
BROOK HOUSE INQUIRY 

Second Witness Statement of Ian Derek CASTLE 

I provide this statement in response to a request under Rule 9 of the Inquiry Rules 2006 dated 

20 December 2021. 

I, Ian Derek Castle of the Department for Education, Sanctuary Buildings, London, SWlP 3BT, 

will say as follows. 

Introduction 

1. I was employed by the Home Office as Detention Area Manager at the Gatwick IRCs 

between 31 July 2017 (although I did not arrive at the Centre until 14 August 2017 due 

to annual leave) and April 2021, and have been asked to provide additional infonnation 

further to my original statement dated 4 November 2021. 

Background 

2. As mentioned in my first statement, I was the Detention Escorting Services (DES) Area 

Manager for the Gatwick IRCs, which included Brook House. The overall purpose of 

my role was to manage a team of Home Office staff with responsibility for monitoring 

and ensuring the contract compliance of the service provider, G4S. 

3. My duties included discussing operation issues with the service provider at the time, 

G4S, managing a team of Home Office staff, engaging with a variety of stakeholders 

and other Home Office Immigration Enforcement departments, and conducting official 

visits to the IRCs by various visitors such as the Home Office Pennanent Secretary and 

by representatives of foreign governments and local government. Stakeholders included 

the IMB, GDWG, and the NHS. Engagement with stakeholders involved attending 

operational meetings, addressing any concerns raised and updating them with any 

policy changes. 
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4. On a typical day I would attend the daily operational call normally held by the Deputy 

Director with other IRC managers, respond to emails, discuss matters arising from the 

Centre with the team, conduct any Rule 40/42 reviews, attend operational meetings, 

deal with team management issues. 

5. My line manager was Michelle Smith, Delivery Manager for the Gatwick IRCs. Her 

role was more of a strategic role, whereas my role was operationally based. We would 

regularly discuss any operational issues arising and the performance of the Home Office 

team. 

Attendance at Brook House 

6. There were two separate Home Office teams based at the Gatwick IRCs comprising the 

Compliance team (which I was responsible for) and the Pre Departure Team ('PDT'). 

The Compliance team were responsible for monitoring the performance of G4S, 

whereas the PDT were responsible for engagement with detainees. 

7. I believe that originally there was just one team responsible for both aspects, but at 

some point before I joined, a decision was made to split the duties. I do not know why 

this decision was taken. 

8. I cannot recall the exact make-up of the teams when I started in my role, as shortly 

afterwards the staff were allocated to their teams, but I think that Paul Gasson 

(Compliance Manager), Heenaxi Patel, Jennifer Van Den Berg, Robert Gibson, Gary 

Bennett and Helen Bennett (all Deputy Managers) initially formed the Compliance 

team. Other team members joined across the sites at later dates, including Simon 

Murrell (Compliance Manager), Sacha Godfrey (Compliance Manager), Natasha 

Barber and Caz Dance-Jones (both Deputy Managers). There were occasions when 

there was some crossover between the work of the two teams, for instance if a detainee 

raised a casework concern with a Compliance team member, they would pass these 

concerns to the PDT. 

9. As set out in my previous witness statement, I attended either Brook House or Tinsley 

House, Monday to Friday, and would walk around both centres approximately once a 

week. The Brook House Compliance team office, and where my desk was based, was 
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on the second floor of the IRC, in a part of the building where administrative offices 

were based. I would walk around the Centre approximately once a week to get a feel of 

how the Centre was, check for cleanliness, and occasionally check the quality of the 

food. Other members of the Compliance team would also walk through the Centre, as 

part of their checks, again to ensure cleanliness and food quality and to empty the 

complaint boxes 

The Contract 

Contract Review Meetings and Welfare Forums 

10. I do not recall ever attending the daily briefing meetings, although a member of the 

Compliance team would normally do so. I normally attended the monthly contract 

review meetings, usually with the G4S centre director, other G4S senior management, 

a colleague from the Home Office Commercial team, and the Home Office Compliance 

Manager. I would ordinarily chair these meetings, where I would lead discussions 

through the agenda. G4S would produce a report on their contractual performance and 

any issues or failures arising, such as staffing levels. The meeting would also include 

discussions around aspects of the care and welfare of detainees - from the availability 

of activities and opportunities, introducing additional activities, to the quality of food 

or IT failures, both as part of the performance indicators and as matters for general 

discussion. We would also discuss any upcoming operational matters, such as charter 

flight removals. As far as I recall, these meetings happened consistently and were 

normally considered useful and effective. They gave the Home Office an overview of 

G4S' s performance and also enabled the Home Office to update G4S with any policy 

or operational changes. 

11. The monthly contract review meeting was a formal meeting to discuss G4S meeting 

their contractual obligations, and to ensure that G4S supported the removal process. 

These discussions also involved general talk concerning detainee quality of life and 

what opportunities might be available to improve this, such as additional activities 

being introduced. The Compliance team also had a role in supporting the removals 

process. For instance, a member of the Compliance team would attend the Charter flight 
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discharge process to ensure that G4S staff were contractually compliant with that 

process. 

12. I did not attend the weekly detainee welfare forums, although my understanding that 

these were an opportunity for detainees to discuss any issues that they had, specifically 

around their welfare. One of the Compliance team officers would attend as part of their 

duties, along with members of G4S staff, a procedure which was in place before I joined 

the team. The fact that I did not attend is not an indication that the Home Office did not 

consider the welfare of detainees to be important. 

13. I am asked to comment on my interview with Verita (VER000268 page 4), and my 

description of how my view of working with detained people changed over time. In my 

previous role as an Immigration Officer, I did not have any experience of what an IRC 

was like, nor the length of time of how long a detainee might remain in detention. My 

work priorities were to locate and detain immigration offenders (often violent 

offenders, drug dealers, etc) and once that was complete, move on to the next 

operational visit. After a few months in the detained environment, where I had the 

opportunity to meet the men and hear their concerns when at the IRC, I was more 

concerned with their quality of life within the Centre. Due to the time that has elapsed, 

I am not sure what I meant exactly when I mentioned how this affected my dealings 

with G4S. I can say that the sorts of issues we dealt with beyond contractual compliance 

by G4S were discussed with a view to improving the experience of detainees - for 

example increasing the variety of activities, and the quality of the food. 

Penalty Points, Fines, Mitigation 

14. With regards to documents CJS004579, CJS004580, CJS004581, CJS004585 and 

CJS004586 (Monthly Performance Reports during the Relevant Period), I do not recall 

seeing these documents previously. I have already said that G4S were expected to self

report any failures. Self-reporting of contract failures were normally discussed during 

weekly review meetings between the Home Office Compliance Manager (Paul Gasson, 

subsequently Simon Murrell/Robert Gibson/Sacha Godfrey) and one of the G4S 

Managers. I do not recall any instances of G4S not reporting any instances, however if 

this did happen, they would have been issued with perfonnance penalties. 
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15. With regards to document number IMB000047 (a Combined Report to the Independent 

Monitoring Board regarding Brook House July 2017), I was not working at Brook 

House during this period, and cannot comment on what steps the Home Office may 

have taken to determine whether the self-harm incidents occurred due to G4S failing to 

follow procedure. 

16. I do not recall the steps and processes or oversight that may have been in place to 

detennine whether any self-harm events were as a result of failure to follow procedure, 

nor who might determine whether there had been a failure to follow procedure. 

17. As previously stated, a member of the Home Office compliance team would meet with 

G4S representatives on a weekly basis to discuss service levels and impose any 

performance measures according to the contract. These were weekly meetings between 

the Home Office and G4S to discuss service levels and any possible failures and 

performance penalties, these meetings would normally be carried out by the Home 

Office Compliance Manager (Paul Gasson initially, latterly Simon Murrell, Robert 

Gibson or Sacha Godfrey). The representative for G4S was a member of the G4S senior 

management team. 

18. I do not recall specifically what type of performance measures where imposed, but they 

would have been dictated by contractual requirements and failures to meet those 

requirements. This might have included failure to admit a detainee to the Centre within 

permitted timescales, IT issues, failure to open one or more parts of the Centre for 

activities (e.g. the library). If G4S felt mitigation may be possible, they would put this 

forward, then the Compliance Manager would decide the level of penalty, as per the 

contractual agreement. I cannot recall specifically what types of mitigation were put 

forward by G4S, and the decision whether to accept the mitigation would be for the 

Compliance Manager. 

19. Regarding document CJS004581 (the Performance Management Report for July 2017), 

I have not seen this document previously, as it was issued prior to me starting my role 

at Brook House. As I did not have experience of how the Centre was run, nor in the 

decision making process, I am unable to comment on the penalty point assessment 

contained within the document, nor am I able to confirm who made the decisions. 
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20. I am asked how the penalty system worked. I take this to mean the penalties levied by 

the Home Office for contractual failures by G4S. This was the system as laid out in the 

contract. It enabled the Home Office to impose financial penalties on G4S for those 

failures. Each failure drew a pre-agreed (contractual) level of points which were 

converted into £. I do not recall any complaints from G4S regarding this system. I do 

not believe that this system deterred G4S from self-reporting failures, and do not recall 

whether any warnings were issued to G4S before any performance measures were 

taken. As I was only physically in post for the final two weeks of the Relevant Period, 

I do not feel able to comment on the advantages and/or disadvantages of the penalty 

system during that time. 

21. I did not give any consideration to the level of financial penalty at the time, as they 

were contractual and I was unable to change the levels of penalties which may have 

been imposed. 

22. I cannot specifically recall seeing the document CJS000524 (G4S Gatwick IRC's 

Yearly Target and Activity Report), although it is entirely possible that I have done. 

Due to not being in post between April and August, and the time elapsed I cannot 

comment on the reasons for failures to meet targets or the extent to which targets were 

exceeded. 

a. 'Paid Work Hours Completed' refers to the number of hours detainees would 

have worked at the Centre. 

b. I cannot recall exactly what 'Provide an Available Detainee Place' means. 

c. 'Full communication service available' means detainees have full access to IT, 

fax and telephone communications. 

d. 'Incident reports (UOF) within 24 hours' refers to G4S submitting Use of Force 

reports within 24 hours of the incident. 

e. 'Key/locks/breach of security' refers to a security incident involving keys or 

locks or a breach of security, an example being leaving a secure door unlocked 

after passing through. 
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f. 'IT - Daily (9.5 hours)' refers to the amount of time the Detainees should have 

access to IT. 

g. 'Failure to provide an arranged escort' refers to the requirement for G4S to 

provide escorts for Detainees who are required to leave the Centre for specific 

reasons. 

h. I cannot recall specifically what 'Cleaning' refers to. 

23. I am unable to explain why (as set out in the Verita report) penalties for understaffing 

at Brook House were higher than the Tinsley House contract as I was not party to any 

contract discussions for either Centre. 

Contract Compliance 

24. Regarding contract compliance, the issue which occurred most often was a lack of G4S 

staff in the Centre. This had an impact on both the availability of activities and the 

safety of the detainees. I cannot say whether this was discussed during the Relevant 

Period, but latterly was discussed in monthly and quarterly review meetings, where 

G4S would inform the Home Office about their recruitment strategies. 

25. I did not review Rule 40/42 paperwork for 'quality' purposes, a member of staff 'dip

sampled' the paperwork, although did have sight of the paperwork if I was required to 

authorise an extension. I do not recall any specific times I directly engaged with 

detainees during the Rule 40/42 and definitely did not during the Relevant Period. Due 

to the time elapsed, I do not recall whether G4S may have been contractually in breach 

of their contractual obligations. I did not notice a pattern of detainees suffering from 

mental health issues whilst being under Rule 40. I do not recall carrying out any 

investigations into areas of the contract that G4S failed to comply with. 

26. I previously stated that that in late 2017 /early 2018, the Home Office introduced a new 

method of measuring contract compliance, in that staff were given specific areas to 

monitor. I do not recall what specific methods were used prior to the introduction of a 

new method of measuring contract compliance. However, the new method gave each 

Home Office member of staff a specific area of the contract to concentrate their work 

on, such as Reception, Welfare, Security, Cleaning and Catering among others. This 
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seemed to improve our effectiveness in managing G4S's performance as each member 

of staff could 'follow through' with issues to ensure compliance was continued. 

Complaints 

27. I received data on complaints that had been submitted, and the outcomes of any 

investigation with recommendations for G4S to carry out. I would then meet with the 

G4S Centre Director to follow up on the recommendations. 

28. Regarding document number CJS00065 l (Workbook 1, Record of Complaints at Brook 

House) and the comments 'Unsub - conf by Ian Castle' and 'Agreed closed by Ian 

Castle', these pertain to investigations by the PSU following complaints submitted. I 

would receive notification that the complaint was unsubstantiated from the PSU (or 

conversely any recommendations) and confirm this with G4S. I agreed to close a 

complaint once satisfied that any recommendations required had been actioned. 

29. With reference to CJS001526 page 18, CJS001561page23, and CJS001588 pages 2 to 

3, emails, the contract monitors mentioned were the members of the Home Office team 

on site at Gatwick IRCs. I cannot confirm that it was officially and specifically part of 

my responsibilities to inform G4S and the contract monitors of these outcomes, but I 

was content to do so. 

30. Regarding the log of complaints and progress on actions, I would meet with the G4S 

Centre Director on a regular basis (I cannot recall the timings) to discuss the track of 

progress made against each complaint. This would enable the Home Office to be aware 

of what G4S were doing to satisfy the recommendations from the PSU. 

Culture 

31. I do not recall being made aware of any incident regarding D 1467, though I can see that 

I was cc'd in emails from Debra Weston (HOM0331957). I cannot now recall my 

involvement (if any) in this matter. I can see from the emails that she addressed them 

to Stephen Skitt, the 'Oscarl' at Brook House, and Michelle Smith. She refers to a 

number of conversations with people including a female DCO at Brook House. It does 

not appear from the emails that I was actually involved. 

Witness Name: 
Statement No: 
Exhibits: 

Ian Derek Caslle 
2 

None 

HOM0332049_0008 



Oversight, Monitoring and outside involvement 

Independent Monitoring Board (IMB) 

32. I cannot recall any specific examples of what I discussed with the Chair of the Brook 

House IMB. I recall attending only a handful of the IMB monthly meetings, so am 

unable to be specific as to what was discussed. I attended in order to answer any Home 

Office related questions that the IMB might have. Generally speaking, I felt the IMB 

were robust in their stance towards both the Home Office and G4S in tem1s of how the 

detainees were treated within the Centre and do recall being questioned as to any 

concerns the IMB had regarding the welfare of the men on an individual basis. 

33. I am asked about a comment in my Verita interview that I was surprised on attending a 

meeting because I was expecting more criticism from the IMB. Due to the time that has 

elapsed, I cannot recall what my expectations were regarding my attendance at the IMB 

meeting, what criticisms I was expecting, nor whether I believed that the IMB could 

have been more challenging towards the Home Office and G4S. 

34. I am asked what I think about Kate Lampard's views in her draft report (CJS0073709), 

with specific reference to the IMB report published in May 2018. This IMB report 

covered the year to the end of2017 -1 believe I only attended one IMB meeting during 

that period, and I do not feel able to comment on whether the IMB over-empathised 

with the Home Office and G4S. In general, I do believe that there was sufficient 

independence ofIMB members from both Home Office and G4S. 

Gatwick Detainee Welfare Group (GDWG) 

35. I am asked about analysis in the Verita Report. My relationship with the GDWG began, 

I believe, sometime in 2020. Prior to this I do not recall having any engagement with 

them personally. I do not recall any specific discussions taking place between the Home 

Office and GDWG prior to this, although it is possible that discussions did take place, 

nor do I recall any concerns raised to me regarding the GDWG relationship with 

detainees. 

36. I did not attend any meetings with the GDWG in August 2017, and do not recall any 

conversations regarding the removal of their drop in arrangements. 
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Quality Committee Meeting 

37. The purpose of the Quality Committee Meeting which I attended (CJS000527) was to 

discuss the level and quality of healthcare arrangements within the Centre, which was 

provided by G4S Healthcare on behalf of the NHS. I attended in order to ascertain any 

issues which might impact on the care and welfare of the detainees in which the Home 

office might have some impact. I cannot now recall what impact the discussions 

regarding incident reports might have had on any contract with the Home Office - and 

in any event I was not involved in the design of the contract or changes to the contract. 

Training 

38. On taking up the post at the Gatwick IRCs, I do not recall receiving any training 

pertinent to the role. I did not ask for any training. When I took up this post, I did not 

give any conscious thought to how I might have transitioned into my new role, I do not 

recall any specific areas of support that I might have received, although during my 

meetings with my line manager I do recall being given advice and direction on my 

management style and team leadership. 

Staffing Levels 

39. G4S did seem to struggle with recruiting and keeping staff at the Gatwick IRCs and this 

was often discussed at monthly meetings, although I cannot now recall specific 

conversations concerning how they could be improved or whether specific assistance 

which was offered by the Home Office to help them comply with the contract. 

40. On taking up my post, I do recall I was made aware that there had been an additional 

60 beds added to the capacity at Brook House prior to me joining. I am not aware as to 

whether G4S were challenged for not recruiting the 17 agreed additional staff, as I do 

not believe I was in post at the time, but agree that the additional beds may have put a 

strain on G4S staffing levels. 

41. I did not raise any concerns regarding staffing levels with my line management chain 

as I did not think that increasing staff levels was an available option due to contractual 

and budget constraints. I also believed they were already aware of the issues, and I 

assumed that they were part of discussions around staffing levels during monthly and/or 
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quarteriy review meetings. It was the responsibility of G4S to deliver the staffing levels 

required by the contract. My comment regarding staffing levels being dictated by costs 

were based on a belief that the constraints of the contract meant levels of staff were set. 

42. Staffing levels could have had an effect on the availability of regime for the detainees, 

for example without available staff to work on the outside areas, the men would not be 

able to exercise sufficiently. 

43. I do recall now that I thought there were issues with the contract, and that there were 

other areas of G4S failings which I believe should have been subject to performance 

measures, but due to the passage of time I cannot recall what they might have been. 

I Statement of Truth 
I believe that the facts stated in this witness statement are true. I understand that proceedings for 
contempt of court may be brought against anyone who makes, or causes to be made, a false 
statement in a document verified by a statement of truth without an honest belief in its truth . 

I am content for this witness statement to form part of the evidence before the Brook House 
Inquiry and to be published on the Inquiry ' s website. 
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