UK to Zimbabwe.  The decision was 

given in acase called HS (Zimbabwe).  The AIT agreed with its second decision in AA 

(Zimbabwe) that some asylum-seekers could safely be returned.  However, again, the AIT 

decided that the group of Zimbabwean asylum-seekers, who were at risk if returned, was broader 

than it had previously thought.  This decision has also been taken to the Court of Appeal.  The 

Court of Appeal is yet to decide whether it will hear an appeal or dismiss the application for 

permission to appeal.   

 

The suspension on removals to Zimbabwe 

For the moment, the suspension on removals to Zimbabwe remains in place.  However, if the 

Court of Appeal dismisses the application for permission to appeal in HS (Zimbabwe), it is 

expected that the suspension will again be lifted.  The BIA may then seek to forcibly return 

refused asylum-seekers to Zimbabwe.  In the meantime, the BIA is inviting some Zimbabweans 

to make a voluntary departure even though there are currently no forced returns. 



  

The broader group of Zimbabweans at risk 
Many of those refused asylum-seekers, who may face removal to Zimbabwe if the suspension is 

lifted, will have had their asylum claims and appeals dealt with several years ago.  It is possible 

that the more recent decisions of the AIT show that it is not safe for some of these individuals to 

return to Zimbabwe. 

 

It may now be a useful time for many of these Zimbabweans to be seeking up to date legal 

advice.  The following may be useful points to consider in some of these cases: 

 

!" Prior to 2005, some Zimbabwean asylum claims and appeals were dismissed because it 

was said the individual’s MDC (or other) activities were of too little significance to 

place him or her at risk.  These cases may need to be reconsidered.  The AIT held in 

2005 in SM (Zimbabwe) that those who are, or are perceived to be, politically active are 

at risk.  This could include some whose activities were found to be quite minor and even 

mere supporters of the MDC. 

 

!" Prior to 2005, some Zimbabwean asylum claims and appeals were dismissed because it 

was said the individual could safely relocate to a different part of Zimbabwe from the 

place they had come from and were known.  These cases may need to be reconsidered.  

The AIT also held in SM (Zimbabwe) that there were networks of information in 

Zimbabwe.  Reasons that put an individual at risk in one part of the country might well 

become known in another part of the country if that person sought to relocate there. 

 

!" In 2005 and 2006, the AIT found in AA (Zimbabwe) that returned Zimbabweans may be 

questioned at the airport and, after they passed through the airport, may be monitored in 

their home area or wherever else they moved.  In 2006, the AIT concluded this of itself 

was not sufficiently serious to mean they were at risk of harm.  However, these findings 

of questioning at the airport and continued monitoring were new.  These new findings 

may show that an individual who was previously thought to be safe may not be safe if 

there is some past or current political connection that might be discovered during 

questioning or monitoring. 

 

!" In 2006, the AIT found that if there was any reason for someone to be of interest to the 

police or the military authorities, then this may put that person at risk immediately on 

their return.  In 2007, the AIT found in HS (Zimbabwe) that those who had been active 

in human rights or civil society organisations might also be at risk.  The AIT also then 

decided that, although this was not the situation for HS, it could not rule out that some 

individuals – depending on their particular circumstances, and that of their family and 

home area – might be able to demonstrate that it would be contrary to their human rights 

to remove them in view of the general humanitarian conditions in Zimbabwe. 

 

Each of these factors may require careful consideration in particular cases.  For some, a fresh 

asylum claim may be justified – see the May 2007 “Fresh Asylum Claims” information sheet.  

Also, some Zimbabweans may now have established private and family life in the UK such that it 

would be contrary to Article 8 of the Human Rights (or European) Convention to remove them. 

 

The decisions of the AIT referred to in this information sheet are available at the following links: 

http://www.ait.gov.uk/Public/Upload/j2077/00094_ukait_2007_hs_zimbabwe_cg.doc 

http://www.ait.gov.uk/Public/Upload/j1921/00061_ukait_2006_aa_zimbabwe_cg.doc 

http://www.ait.gov.uk/Public/Upload/j1800/00144_ukait_2005_aa_zimbabwe_cg.doc  

http://www.ait.gov.uk/Public/Upload/j1747/00100_ukiat_2005_sm_tm_mh_zimbabwe_cg.doc 


