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Pursuant to Rule 14 of the Tribunal Procedure (Upper Tribunal) Rules 2008
(512008/269) an Anonymity Order is made. Unless the Upper Tribunal or Court
orders otherwise, no report of any proceedings or any form of publication
thereof shall directly or indirectly identify the original Appellant. This
prohibition applies to, amongst others, all parties.

1. In a decision sent on 8 November 2018, | concluded that the decision
of the First-tier Tribunal (‘FTT’) dated 31 January 2018 contained an
error of law regarding its findings on human rights only. In that
decision | directed the respondent to provide an updated position
statement.

2. In a letter dated 10 January 2019 the respondent confirmed that he
conceded that:

(i) It would be unreasonable to remove A2 pursuant to section
117B(6) of the Nationality, Immigration and Asylum Act 2002.

(i)  A4’s removal would result in unjustifiably harsh
consequences and therefore breach Article 8 of the ECHR.

(iii)  Given these concessions the removal of each appellant would
result in a breach of Article 8.

3. At the hearing before me Mr Bates accepted that the SSHD’s
concessions are such that | should merely provide a short decision
allowing the appeal of each appellant on human rights grounds only.
Mr Pratt agreed with this approach.

4. | am entirely satisfied that the concessions made by the SSHD are
appropriate given the particular circumstances of the children (as
described in my earlier decision). Their removal (and consequently
the removal of their parents and sibling) would result in a breach of
Article 8 of the ECHR.

5. | therefore remake the decision by allowing the appellants’ appeals
on Article 8 grounds only.

Signed: UTJ Plimmer Dated: 14 January 2019
Ms Melanie Plimmer
Judge of the Upper Tribunal



