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Evaluation weighting 

The evaluation was weighted and split in the following areas: 

Quality 

Commercial 

Operational delivery 25% 
Staff 15% 
Maintenance 10% 

50% 
100% 

This split was agreed with the Procurement Board and ensures a balance between the 
costs and quality elements of the bids. 

Hu rm.: Off out: 

Border & 
Immigration Agency 
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The Brook House tender has delivered significant (35%) cost savings compared to the original budget and is below the 
current average cost per bed when compared like for like on 2009 projections. 

Yearly cost comparisons 

• GSL Yr 

a • GEO Yr 

0 Serco Yr 

0 G4S Yr 

• Kaylx Yr 

• Reliance Yr 

, 

3yr variable @ 100% occupancy 5yr variable @ 100% occupancy 3yr fixed 5yr fixed 

Home Office 

Border & 
Immigration Agency 

Start-up cost comparison 

GSL GEO Serco G4S Kaylx Reliance 
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Recommendation 

We sign a 5 year contract with GSL on the fixed variable price option 

This provides the following benefits: 

• Provides savings of around compared with a 3 year contract year contract. 

• Allows us to align Tinsley and Brook House contract commencements. We will consider a re-tender Brook House and 
Tinsley in 2014 together, achieving greater economies of scale. 

• Maintains alignment of our re-tender programme across the estate allowing market forces to create competition. 
e.g. Harmondsworth/Colnbrook re-tendered in 2012 Brook/Tinsley in 2014. 

Conclusion: That the project is approved to proceed to the award of contract to GSL 

Hu rm.: Off out: 

Border & 
Immigration Agency 
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Initial Assessment 

The initial assessment of the six responses to the Brook House ITT, Schedule D, was 
assessed by John Thomson, Phil Schoenenberger, and Marina Enwright, between 
20 August and 7 September 07. The bids were assessed in the following order, 
SERCO, GSL, Reliance, GEO, Kalyx, and G4S. Twenty-two aspects of performance 
were examined by the team with four specialist areas namely being marked by, 
catering (Ian Wilson), healthcare (Dr Stuart Morgan), health and safety (Wayne 
Debnan), and fire prevention measures (Trevor Jennings). Each of the twenty-two 
areas of performance was given a weighting between 2.5 and 10 and each aspect of 
performance within each area was weighted on a score of 1-4. 

4 Absolutely key deliverable to a successful operation; 
3 High impact on operation if not delivered; 
2 Medium impact on operation if not delivered; 
1 Low impact on operation if not delivered. 

Each of the operational requirements was marked by an assessor on a scoring 
matrix of 0-5: 

5 Bidder supplies a proposal with value that is in excess of the maturity profile; 
4 Bidder supplies a proposal that encapsulates the maturity profile; 
3 Elements of the bidders proposal are sub-standard or lacking in quality; 
2 Elements of the bidders proposal are sub-standard or lacking in quality; 
1 Bidder states they will comply and provides brief details of how they will 

achieve this; 
0 Bidder states they will comply but provides insufficient detail of how they will 

achieve this. 

This report provides an overview of each of the bidders' responses to the nine most 
critical aspects of performance. These are Safety and Security. Admissions and 
Discharge, Contact Management, Healthcare, Catering, Welfare and Privileges, 
Contingency Planning, Staffing Commitments, and Staffing Levels. 

Safety and Security 

SERCO sufficiently addressed most aspects of this requirement however their 
proposals to move detainees around the establishment were vague and the 
accompanying drawing only added to the confusion. They have been asked to clarify. 
They have proposed to lock up detainees between 2200-0730hrs. 

GSL proposed to lock up detainees between 2100-0800hrs but we have concerns 
about the impact this would have on the availability of some services including visits. 
In general safety and security proposals were sound but we need to better 
understand how they intend to move detainees around the establishment during 
activity hours. 

The Reliance safety and security proposals adequately reflect the difficulties any 
operator would encounter in running this Centre. The lock down proposal of 2300-
0700hrs was the least restrictive of all the bidders. 

GEO adequately met the safety and security requirements and scored well in this 
section. The lock down proposals of 2100-0800 Monday to Friday, and until 0900hrs 
on Saturday and Sunday, were the most restrictive of any bidder. 
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The Kalyx proposals were undermined by their intention to closely search all visitors 
and yet there was to be no searching of BIA or IMB staff. Strip searches of all 
detainees going into Rule 42 accommodation were an overreaction. Their proposals 
for free flow movements were difficult to understand. Lock down times were 2100-
0715hrs and they have been asked to clarify the impact this lock down time will have 
on visits. 

In the G4S bid, searching proposals of all persons entering the Centre range 
between 5-10% and seem unduly low. Lock down time was 2130-0800hrs. 

Admissions and Discharge 

SERCO: The requirement to provide a physical and mental examination by a Doctor 
within 24 hours was on a request only basis which does not meet the requirement of 
DC Rules. There was a weakness in the commitment to ensure that detainees 
understood the reception process. Most commitments were met but only just. 

GSL failed to confirm that they would provide the facilities to admit and discharge 
2.5k detainees each month or that there would be privacy and confidentiality during 
the admissions process, they have been asked to clarify. 

Reliance failed to confirm that they would provide the facilities to admit 2.5k 
detainees each month, they have been asked to clarify. They were generally strong 
in all other areas. 

GEO: A particularly strong response to 99% of this section. 

Kalyx's response to this element of the bid was abysmal with a large number of 
omissions and poor responses. They have been invited to provide responses. 

G4S met the requirements of this element in general terms with no particular highs or 
lows. 

Contact Management 

G4S and GEO both provided adequate responses to this element and demonstrated 
a good understanding of this work. GSL provided a particularly poor response 
indicating no great enthusiasm for the work. SERCOs proposals were peppered with 
aspirational deadlines and they were not prepared to allocate specialist task to the 
staff. Reliance and Kalyx in the main provided acceptable responses. 

Healthcare 

Healthcare was marked by Dr Stuart Morgan who commented as follows: 

SERCO: comprehensive, detailed and thorough with some excellent 
responses/proposals. 

GSL: generally a very detailed, thorough and high quality tender. 
Reliance: A good response in general with some areas of limited detail with some 
very good practice identified. 

GEO: overall a satisfactory to good bid with some areas showing a good level of 
detail. 
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Kalyx: a surprisingly poor response in many areas. 

G4S: a generally satisfactory and good response, RMN cover is a concern. 

Catering 

Catering was marked by Ian Wilson who commented as follows: 

SERCO: Some concern at the proposal that the catering manager will be a shared 
service with two other centres but generally satisfactory in other regards. 

GSL: The menu cycle was well balanced and able to meet the needs of the 
population although there were some inconsistencies with healthy choices. 
Reliance: There appears to be little effort towards healthy options and some of the 
lunch choices appeared to be aimed at children rather than at adults. 

GEO: The bid was lacking in substance in a number of areas namely how food was 
distributed and served, how compliance with food legislation safety would be 
achieved, and a disappointing response to HACCP requirements. 

Kalyx: A good detailed response to this requirement and the menu cycle appears to 
be well balanced and multi-cultural although a little lacking in healthy choice 
indicators. 

G4S: A good response in relation to healthy eating but some of the dish 
classifications need to be reviewed. There were excellent detainee consultation 
processes. 

Welfare and Regime 

SERCO: The response to this section was generally very poor. They failed to 
address library access hours, payment of the weekly allowance, and how they were 
going to provide 100 opportunities in paid activities, and how detainees would access 
the Library. These elements contributed to them providing the poorest response in 
this section. 

GSL: The proposal for activities was extremely poor, there was no programme, the 
incentive scheme lacked imagination, a proposal that detainees watch DVDs and 
videos was not matched by an undertaking to provide televisions. Unit based 
activities comprising table tennis, pool, and computer games provided a modicum of 
comfort. 

Reliance: There was no timetable of proposed activities and we are unclear as to 
how detainees would access these. Provision for a qualified librarian is unnecessary. 
We were not taken with the proposal that a wing DCO undertake the welfare officer 
function on a daily basis. The incentive scheme was entirely practical but the system 
for being down graded a level was very unclear. The library proposals were rather 
muddled and Reliance have been asked to provide clarification. The voluntary 
participation in paid activity was weak. 

GEO: This response was peppered with some good innovation, in particular the use 
of accommodation, including the proposal to put a library on each of the wings. Their 
description of how detainees would access services and activities was clear and 
unique in terms of numbers and timings. Some aspects of the activities profile were 
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visionary including the provision of driving simulators and the establishment of a 
radio station for Brook House. We see these two activities as being particularly 
suitable for an all-male establishment. There would also be arts and crafts, ICT, and 
ESOL. We have sought clarification over the staff necessary for this provision. 
Kalyx: Their response to this element was extremely poor, in particular, their proposal 
for the incentive scheme. The incentive scheme was non-compliant and in no way 
reflects the Authority's procedure for the operation of the two tier incentive scheme. 
This is difficult to comprehend given that Kalyx are already operating an IRC. The 
degree to which this proposal deviates from good practice can be clearly 
demonstrated in their proposal which gives detainees subject to Rule 40 more hours 
out of cell than those on the standard level of the incentives scheme. Proposals for 
voluntary participation in paid activity, provision of a welfare officer service, the 
provision of newspapers, were of a very low quality. 

G4S: The incentive scheme was very difficult to understand not least where the 
Residential Manager would review every single proposed change of status every day 
leaving him with very little time for any other tasks. This seems like poor use of a 
senior manager's time. Despite much of the bid reflecting that the turn around time at 
Brook House would be very short, the proposal to provide qualified tutors for a largely 
education based programme seemed at odds with this. Whilst G4S have provided 
100 work opportunities, these are at times aspirational with regard to length of stay, 
particularly with detainees being trained in food handling and the reliance on them to 
undertake cleaning duties with no back up in the event that they choose not to take 
up the opportunity to participate in this particular activity. It was noticeable that the 
cleaning schedule was poor. 

Contingency Plans 

All the bidders were generally sound although GSL failed to provide outline plans and 
have been asked to do so. 

Staffing Commitments and Levels 

SERCO: Staffing levels during the day appeared to be adequate at all levels. That 
said, SERCO have been asked to confirm that they will abide by the minimum 
staffing levels set out at Document A. Staffing from 2200-0700hrs comprises 
DCOs, i DC M s, and various non-DCO posts. We are seriously concerned atte 
ability o such a low number of DCO trained staff to respond to an unforeseen event. 
Not least, one officer is profiled to cover two wings. This concern applies at all levels 
of occupancy. 

GSL: We are seriously concerned at the GSL proposal to reduce DCO levels at 
2100hrs through to 0800hrs which has clearly been done in order to accommodate 
the lock down hours which are at the same time. The Centre, after 2100hrs, will be 
staffed by IIDCO trained officers and this includesnduty managers. We do not 
consider this to be an adequate number of staff as t e entre is still likely to be 
receiving detainees into the early hours of the morning and discharging a good 
number of detainees throughout the night. Their ability to address standard 
operational functions such as constant watches and RFA/TC has not been 
addressed during the night hours. 

Reliance: The Staffing levels, particularly at night, gave complete reassurance that all 
the identified tasks and the operational requirements of the Centre would be able to 
be met. We are satisfied that they have identified all crucial aspects of work. 
hour shiftsaldays on, 111 days off, provide an accepted industry standard an

DL0000140_0065 



should afford opportunities to cover overtime if it is necessary. We have sought 
clarification that they will comply as a minimum with staffing levels and their intention 
to over recruit at DCO level by 20% for opening is entirely sensible. 

They are the only bidder whose night-time staffing levels adequately reflect the 
needs of the business that will continue 24 hours per day. Daytime staffing levels are 
completely realistic and are not the highest proposed. 

GEO: We have failed to be reassured by the staffing levels at night which do not 
demonstrate an ability to cover escorts and the RFA/TC requirement, let alone the 
ability to respond to events that are unplanned but are not unusual. The paucity of 
staff is underlined by the proposal to have DCO covering two wings. We are 
perplexed at the serious reduction, approximate, , in staffing levels during the 
day at weekends and have sought clarification. T e proposed hours for contact 
management at weekends would not address expected levels of need. They have 
been asked to provide shift patterns. 

Kalyx: There are several issues that cause grave concern with the staffing proposals. 
The Welfare Officer function forms part of the escort staff profile which is barely 
enough to meet the escort requirement if the demands for escort were anything other 
than very low. We are not attracted to staff working 41111111\rur shift or for a total of 
111 hours per week, both of which are proposed in this i . ore importantly however, 
are the staffing levels. During the core day staffing levels are adequate. Our 
concerns arise when staff go off duty at 21:15hrs. The proposal that from 21:00hrs to 
07:15hrs that there only betDCOs and UDCM is seriously unsafe, far below any 
level that would meet even e most basic demands of an average night. We have 
sought to clarify whether certain tasks are actually covered, as the operational 
proposals are not reflected in the staffing profiles. In addition to this poor provision 
we note that no additional staff would be provided for implementation. 

G4S: To capture contractual commitments would be a real challenge from this bid 
and nowhere more so than in the staffing levels where the assessors were seriously 
bamboozled. Without the shift pattern that should have been provided it was difficult 
to understand fractional attendance over a shift period and this discredited the whole 
staffing proposal. In the present form, it is considered to be well nigh impossible to 
monitor their proposed staffing levels. We have sought a large number of 
clarifications regarding their staffing proposals, however given the complexity of their 
proposals we are not confident that this clarification is possible. From what we can 
determine, night-time staffing levels are tight and day time staffing levels would seem 
to be adequate but we remain to be convinced after clarification. The implementation 
process included the deployment of. additional DCOs, which seems very good and 
takes into account a higher rate of leavers at start of contract. 

Conclusions 

The results of the initial assessment of each bid are: 

G4S 
SERCO 
GSL 
Reliance 
Kalyx 9162.67 
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19.2 Staffing levels 2 

20 Personnel policies and training programme ■ I I 
21 IT Systems ■ I I 
22 Audit arrangements 

I 

TOTAL SCORE --1 --1 -1 --1 

At this stage the assessors are satisfied that GEO represents the best quality bid in many aspects not least of which is their innovation with 
regime proposals such as driving simulators and a radio station operated by detainees which is especially suitable to an all male environment. 
Whilst these are small points in the greater scheme, the benefits of having a content population that can engage in a positive regime during the 
day cannot be understated in terms of a safe, orderly population. That said, however we cannot ignore the fact that they share very tight 
staffing levels during the night-time period, a fact shared with four other bidders which border on the unsafe. The assessors are satisfied that 
only one bidder has proposed sufficient staffing levels for the night-time period. An ethos of cutting corners and meeting basic standards was 
evident from much of what we read and we are especially disappointed at the extended lock down hours proposed by these four of bidders. 
This appears to be a desperate attempt to reduce cost at the expense of welfare. 

Our gravest concern with the findings so far is the overall quality of the Kalyx bid. The absurdly low staffing levels at night are only one of a 
number of serious issues contained in the bid. To receive proposals from an existing provider that includes a punitive standard level on the 
incentive scheme, a bid that was littered with references to prisons and prisoners, and numerous other abysmal attempts to address key 
requirements made the assessors wonder why Kalyx had provided a bid totally at odds with security, decency, Detention Service standards, 
previous HMCIP recommendations that they would be aware of, and any ethos of genuine care and welfare. We can see no merit whatsoever 
in this bid proceeding any further. 
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Final Assessment 

The bids were remarked in the light of the clarification responses from the bidders between 20 — 25 September and comments are included in 
the summary of each bidder's response however we make the following points. 

Post Clarification Comments: 

Staffing 

In assessing the bidders staffing levels, the assessors have had to make a judgement about the staffing levels. We are satisfied that all the 
bidders have proposed adequate staffing levels during the unlock hours taking account of the potential workload and the regime they intend to 
operate. The major concern relates to the lock down hours and, as indicated earlier in the report these vary considerably from bidder to bidder. 
The assessors looked at the workloads at Colnbrook, Campsfield and Oakington IRCs during the night hours and have assessed on a workload 
of approximately 20 admissions and 10 discharges during the lockdown hours with attendance required on each accommodation unit, in RFA 
and/or TC, a constant watch and/or a bed watch. In making a judgement the assessors have concluded that DCO staff should be allocated as a 
minimum to the following duties during the lock down hours, plus a minimum of one manager post: 

on :ono ron s 

I 

• 
I 
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Staffing figures at midnight from each bidder are as follows: 

In seeking to comprehend the proposed staffing levels and taking account of the numbers of staff on duty throughout a 24 hour period and at 
varying levels of occupancy, the assessors have judged that the staffing responses are in the following order. 

Reliance 1 s' 
SERCO 2nd
GSL /GEO 3rd 
G4S 5'h 

Kalyx oh 

Conclusions 

In the main, clarification improved the quality of each bid and it was especially worthy of note that Serco offered two additional DCO posts 
during the night time hours at no additional expense. On the other hand, the G4S explanations did not greatly improve the clarity of their 
responses and in particular the staffing proposals are still shrouded in mystery. Some bidders have sought to provide reassurance about the 
time that lock down commences but this is not borne out in their original staffing tables. 

To reflect the decision by the Project Board not to pursue the option of a contact management service and to withdraw a mark for staffing levels 
from the operational response it has been necessary to take out those sections from the table below. The total available marks have been 
reduced and the percentage score is now based on that revised total. 
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FINAL TOTAL SCORE 

INITIAL TOTAL SCORE 

INITIAL % SCORE III 

- 11111111111111111-111111111- 111111111'1111111 
•••••••••••••••111111. 1111. 

FINAL % SCORE 1111_11111_1111_11111_1111_1111 

The operational assessors have marked the final assessment as follows; 

GSL 
SERCO 
G4S 
Reliance 
Kalyx 

The assessors are satisfied that GEO offers the best all round response. However the long lockdown period, which is shared with other bidders 
and tight staffing levels, remain a concern. 

John Thomson Marina Enwright Phil Schoenenberger 
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Summary of the GSL response to Schedule D 

Staffing 

We are concerned at the GSL proposal to reduce DCO levels at 2100hrs through to 0800hrs which has clearly been done in order to 
accommodate the lock down hours. The Centre, after 2100hrs, will be staffed by. DCO trained officers and this includes duty managers. 
We do not consider this to be an adequate number of staff as the Centre is still li e y to be receiving detainees into the earliours of the 
morning and discharging a good number of detainees throughout the night. Their ability to address standard operational functions such as 
constant watches and RFA/TC have not been addressed and we do not understand why the is staffed by DCOs when this could be a non-
DCO function. 

Lock Down 

GSL have proposed a lock down period, which we consider to be excessive and not in keeping with the ethos of the rest of the estate: 2100hrs-
0800hrs. The proposals give no justification for such a lengthy period of non-association. Against this background it is difficult to believe that 
there will be no impact on visiting hours, activities, and staffing levels. 

GSL propose to have all DCOs trained and in post by the scheduled opening date. 

GSL have failed to provide a number of commitments including dealing with 2500 admissions and 2500 discharges each month, and the 
provision of privacy at the reception stage. They have not undertaken to provide the detainee with £5 within 24 hours. 

We need clarification of how detainees will access activity areas and the activities that will actually be available. Their proposal for activities is 
extremely poor, no programme of activities was provided. The incentives scheme lacked imagination. The question of how detainees will watch 
DVDsNideos needs to be considered. We liked their proposal to place a table tennis table, a pool table, and computer games on the units. 

In general safety and security proposals were sound but we need to better understand how they intend to move detainees around the 
establishment during activity hours. 

Escorting proposals were excellent. 

• Proposals for contact management exhibited little enthusiasm for the task. 
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• The Welfare proposals provided a team of DCOs without any clear leadership. 
• In terms of religious provision, we are unclear about what we might be buying. 
• GSL propose to use for healthcare provision and 
• GSL propose to close visits for one hour during the evening mealtime 
• Cleaning proposals were poor 

for cleaning and catering. 

To summarise, certain aspects of this bid require no improvement or clarification, however we remain very concerned about certain areas. With 
opportunities to clarify, GSL could improve the overall quality of this bid but the lock down proposal is rather harsh. 

Post Clarification: Conclusions 

GSL provided confirmation of a number of operational aspects however in certain areas this still left us with some concerns. There was 
improvement in understanding some of the facilities to be provided in the regime and how these would be accessed but we did not like another 
proposal that detainees would be able to rent a DVD player at a cost of £5. The number of cleaners to be provided on a daily basis was 
described as a "minimum average" o cleaners on duty per day between 0700-1800 hrs, we see difficulties in monitoring without some 
greater clarity. Perhaps the issue of I, concern in clarification is that detainees not in the Visits Hall would be secured in their room at 
2045hrs each day. Aligned to that, the proposal that a roll check would be undertaken at 2045hrs given that people will be either in Visits, 
between Visits and Accommodation Units, and entering the Accommodation Units is difficult to comprehend. We now believe GSL lock down 
hours to be 2045-0800hrs. 

While the bid advanced in a number of areas the issue of a reduction in visiting hours and the failure to provide a shift pattern remain a 
concern. Cleaning, fire prevention and contingency planning proposals all improved and these served to improve the overall quality of the bid. 
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