
BROOK HOUSE INQUIRY 

FIRST WITNESS STATEMENT OF 
JAQUELINE GAYFORD COLBRAN 

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

2006 dated 21 January 2022. 

I, Jaqueline Gaylord Colbran, of DPA will i say as 

follows: 

Introduction 

1. I was Chair of the Brook House Independent Monitoring Board ("IMB") during the 

Relevant Period and so have first-hand knowledge of our operation during that 

time. On 1 January 2018, Mary Molyneux took over as Chair. I stayed on the 

board as the Board Development Officer until the summer of 2019 but have little 

knowledge of the IMB's role at Brook House since that time when I ceased to be 

a member. 

2. Prior to joining the IMB, I had varied life experiences. I was born in Iran. I married 

and lived in Argentina for 10 years through the coup and military junta with the 

bombs and gunfire, disappearances (including of those I knew), and threats. I 

returned to the UK to start from scratch as a single mother after the death of my 

husband. I went through the Lunar House process to establish my daughter's 

right to live in the UK. I can thus identify to a limited extent with some aspects of 

detained persons' experiences. On my return, and as a result of my experiences 

in Argentina, I became an active member of Amnesty International and Central 

America Human Rights groups until other responsibilities caught up with me. My 

working life with people, often in quasi-medical and elderly fields, included 

hospital social work, holiday medical rescues, organising sheltered housing for 

the elderly in Croydon and running a riding school. As work pressures eased, I 

returned to my original interests. 
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3. From 2004 and having done the requisite training, I was a Lay Observer, 

monitoring custody suites in the courts. In 2006 I joined the IMB board at HMP 

High Down, becoming Vice Chair in 2009 and Chair in 2011. After completing the 

three years recommended by the Secretariat at that time, I stood down as Chair 

and eventually left High Down in August 2014. Looking to increase my IMB skills, 

and learning that their membership was in dire straits, I applied to join the board 

at Brook House in January 2014. At my interview I was informed that the board 

consisted of only three members, at least one of them was threatening to leave if 

things did not improve and another left within two months of my starting, and 

none were willing to take on the responsibility of being Chair. In view of my 

previous experience, and despite my lack of knowledge of the immigration 

detention estate, it was suggested I should take on the role of Chair. I was 

supported in this by Anna Betts-Thomas, then the National Council 

Representative for the immigration detention estate ("IDE") who joined the board 

temporarily and took on normal member duties to help out and our first new 

probationer Gareth Jones. We successfully built up a 9-strong diverse and multi-

skilled board over the next 4 years. 

4. As we said at the start of the 2017 Annual Report [IMB000135_0004], the IMB 

was horrified at the completely unacceptable behaviour of a small group of staff 

shown in the footage. We had never witnessed instances of ill-treatment of this 

kind, nor had we had any indications that it might be happening. If we had, we 

would have found the best means to report it straight away and gone as high as 

necessary to ensure the appropriate action. Everything I say below is predicated 

on this. 

Background 

Training 

5. When I started with the IMB at HMP High Down I went through induction training. 

In 2006 I attended a 2-day residential training course in 2006 organised by the 

IMB national secretariat. I also undertook mentoring and shadowing with IMB 

colleagues. For the first year a new member was considered to be on probation. I 

later attended Vice-Chair and Chair residential courses. When I transferred to 

Brook House there was no training specific to immigration removal centres 
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("IRCs") and all new members had the same basic training, though I believe that 

has now changed. 

6. In terms of refresher training, there were workshops and speakers at the 

residential IMB Annual Conference (I attended in February 2015) and at the IDE 

Workshop Day (which I attended on 30 and 31 October 2015) and the AMIMB 

(Association of Members of Independent Monitoring Boards) organised thematic 

days and visits to other prisons and centres (I attended their conference on 13 

October 2015). In October 2015, the board also visited Lunar House: the visit had 

been organised by Paul Gasson. 

7. There were often things provided within the Centre that IMB members could tap 

into. For example, in November 2017 a course was run on the new DSO on Rule 

40/42, in March 2017 a Home Office manager addressed the board meeting on 

the piloting of the pre-departure project underway at that time and in May 2017 a 

talk on the new DSO on Adults at Risk. There were a lot of things which we could 

and did attend which gave us a better understanding of how the Centre was run. 

In addition, our own board organised a programme of speakers on many related 

topics at board meetings with in-house and external experts. During 2017, this 

included sessions on Rule 35, the Samaritans, the Home Office pre-departure 

project, flight monitoring, Sussex Partnership, and a solicitor from Lupins 

speaking on legal aid. At the end of each year, the board would hold an Annual 

Team Performance Review ("ATPR") to look at past practices and discuss where 

improvements could be made. We would also review annually our Serious 

Incident procedure. In addition, every third year the board held triennial reviews of 

each board member's performance, associated with the re-appointment of the 

whole board. 

8. In common with all IMB boards, the IMB at Brook House was largely autonomous 

with the national IMB controlling finance, recruitment, and the publication of 

Annual Reports (though the reports themselves were written by the local board). 

Over my 13 years with the IMB there were many changes to staff and to the 

operation at the national level. There were constant efforts to improve and 
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standardise practise, leading eventually to the IMB monitoring guidelines and 

national monitoring framework [IMB000190]. 

The role and responsibilities of the IMB 

9. The IMB's role in all establishments is to monitor the humane and just treatment 

of those held in detention. The immigration detention estate was unusual in that 

detained persons were not being prepared for release back into the community 

but for removal from the country, often much against their will. This put a huge 

pressure on everyone who lived or worked in Brook House. The IMB was there to 

monitor and to see that conditions were as good as they could be in terms of 

living arrangements, food, activities, and that detained persons were safe from 

mistreatment by fellow detained persons and staff. Our role was to be as helpful 

as possible in listening to and answering their queries. It was not our role to take 

a position on the rights or wrongs of immigration detention more generally. 

Although we do not make the Detention Centre Rules, we monitored to ensure 

that the rules were effectively in place. We challenged things we were not 

satisfied with and reported our concerns directly to the Minister of State for the 

Home Office independently of UKBA. 

Visits to Brook House 

10. In common with all board members, I would undertake weeks in which I would 

make statutory visits on a rota basis. When on rota I would be in the Centre for 

one or usually two days of that week as well as attending any Serious Incidents 

which took place in that week. I understood a Serious Incident to be one where 

the Command Suite was opened and the IMB member would be contacted so 

that they could attend the Centre. The responsibilities of the IMB member "on 

call" on any given week were to: 

a. Make at least one visit to the Centre that week. 

b. Visit E Wing and the CSU and, where possible, attend Rule 40 and 42 

reviews. 

c. Visit the four residential wings, paying particular attention to one wing as 

detailed in the IMB office (we would list these to ensure that each wing was 

considered in more detail on a regular basis). Visiting the wings required 

checking for any active ACDTs, Food Refusals, Bullying Reports, and 
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Supported Living Plan documents (which were kept in the wing office); 

collecting IMB applications from the IMB boxes on each wing and signing the 

booklet to say it had been to done; checking the landing, showers, laundry 

room, and dining area for cleanliness; watching the service of a meal and 

tasting the standard of food on at least one wing. 

d. Visit Healthcare to discuss issues and raise concerns in relation to detained 

persons. For example, someone may be refusing food or awaiting transfer to 

a mental health institution. 

e. Visit the kitchen to observe food being prepared and talk to the kitchen 

orderlies and chefs to see if they were experiencing any problems. 

f. Take calls from the on-duty Oscar about incidents involving the use of force 

and Rules 40 and 42. These calls occurred throughout the week, day and 

night (although the Centre tended to avoid calling between 9pm and 8am 

unless there was a Serious Incident). We would always receive multiple calls 

in a week. 

g. Ensure IMB attendance at the Centre in the event of a Serious Incident. 

11. Aside from these, it was a question of choice guided by the applications received 

(the IMB use the term 'application' to include both requests and complaints from 

detained persons) and whatever had not recently been checked. This might 

include visiting Security, the chapel, the gym, the visits hall and visits centre, 

Welfare, the shop, RAPT (the substance misuse team), the library, and the IT 

facilities. 

12. Although we are only required by statute to visit once a week, I would often be in 

the Centre more frequently. However, there were also limitations on the number 

of visits which could take place. The IMB Secretariat at that time was using a 

formula to calculate how many visits each board could make, varying on factors 

such as the size of the establishment. These limitations were explained as being 

for budgetary reasons (although IMB members are unpaid volunteers, when we 

make visits we are able to claim for expenses such as the cost of travel). 
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13. Brook House was afforded a total of 193 visits in 2017 (excluding any visits 

required to attend Serious Incidents, which were not capped). If you remove the 

number set aside for the statutory attendance at the monthly board meeting (9 

members x 12 months) this left 85 visits to cover the whole of the year, which is 

approximately 1.6 visits per week for all other purposes. Each visit and its 

purpose would be noted in the IMB desk diary by the visiting member and this 

would be totalled at the end of the month by the Home Office clerk and sent to 

the IMB Secretariat. At the end of the year we would be told by the IMB National 

Council how we had scored. 

14. Having said this, some variation was tolerated when justified. As an example, as 

documented in the 2017 Annual Report [IMB000135_0024], we in fact undertook 

205 visits to Brook House in total during 2017 (in 2016 the board visited the 

Centre 196 times [IMB000121_0022]). As Chair, I would allow myself more 

flexibility and would sometimes visit to attend extra meetings such as the monthly 

meeting between the IMB Chair and the Director or his Deputy in advance of the 

IMB board meeting, healthcare meetings (an area of particular interest for me), 

and any other activities associated with my role as Chair that I thought might give 

me useful information for my own and the board's monitoring. Partly as Chair and 

partly as one of the board members who lived closer to the Centre, I also tended 

to go in for all Serious Incidents regardless of whether I was on rota duty that 

week. 

15. IMB members had an open invitation to attend non-IMB meetings and 

committees to observe but, contrary to what is said in paragraph 10.9 of 

Professor Mary Bosworth's report [INQ000064_0046], members do not sit on any 

Centre committees. I would nonetheless attend and observe a number of non-

IMB Centre meetings in order to gain information. My special interest was 

healthcare so I attended the two tri-monthly meetings: Healthcare Quality and 

Healthcare Partnership. I would attend other meetings, particularly those that 

fitted with my rota days or when I was in the Centre for specific reasons. During 

my time as an IMB member at Brook House, I have attended meetings on 

Diversity, Safer Custody, Security, Detainees of Interest, the Food Forum, 

Detainee Forums, Contingency Exercises, staff morning meetings, and Use of 
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Force Scrutiny. The National IMB officially discourages attendance at too many 

meetings to avoid IMB members coming to be perceived as part of the 

establishment, but I found them a vital source of information. 

16. In addition, the operational meetings held each morning were a good source of 

updates. I understand that at paragraph 316 of his first witness statement, the 

Reverend Nathan Ward says that he never saw IMB members at these morning 

meetings whilst he was at Brook House [DL0000141_0109]. I believe that Mr 

Ward left Brook House in April 2014, by which time I had only been in post for 3-4 

months and was working hard to build the membership of the board from an 

inoperably low level of three people. I cannot recall attending the morning 

meetings in that period. However, I now consider them to be an excellent source 

of information and throughout my time as Chair (before, during, and after the 

Relevant Period), IMB members attended many morning meetings. I consider 

Reverend Ward's views on this may be out of date. 

17. 1MB visitors drew keys and we had unrestricted access to the Centre. During a 

statutory rota visit I would visit all wings with particular emphasis on an allocated 

wing (which, as above, was determined in advance by a rota). I would check all 

ACDT and Supported Living Plan ("SLP") files open in the wing offices, observe 

mealtime on at least one wing, visit the kitchen and healthcare, and collect all 

applications from the IMB boxes on each wing. In dealing with these applications 

I would first speak to the detained person then go to try and find an answer to 

their problem. What action was required depended on the issue, but we would go 

to the Home Office, G4S, Healthcare, the Security Department, or anywhere else 

in order to seek answers. The outgoing rota member would provide a verbal 

handover to the incoming member and mention any specific areas of concern of 

which the ongoing member should be aware or anything outstanding that needed 

further action. As Chair I would sometimes have cause to call a rota member as a 

result of a referral received from another agency to ask him/her to check out a 

particular issue if I was not visiting myself. 
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18. My rota visits would include visits to E wing and the CSU. Where possible I would 

time these visits to coincide with any Rule 40 and Rule 42 reviews which were 

taking place. The Oscar would always ask the detained person if he wished to 

speak to anyone present and go around introducing us by role. If there was a 

review I would hang back after others left the room for a quiet word with the 

detained person. If there were no reviews due to take place, I would have the 

officer unlock anyone on Rule 40 or 42 so that I could speak to them individually. 

I made a point of speaking to any men on E Wing and especially those on 

constant watch, whose doors would be open or ajar in unlock periods. 

Alternatively, I could ask the DCO on watch to unlock for me to speak to them. 

19. There would be many other conversations around the Centre. Our visits would 

last as long as needed and, if I had not finished, I would go back another day. It is 

difficult to convey to an outsider what a draining, intense, and long day each visit 

was with five wings to monitor and perhaps 430 detained men plus dozens of 

staff (any of whom we might engage with), applications to respond to, and 

records to write up. 

20. From the (incomplete) data supplied by the IRC which tracks when members take 

and return their keys [IMB000029], I can see that I visited Brook House 15 times 

during the Relevant Period on 11 April; 15, 17, 18, 25 and 26 May; 13, 15, and 21 

June; 19 July; and 11, 14, 16, 21, and 31 August. I also attended Tinsley House 

for meetings. There is no required duration for a visit and, as the tracking data 

shows, the length of time I spent in the Centre varied throughout this time. I can 

see that I completed rota reports corresponding to my visits to the Centre on 25 

and 26 May [IMB000036] and 13 and 15 June [IM13000022]. 

21. As I said in my Verita interview [VER000229_0002], IMB members receive a 

snapshot of the Centre on their visits. That is why it is essential that we also 

gather information from meetings and reports, and by speaking to anyone and 

everyone. We were not necessarily in the Centre during times of high tension (for 

example, when a Serious Incident started or a fight broke out) because we were 

not in the Centre all of the time. However, we did our best to gain a full and 

accurate view of life in the Centre despite these limitations and I certainly 
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considered it part of my role to monitor at different times including late at night, 

during charter discharges, mealtimes, unlocking and locking up times, and 

whenever I was aware that a use of force was being (or was to be) deployed 

while I was in the Centre. By example and recommendation, I encouraged the 

other members to do the same. 

22. In my Verita interview I made an off-the-cuff remark about visiting during a 

"relatively safe time." I did not mean that there were extended periods which were 

safe or unsafe. I meant only that there were times where the mood in the Centre 

was more relaxed and there were times of higher tension. There were also times 

of day (lock up and unlock, and mealtimes being examples) which tended to be 

more tense or volatile than others. We were not always safe — on one occasion I 

was knocked over by detained person who later apologised — but the officers 

were careful to try and keep IMB members safe. 

Report Production 

23. During our visits IMB members would make notes in their notebooks. These 

notes would then be collated into a report at the end of our rota week. This report 

would be circulated to all IMB board members, the G4S Director and his Deputy, 

and the Home Office Manager. A verbal handover would occur between the 

outgoing rota member and the incoming member. Where there was action 

required by the incoming rota member, this would be requested verbally and 

noted in the rota report. 

24. In terms of escalating concerns to management, there was an open-door policy 

and any board member could raise issues directly to senior management. 

Depending on its urgency, the member might also discuss the issue with the 

Chair or raise it for discussion at the board meeting. 

25. As Chair, I had responsibility for ensuring visits and reports were of adequate 

quality. Guidance on report production was covered as part of our initial induction 

training and by shadowing and mentoring from other members during the 

probationary year. Reports were discussed each month at the board meeting and 
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at ATPR. This gave an opportunity to reflect on their quality and accuracy and to 

provide feedback to members. 

26. I would not say that the rota reports alone were always of sufficient quality to 

ensure the board could carry out its responsibilities, but I do not believe that this 

prevented us from doing so because we were in such regular communication 

through hand-over briefings and meetings. Not every board member had the 

same level of literacy or IT skills. However, this was part of the board's diversity 

and I was proud of the range of different skills that our members brought to our 

work and trusted them to do a good job. 

27. I have been asked to confirm whether I saw Joyce Turner's rota report for the 

week commencing 26 June 2017 [IMB000041] at the time it was produced. I will 

have seen this rota report at the end of her rota week. In my experience, the 

names of detained persons were not necessarily recorded within rota reports, 

though this was a matter of debate. At HMP High Down I recall that the policy 

was not to mention prisoners by name within our reports (though any names 

would be recorded in the members' notebooks and so would be easily accessible 

if we needed them). Whilst I recognise that this rota report is briefer than most, 

Ms Turner was probably the one of our members who was best able to engage 

with the detained men and elicit information from them. She absolutely had their 

best interests at heart and was tenacious. If something needed to be done to help 

a detained person I had total confidence that she would have done the necessary 

and contacted me as Chair if my help were needed. She was also particularly 

good at picking up health issues as she had a hospital background. I note that in 

the July monthly board meeting, Ms Turner discussed her visits with the board 

members and the Home Office and G4S representatives who were also in 

attendance [IMB000014_0003]. 

28. We inherited the rota report template used pre-January 2014 from the previous 

board. However, as a board we were continually looking to improve our practice 

and the rota template we used was changed several times at the suggestion of 

board members. I have been asked to consider Professor Bosworth's proposal 

[INQ000064_0038], that rota reports follow a thematic, human-rights based 
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framework. In preparing this statement I have seen the rota report template which 

is now in use at Brook House. It looks like an exciting new way to organise one's 

monitoring of the Centre and I agree it would provoke a different way of thinking. 

Our old way was based on a historic template we inherited at Brook House, which 

had itself gone through several evolutions and improvements over my years as 

Chair. I would judge this more radical change an excellent way to respond to the 

challenge post-Panorama. 

The monthly IMB board meetings 

29. We would hold a board meeting on the third Wednesday of each month. These 

were an opportunity for the board members to get together and discuss what was 

happening within the Centre, and to benefit from a training session delivered by a 

specialist. The meetings would start with just IMB members for a training session 

and lunch (which, on the basis that we were not comfortable with taking free food 

from G4S, we each paid in £5 for ourselves), and a discussion about what issues 

we wanted to raise with senior management. We would later be joined by senior 

managers from both G4S and the Home Office (typically the G4S Director or 

another senior manager and a Home Office Manager at the level of Paul Gasson: 

though more senior Home Office managers would also come from time to time) 

who would inform us of any developments in the Centre and discuss any 

concerns we had. A clerk provided by the Home Office would take the minutes for 

the portion of the meeting attended by G4S and the Home Office. After they left 

(along with the Home Office clerk), the board would once again discuss matters 

alone. As Chair, I would hold a separate pre-board session with the Director or 

Deputy to discuss matters that the board were likely to raise which would give 

them an opportunity to find information and give us a timely response at the 

board meeting. 

30. Prior to each meeting, G4S and the Home Office would provide the Combined 

Report for that month. We would also circulate our rota reports, an agenda set by 

the IMB, and the Chair's letter for that meeting in advance. Combined reports (an 

example of which is IMB000021) were compiled by the G4S Director's Personal 

Assistant using information provided by G4S and the Home Office. They 

contained a lot of useful data which would give a snapshot of the state of the 
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Centre. It covered such things as population numbers, the proportion of Time-

Served Foreign National Offenders, the number of planned or spontaneous use 

of force incidents, the number of open ACDTs, the use of Rule 40, the number of 

hospital appointments, and the length of stays in detention. It was a huge amount 

of information that we could use for monitoring and to spot trends and patterns 

which we would then use to compile the Annual Report at the end of the year. 

Complaints 

31. During 2017 I personally took and answered 35 applications, some made formally 

in writing and others informally by detained persons approaching me as I moved 

around the Centre (which we called ad hoc or 'on-the-hoof applications). With the 

latter applications, I would still encourage the detained person to write out a form 

with me or I would write it up myself back at the office for the sake of keeping a 

written record. In all cases I would try to speak first to the detained person in 

order to get a fuller understanding of his problem. Then I would speak to whoever 

could assist me in solving it. A record of the complaint along with its outcome was 

recorded within our complaints book which was kept in the IMB's office at the 

Centre [IMB000150]. I discuss particular complaints in more detail below. 

Relationship to G4S and the Home Office 

G4S 

32. I would call our relationship with everyone in Brook House, at all levels, cordial 

and respectful. 

33. At the time I would have said our relationship with officers on the wings was 

largely good. They were obviously often under a lot of pressure but with a bit of 

tact and patience I could usually obtain what I was after in the way of documents 

and information. I would observe officer/detained person interaction both in the 

office and on the wing and, in quiet moments, I might be told things which were 

useful for our monitoring purposes but which the officers may not want to have 

been attributed to them personally. From recollection, examples would include 

concerns about DCO shortages, not being able to take lunch breaks, officers not 

completing records properly in Induction, and non-visibility of senior managers 

These were matters we could report on and take up at the board meetings. 
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34. My colleagues and I spent much of our time each visit talking to staff as well as to 

detained persons and we would pick up concerns, in particular from DCOs. There 

is no formal process for staff to complain to the IMB as the IMB is there to monitor 

the conditions of those in detention. However, there was nothing to stop an officer 

raising issues with us. We were highly visible around the Centre and staff knew 

where our office was and would pass our open door. I did what I could to help 

ease their lot, be it by saving them a journey away from the wing with paperwork, 

supplying a piece of information, or undertaking to speak to the Home Office or 

Healthcare. On one occasion a DCO did come to speak to me about a personnel 

matter (it was something to do with a change in shift-pattern which made it very 

difficult for the DCO). I was able to help by going to a DCM (with her permission) 

and I believe the matter was resolved. On another occasion, an officer asked 

Dick Weber's advice on what she should do in the face of being racially abused 

by a detained person, a matter which I understand he took up with the Deputy 

Director. 

35. Throughout my time at Brook House, the IMB were invited to speak about the 

history and role of the IMB at the Induction Training Course ("ITC"). As the 

recruitment covered both Brook House and Tinsley House, the two IMB boards 

would take it in turns between experienced board members. In my inductions of 

new officers (and I believe this included Callum Tulley's group) the induction 

would take between 30 minutes and one hour. My own preference was to avoid 

PowerPoint presentations as the new officers were snowed under with that sort of 

information. I thought it more memorable if I made it a pleasant two-way informal 

experience. I was always careful to explain the role of the IMB vis-a-vis detained 

persons and officers. 

36. While the IMB was not tasked with protecting officers' interests, I would explain 

that happy officers made for happy detained men and therefore the IMB was 

always ready to listen to their concerns. I understand that, at paragraph 21 of his 

witness statement [INQ000052_0006], Callum Tulley explains his view that the 

point of these induction talks was "to try and reassure staff...that they [the IMB] 

weren't there to get anyone sacked". I would have said that our interest was not 
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in getting officers sacked but in working with them for the benefit of detained 

persons. I would have said this, or words to that effect, because I wanted the 

Centre staff to feel confident in talking to us and providing relevant information. 

My concern was that without some attempt at reassurance, staff might see the 

IMB as the enemy to whom they could not speak. 

37. I was aware from my time at HMP High Down that officers joining from a prison 

background would bring with them a negative view of the IMB. I remember the 

officer previously at HMP Wandsworth that Mr Tulley has referred to at paragraph 

21 [INQ000052_0006], who told the ITC group of his experience of an IMB 

member at the prison interfering in an incident where force was used. However, 

he also told us that the member "disappeared" soon after, presumably the IMB 

having taken some action. I always encouraged the new officers to greet me if 

they saw me and I can remember a number of occasions when Mr Tulley did so. 

He knew who I was. 

38. In their evidence to the Inquiry, both Mr Tulley and Mr Syred have spoken of the 

hostility amongst staff towards those who raise complaints about staff behaviour. 

I had no experience or knowledge of such hostility myself until I saw Mr Tulley's 

live evidence. Mr Tulley has referred to 'Speak Out' posters located in the male 

staff toilets near the detainee shop being defaced. There were only two male 

members of the IMB during the Relevant Period and the IMB had easier access 

to the toilets on the corridor near our office, but I never saw any defaced 'Speak 

Out' posters. 

39. This issue did become more high-profile after the Panorama broadcast. In his 

Verita interview, Dick Weber said of the failure of staff to report the behaviour of 

John Connolly and others that he was "disappointed but not surprised" 

[VER000229_0021]. Mr Weber had much experience in the prison service which I 

would guess is what lay behind this comment. For my part, not much surprises 

me in life but I was more than disappointed as I would have expected much better 

of the officers I knew. A lot was demanded of the officers and it is understandable 

that they would seek support from each other and develop very strong links. 

However, there is clearly a danger that this 'team' spirit can slip into collusion. 
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40. I was certainly never aware of being thought 'a snitch' since that was clearly not 

our role as long as the officers were doing their job properly. I always emphasised 

that in a sense we were working for the same end, that is, a safely and well-run 

Centre and I could even help officers resolve detainee issues with our easier 

access to managers. However, I was under no illusions that there may be times 

when the IMB would need to report concerns about staff. Indeed, there were 

occasions when we did report concerns about staff. By way of example, I can 

recall making notes within ACDT documents where I had identified that the 

records had not been completed in a timely fashion. 

41. I would say that the IMB's relationship with the Senior Management Team (SMT) 

and DCMs was similarly one of respect for each other's roles. Very early on, I 

shadowed a DCM who was acting as Oscar 1 (Steve Loughton) for a day and I 

felt comfortable going in the DCMs' office. As Chair, I would always meet with the 

Director or the Deputy a few days before the monthly IMB board meeting to 

discuss issues that might come up. I felt able to raise matters freely with the 

expectation of being listened to. I would also come across various members of 

the SMT at meetings or around the Centre. I would sometimes have issues that 

needed to be raised with specific members of the SMT, for example, with 

Michelle Brown in her roles as Diversity/Safeguarding Manager or later as 

Security Manager. Sometimes I would simply go straight to the Director's office or 

to the Home Office managers. I would speak to Paul Gasson, Michelle Smith, and 

other senior managers in the Home Office and raise matters with them as and 

when they came up. 

42. I am aware that Reverend Ward in his evidence has said that, as Director, Ben 

Saunders would take IMB members out to lunch regularly. The IMB were never 

taken out to lunch by Ben Saunders or G4S in my time on the board. In fact, 

when I was having an induction session in January 2014 with my predecessor as 

Chair, Bobby Fairclough, she informed me that during her time as Chair the board 

had decided that even accepting G4S hospitality at board meetings was 

inappropriate. As noted above, members therefore paid a levy of £5 each to 
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Aramark for the provision of sandwiches at lunchtime and this was reclaimed as 

IMB expenses in the usual way. 

43. In contrast, members were encouraged to eat with detained persons and should 

(at the least) sample the food during their statutory visits. At one point there was 

a suggestion that the IMB taking a portion from the servery might adversely affect 

the number of portions available for the men, so we introduced the procedure of 

alerting the kitchen of the need to provide an extra meal on a particular wing on 

our arrival in the morning. However, servery staff would have had no advance 

knowledge of when we would join the queue. As I often did not eat at midday, I 

would usually sample items from the servery. Orderlies were always happy to 

give out food to us and I would often go and sit at one of the tables, starting off 

asking about the food and then moving on to whatever the men wanted to 

discuss. This was a good opportunity for IMB members to be seen around the 

Centre, for us to speak with the detained men, and to gain a better understanding 

of their experiences. 

The Home Office 

44. During most of my time at Brook House I found Home Office staff to be helpful 

and open with us, in particular Simon Levitt and the team around him who also 

functioned as IMB clerks. They would stop what they were doing to answer 

queries and look up information about a detained person, be that a complaint or 

queries about case progression. More senior managers also listened and 

engaged right up to Alan Gibson, the Deputy Director of Immigration 

Enforcement, who would attend the tri-monthly meetings of the IDE IMB Chairs in 

London. On several occasions, I used these meetings to raise issues directly with 

him including Home Office delays in Rule 35 applications, why bail applications 

only showed negative Home Office reports and never anything good (such as 

when a man had assisted an officer under attack), and the huge delay in the re-

opening of courtyards. 

45. That is not to say that the IMB considered that the Home Office operation worked 

well for detained persons. The delays in decision-making and in organising flights 

were dreadful, but these appeared to be a question of politics and issues in the 
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wider immigration department. Delays were also caused by embassies failing to 

provide travel documents for their nationals. On many occasions, a Brook House 

Home Office officer would ring a caseworker on our behalf to try and find out what 

was happening and the reason for the delay. It has to be said that sometimes we 

found that there had been failures by the detained person to provide the correct 

information. 

46. In our 2016 Annual Report, at page 8 [IMB000121_0008], we stated: 

"Length of detention That any individual should spend one or two years in 

detention awaiting a Home Office decision as to their removal from the UK is 

to be deplored. There is a pilot project currently underway at Brook House but 

the Board strongly believes long term solutions are needed. Many are 

eventually released on bail by an immigration judge, calling into question the 

cost and effectiveness of extended detention." 

47. We also noted as areas of concern: the effects of the Centre's population 

increase; the poor attitude of some nurses towards detainees; the handling of 

Rule 35 requests and reports; and the lack of progress towards a logging system 

for detained person's property. 

48. The board's 2017 Annual Report identified a number of areas requiring 

improvement which were addressed to the Minister, the Home Office, and the 

Director [IMB000135_0005]. 

The relationship between the IMB and detained persons 

49. When in the Centre, we wore badges and red lanyards with the IMB logo on to 

assist detained men in identifying us as members of the IMB. There was also a 

poster on every wing showing our photographs and names [IMB000110]. DCOs 

would also point us out to detained persons as we walked around the Centre. 

50. The subject of how to ensure that detained persons were aware of the IMB and 

its role was a continual topic of discussion in board meetings (an example of a 

request to discuss this issue at a board meeting is Louise Gledhill's rota report 

from July 2017 [IMB000048_0005] to which the Inquiry has referred me) and at 
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the Annual Team Performance Reviews. I cannot now recall whether we did 

discuss this at the July board meeting (the notes do not appear to record it), but it 

was a topic which we were alive to. 

51. We would try to attend the inductions sessions given to new arrivals but, given 

the number of IMB members, the number of visits we could make, and the fact 

that there were new arrivals on a daily basis, it was impossible to attend every 

one. Equally, inductions tended to happen at the same time as CSU and Rule 40 

reviews, which we prioritised because they concerned vulnerable men. The 

officer giving the introductory talk should mention the IMB and point out our office 

during the tour. When we did attend these sessions, they did, but I cannot be 

sure this always happened when we were not present. The induction officer had a 

lot of information to impart and the detained person had so much to listen to. 

52. We would blitz the wings with IMB posters explaining our role but these regularly 

disappeared. I do not know why they disappeared — we inferred it was because 

people might wish to use the paper to write on. This was something which was 

monitored as the poster was often the most visible way to advertise the IMB and 

what we could do to assist. At some stage we moved to stapling the poster to the 

noticeboard: the posters tended to remain up for longer. At one point the Home 

Office introduced a corridor noticeboard with information of organisations like 

ours offering help. Time Served Foreign National Offenders would have come 

across the IMB before and knew our role. However, wider awareness often came 

down to visibility around the Centre, word of mouth, or relying on officers to 

suggest contacting us. Moving around the Centre, detained persons would see 

our distinctive lanyards and badges and would approach us, often to ask what our 

role was. Usually they hoped I was from the Home Office which was naturally 

their main cause of concern but I would explain who we were and this might lead 

to a request for help. 

53. 1 did not personally feel that language was a significant barrier to detained 

persons accessing the IMB. I speak French and Spanish and in Argentina I 

taught English as a foreign language which gave me an awareness of how to 

communicate effectively with non-English speakers. There was also a translation 
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service in the Centre. I rarely had cause to use this though I often saw it used by 

G4S officers, particularly in reviews. Often, detained persons with limited English 

would present themselves with a friend who had a better command of English. 

Over the years, I had many inspirational conversations with detained persons, in 

particular with those on constant watch or in E Wing who were keen to relieve 

their boredom by talking about themselves. I valued these opportunities to share 

our experiences of common humanity. 

54. Documents providing information about the Centre such as the induction booklet 

(which mentioned the role of the IMB) were available in a number of different 

languages and the induction video came in different languages too. I understand 

that Joyce Turner raised a concern at an IMB meeting in February 2017 after 

noticing some detained persons with limited English who did not understand the 

video and were not offered an alternative. I myself was aware of an instance 

when a group from China could not understand the video which was being 

shown. I alerted the DCO who was giving the talk. The video was available in 

different languages (provided the DCO had spotted that the detained persons 

were not understanding) and was only one part of the overall induction. There 

was also a talk, a tour, and a handbook in several languages. In my experience, 

the induction talks would vary depending on the officer giving the talk and the 

other pressures in the Centre that day. The managers were, however, constantly 

tweaking the system to try to improve it. 

55. Written applications to the IMB were made by completing the application forms 

provided in racks on the wings, which would then be placed into the clearly 

marked IMB box near the wing doors (this box was locked and only IMB 

members could access it). A blank copy of the form which was in use at the time 

can be seen at IMB000081. 

56. The availability of forms on the wings was an issue at times. For example, I can 

see that during one of her visits to the Centre, Mary Molyneux noted that there 

were no application forms on four wings therefore she replenished them 

[IMB000046_0006]. Forms should have been (and usually were) available but, 

when they were not, we would do something about it, usually by restocking them 
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ourselves while complaining to the officers (who were tasked with keeping them 

stocked) and to the Residential Manager. I understand that copies of the form 

were also available through the IT system. 

57. I am aware from the evidence of Jamie Macpherson that his view was that the 

IMB were "perceived as a branch of G4S" by those detained at Brook House (see 

paragraph 12 of his statement [INQ000027_0004]). I never encountered this 

perception myself. IMB members did not carry keys to the detained persons' 

rooms nor radios, and were not involved in any discipline process. We were part 

of the official system only in that we acted as a bridge between detained persons 

and G4S and/or the Home Office. That is why we were so often stopped and 

asked for help as we moved around the Centre. 

58. In a similar vein, Anna Pincus says in her second witness statement that she was 

"aware of our clients expressing reticence to sharing a complaint with the IMB, 

saying if they do it 'won't make a difference-  [DPG000005_0002]. The volume of 

requests, both formal and informal, that we received suggests to me that detained 

men did not, generally speaking, feel hopeless about asking the IMB for help. 

However, detained men may well have expressed such hopelessness to GDWG 

where concerns about their immigration cases were concerned and in respect of 

which the IMB were limited in what we could do by Rule 61(6) of the Detention 

Centre Rules. The IMB would still receive a significant number of applications on 

the subject (in 2016, 24 out of a total of 87 applications concerned immigration 

matters (see Annex A, rows I and K in our 2016 Annual Report 

[IMB000121_0021]) or 28%; in 2017, 52 out of a total of 142 applications 

concerned immigration matters (see page 23, rows I and K in our 2017 Annual 

Report [IMB000156_0023]) or 37%)). Very often we were able to provide them 

with useful information or updates regarding their immigration matters though we 

could not, of course, resolve their issues. 

Staffing 

59. As I noted in my Verita interview [VER000229], staffing levels were at a low point 

before the broadcast of Panorama. Throughout my time at Brook House staffing 

levels went through cycles every year. Wing staff were the ones most directly 
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affected by this and it did cause low morale. Low staff morale was noted on a 

number of occasions prior to Panorama: for example, in her rota report of 12 July 

2017 Louise Gledhill recorded [IMB000048_0001]: 

"One of the officers I spoke to said [morale] was "rock bottom" and said they 

are considered experienced having started the job 11 months ago but the 

majority of staff are much newer. He said it was unusual that they had 4 on 

the wing when I visited and said it is usually only 2 or 3 and often no cover for 

rest breaks. He reported it was worse since the Tinsley staff had gone back." 

60. As with all rota reports, this would have been provided to G4S and the Home 

Office. 

61. There had been a period early in 2017 when there were plenty of staff as Tinsley 

House was being refurbished. However, when it re-opened the staffing situation 

at Brook House declined quickly. I believe this is likely to have been what the 

DCO was referring to when speaking with Ms Gledhill. 

62. I do not believe that there was any formal obligation on the part of G4S or the 

Home Office to inform the IMB of staffing levels, though it was usually a part of 

the Director's report to the board at the monthly BM. I would certainly have 

spoken to the Director and Home Office Manager about it and the board raised it 

in our meetings with them. Such issues were open knowledge and IMB rota 

members would hear about these issues from many different sources, not least 

from interacting with officers on the wings. There was a huge turnover of staff, 

even amongst those newly appointed. 

63. Staffing was of great concern to us as it had a direct bearing on the experience of 

detained persons. I remember it being raised by Louise Gledhill at a board 

meeting as she had outside experience in the field of personnel recruitment. We 

asked G4S whether they were conducting exit interviews and what plans they 

had for resolving the situation. We also asked about the possibility of changing 

shift patterns but were told by the Director that working a few long shifts per week 

had actually been the preferred option when staff had been asked as many lived 

a long way away. We were always being told of plans for new recruitment drives, 
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attendance at career fairs, and salary increases. The number of ITCs we were 

asked to help with is indicative. 

64. The problem of low staffing seemed to be cyclical: new staff would be recruited, 

levels would improve but then reduce through attrition, leading to further 

recruitment efforts. In light of this the only appropriate action was to discuss the 

situation with management and to ensure that plans to address it were in place. 

G4S would typically tell the board that a major problem was the nearness to 

Gatwick airport which offered better employment opportunities in the area. I 

wonder if many young DCOs joined as a stopgap measure until something better 

turned up. I reported it in my written report at the IDE Chairs' Forum in April 2017 

where the Deputy Director of immigration Enforcement was present, saying: 

"The long-expected ramp up of the 60 extra beds is currently underway with 

an increase in op cap of ten each week. Plans are in place to increase the 

education provision, number of jobs, healthcare provision and re-jig the use 

of some of the activity rooms. We will, of course, be monitoring the effect on 

the Centre. Brook is still benefitting from the extra Tinsley staff, giving a good 

feeling to the Centre, especially valuable while so many of the officers are 

brand new to the role. Yet another ITC course has been running for new 

officers over the past weeks in readiness for the inevitable re-opening of 

Tinsley when many staff will be moving back." 

And again, in July 2017: 

"The effect of the increase in population (the extra 60 beds) and the loss of 

the extra staff as some transferred back for the re-opening of Tinsley was 

slow to be felt but I think it true to say that this optimism is now, in July, over 

and the Centre is experiencing one of the annual cycles where staff feel 

pressured and appear thin on the ground. This is despite several recruitment 

drives prior to the reopening. An ITC is underway now and another in the 

pipeline." 

65. This was also an issue we raised in our 2017 Annual Report where we identified 

staff recruitment and retention as an area of improvement which was treated as a 

priority [IMB000135_0005]. 
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66. Healthcare experienced similar problems with staffing and it might be fair to 

deduce that working in Brook House was hard. It was a difficult, stressful place to 

work with very few good outcomes for the people in the care of staff. Shifts were 

long and demanding and involved working with people who had many complex 

needs. My perception was that job satisfaction was at a minimum. 

67. On the issue of staffing, I have been asked to comment on Elisabeth Markwick's 

rota report for the week commencing 24 April 2017 [IMB000051_0002] in which 

she has recorded: 

"After lunch there was only one officer on the wing for a while so the servery 

workers had to wait 15 - 20 mins to be let out. When the officer left the wing to 

get them they could not be searched. 

I opened an ACDT." 

68. During my visit to the Centre in the week commencing 2 October 2017, I 

observed a similar issue. In the 'General Comments' section of my rota report 

[IMB000105_0001], I recorded: 

"The population stood at 459 on Wednesday midday and again at midnight 

Saturday. 

Staff shortages were noticeable and it was probably the biggest issue of the 

week. Everyone seemed to be struggling: no officer in CSU; only one, new, 

officer at the servery for lunch on C and D wings; only two officers on wings at 

times which left no leeway if one had to accompany or fetch a detainee and 

DCMs doing their best to find cover so officers could take a late lunch break -

not so good for morale - is what I saw on my visits." 

69. Both of these rota reports will have been provided to G4S and the Home Office. 

70. I cannot now recall the incident I observed, although there were other triggers for 

a late opening for a meal such as the roll-call coming in repeatedly wrong. On 

one such occasion I observed a repeated failure to count a correct roll-call from 

the DCMs office where frustrated DCMs and DCOs were trying to work out what 

was going wrong. It was a fraught hour as the detained men were cross at the 

23 
Witness Name: Jaqueline Colbran 
Statement No: 1 
Exhibits: 

IMB000204_0023 



delay to their lunch and activities and the officers could not have a lunch break 

either. I was particularly interested in monitoring this closely because miscounts 

were happening rather a lot at the time and there was a suggestion that officers 

were being careless carrying out the roll call (I recorded this in section one of my 

rota report for the week commencing 13 February 2017 [IMB000093_0001]). In 

the event there seemed to have been a mix up over someone out at hospital. 

71. As regards Ms Markwick opening an ACDT, I suspect the two events were 

unrelated as it is not a situation in which one would open an ACDT. The section 

quoted above is a record of her visit to Clyde Wing, which she explains (at the 

foot of page one of her rota report) that she had spent a couple of hours visiting. 

Elisabeth must have spoken to someone who expressed thoughts of self-harm or 

suicide to her and the correct procedure in that case was to open an ACDT and 

pass it to the Oscar for assessment and action. 

Healthcare 

72. The IMB had a statutory duty to visit Healthcare each week as part of our 

monitoring. If a detained person submitted an application about a healthcare 

issue directly to the IMB we would deal with it like any other by speaking to the 

detained person, then to Healthcare, then report back to them with an answer, 

escalating any issues encountered if it was necessary to do so. 

73. As a board, we did receive a large number of complaints concerning healthcare: 

in our 2016 Annual Report, we recorded that of 87 complaints received in that 

year, 16 were health related [IMB000121_0021]. We would receive complaints 

quite frequently about medication which had not been provided or where the 

detained person was not permitted to have medication 'in possession.' 

74. In light of the number of healthcare related issues which were brought to our 

attention, in 2016 we reported [IMB000121_0008]: 

"Healthcare "Hot Desk" In view of the number of healthcare complaints the 

Board suggests some means by which detainees can raise their healthcare 

concerns and resolve them at an early stage, in many instances obviating the 
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need for a formal complaint (see para 5.4.12). A "hot desk" is merely one 

idea." 

75. In the event, I believe the suggestion of a 'hot desk' was not taken up, but other 

initiatives were underway. 

76. We would observe nurses around the Centre and we would attend incidents 

involving the use of force and CSU reviews. On two occasions the Head of 

Healthcare presented training sessions at our board meetings and on one 

occasion I delivered an induction talk on the IMB to a Head Nurse to explain our 

role. Within the board, Healthcare was my special interest (each member would 

have a different area for which they were responsible in order to ensure better 

coverage) and I attended most of the tri-monthly Healthcare Partnership and 

Healthcare Quality Committee meetings about which I would report back to the 

board. These were the two healthcare committees I was aware of and, although a 

staff member from healthcare would be in much better placed to define the 

difference in their purposes, both brought together a lot of significant people with 

input into health issues including from the healthcare team, G4S, the Home 

Office, GPs, RAPT, the Sussex Partnership mental health team, and the NHS 

Commissioner. I think even the G4S maintenance and catering managers would 

attend. These committee meetings were frequently cancelled, often at the last 

minute, because of the difficulties in getting so many significant players with 

competing priorities together at one time. During the Relevant Period I attended 

Healthcare Quality meetings on 11 April and 18 July 2017 and a Healthcare 

Partnership meeting on 22 June 2017. Unless I was away on holiday, I always 

attended these meetings. 

77. I believe that we had a mutually respectful relationship with the healthcare team 

which meant that when a detained person had an issue we could go to them to 

seek answers. I have considered Mary Molyneux's comments in her Verita 

interview [VER000237_0026], where she notes that Healthcare could sometimes 

be "defensive about their own position." I did not personally find them to be 

defensive in their work though there was always the complication of the 

confidentiality of medical records which the IMB had to navigate diplomatically. 
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78. I would say that not every member found dealing with Healthcare comfortable. 

This was something discussed at our Annual Team Performance Review in 

February 2017 [IMB000069_0003]. I believe the comments made here about the 

"poor attitude of some nurses towards detainees" arose in the first place from 

observations by Ms Gledhill in the Healthcare waiting room though I cannot now 

recall the details and I am pretty sure there were others. The board discussed this 

and I raised these concerns at the April Healthcare Partnership meeting with all 

present. It was dealt with very firmly by G4S and Steve Skitt. Given how they 

dealt with this issue, the idea of a data collection project, which would involve 

collecting data specifically on the issue of detained persons' complaints regarding 

healthcare did not go ahead. In general, I encouraged members to work at 

building a relationship with the healthcare team. Not every relationship is going to 

be easy in a monitoring situation. 

79. The mental health of those detained at Brook House was something the board 

was monitoring. In our 2016 Annual Report, we recorded that [IMB000121_0011]: 

"Many [detained persons] arrive with poor health and/or with mental health 

issues. Some have been tortured or witnessed atrocities. The act of being 

detained, separation from friends and family, loss of control over one's future, 

poor communication or delays in Home Office decisions can exacerbate the 

situation. Self-harming and the threat of self-harm are frequent." 

80. Whilst we concluded that the healthcare provided an equivalent service to that 

which would be expected in the community, which was considered the marker, 

we were concerned about delays and training. We noted as a matter requiring a 

response [IMB000121_0008]: 

"Mental Health Many men experience mental ill-health before and during 

detention. Largely as a result of the Shaw Report this has risen to the top of 

the agenda but concrete decisions and results are still awaited. In particular 

the Board raises here the issues of delays to access beds in mental health 

hospitals, the possibility of a second tier emotional health group and 

advanced awareness training for officers" 
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81. The ability of staff to deal with the mental health difficulties they encountered was 

an issue I was concerned by and I felt it would be beneficial to provide officers, 

especially those on E Wing, with more advanced mental health training. The 

suggestion originally came to me from an E Wing DCO who felt under-equipped 

to understand and give the right care to someone experiencing major mental 

health problems. I raised the issue of advanced mental health training for E Wing 

officers in my letter to the board in November 2017 [IMB000025_0006], when I 

relayed a discussion I had had with Stephen Shaw during his visit to the Centre: 

"One thing I particularly bemoaned was the continuing absence of some more 

advanced mental health training for officers, especially on E wing, at the very 

least to bolster their confidence and self-worth as they deal with some really ill 

detainees." 

82. 1 raised the idea of providing officers with advanced mental health training on a 

number of occasions with Directors, the Head of Healthcare, at Healthcare 

committee meetings and, I believe, at the IDE IMB Chairs' Forum. I heard at the 

January 2017 Healthcare Quality meeting that the idea was creeping forward but 

then that checks had been made with the mental health care providers and that it 

would be too expensive. At one point it appeared it might be possible during the 

time that Lee Hanford was standing in as Director but nothing ever happened in 

my time at Brook House. 

83. I have been asked to comment on my rota report from the week commencing 13 

February 2017 [IMB000093_0002], in which I recorded I had been approached by 

D638 who had felt ill the previous Friday and Saturday and had requested 

medicine. He said that he had been told he would need to go to healthcare 

himself in order to receive it and the DCO on duty told him that they "don't do 

room service." 

84. 1 suggested D638 write a complaint form himself because I thought it would 

strengthen the complaint and oblige a formal investigation and answer from G4S 

— a belt and braces approach as I fully intended to raise the issue via my rota 

report which was sent to G4S and the Home Office and raise it with them as I did 

at the next board meeting (see page two of the March 2017 board meeting 
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minutes [IMB000015_0001]). I did not subsequently check whether D638 did put 

in a complaint and I do not recall learning the name of the DCO who he had 

interacted with. G4S would have been able to establish that from their records. 

85. In the same rota report I noted that officers seemed unaware of the Sleep Clinic 

to which they could refer detained persons. I believe the Sleep Clinic was a 

relatively new innovation at that time. On 10 January 2017 I had attended a 

Healthcare Quality Committee meeting where it was explained that the Sleep 

Clinic had then been running for six weeks. The idea was to promote a coping 

strategy rather than prescribing sleeping pills. I recorded in my rota report that 

after meeting with the officers on B Wing, I attended Healthcare. I recorded in my 

rota report [IMB000093_0003]: 

"Having come across several detainees complaining about not sleeping I also 

asked about the new Sleep Clinic. Apparently it has been run by a nurse 

since the HMIP visit and can accommodate 6 men. The course consists of 

several sessions and the idea is to give non-drug strategies for sleeping. 

Although Sandra thought news of the clinic had been circulated I found 

officers, the ones who might make referrals, in complete ignorance of what is 

an excellent initiative." 

86. I recall making the Head of Healthcare aware at the time that staff seemed not to 

know about it and, again, my rota report was passed to senior management at 

G4S and the Home Office. I cannot remember discussing it at the board meeting 

which followed though I felt that raising the problem senior management would 

ensure they were able to act to raise awareness of the clinic amongst staff. 

87. I have been directed to page two of the rota report for the week commencing 24 

April 2017 W13000051_0004 in which Elisabeth Markwick wrote that Chrissie 

Williams had reported to Elisabeth that healthcare was "barely coping" and 

described an increase in waiting times and in detained persons abusing doctors. I 

infer that the reference to "barely coping" was in the context of the preceding 

record that: "Concerned that the workload is very high and one of the doctors' 

attendances will be reduced by the opening of Tinsley." 
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88. 1 was abroad throughout much of April 2017 and so my involvement in this 

precise period was limited. Nevertheless, I was aware of these problems from the 

reports of other members. The IMB were informed that we could not see the 

contract between the Home Office and G4S as it was commercially sensitive. In 

that sense, the IMB had limited power to monitor contractual issues, the Home 

Office specifically being tasked to monitor the contract, though that does not 

prevent us from raising concerns where there are problems. Ultimately however, 

it is not within the IMB's power to resolve such problems ourselves. Our job was 

to monitor, record, raise issues with management, and try to force change that 

way, which is what we did. 

89. I am asked to consider pages 10-12 of IMB000087 which is an extract from 

another member's notebook: it is not my handwriting. From what I can read and 

understand of the handwriting, I do not recall these specific complaints. I am 

asked what steps I would expect should have been taken if a detained person 

raised allegations that staff were negligent, racist, and failing to address their 

medical conditions. In such circumstances I would have wanted to know if the 

detained person wanted to follow through and make a formal complaint to the 

Home Office who would be best placed to investigate such allegations. I would 

explore with the detained person whether they wanted my help in detailing those 

concerns. I would have encouraged him to make a complaint, explaining that his 

serious allegations needed to be investigated thoroughly by the relevant 

authority. 

The Rule 35 process 

90. As I remember it, the Rule 35 process was largely a healthcare driven procedure. 

On arrival at reception, the initial nurse's assessment would involve asking a new 

arrival specifically if he had suffered torture. If this opportunity was missed it could 

be picked up by the GP on appointment which was supposed to happen within 24 

hours. Otherwise, it was open to anyone speaking to the detained person (be that 

a DCO, the IMB, or anyone else) to ask Healthcare to make a referral to the GP. 

On referral, a detained person would receive an appointment with the GP for an 

assessment. Following assessment, the GP's report was passed to the Home 

Office caseworker to determine whether the case was one of torture and, if it was, 
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in theory the man should be released. I was aware of the 48-hour waiting period, 

after which the Home Office should be chased for a response. Rule 35 had 

applications other than in cases of torture but that was primarily how it was used 

at Brook House. 

91. Rule 35 was something which we monitored, albeit we were not permitted to see 

the actual Rule 35 reports unless a detained person shared them with us as they 

were considered medically confidential. Nevertheless, Rule 35 was something 

which we addressed in our annual reports. In the board's 2016 Annual Report, we 

wrote [IMB000121_0013]: 

"5.4.10 Rule 35 Assessments for torture, etc Monitoring Rule 35 

applications, most of which will relate to torture claims, has become a 

particular interest of the Board over the year. Home Office monthly reports to 

the IMB showed that they received an average of 14 Rule 35 reports per 

month in 2016. As at January 2017, Healthcare had 12 slots per week for rule 

35 assessment appointments with GPs, provided by the local GP practice. 

This includes the allocation for Tinsley House and so will drop after Tinsley 

re-opens. The average wait time for an appointment was three to four days, 

although this might be additional to time for some pre-assessment 

appointments. It is surprising that there are so few reports by GPs about 

detainees whose health is likely to be affected by continuing detention or 

suspecting that a detainee has suicidal intentions — given that reporting from 

G4S showed an average of 11 incidents of self-harm attempts per month in 

2016. 

5.4.11 There are significant challenges for the IMB to monitor the application 

of rule 35 due to medical confidentiality rules. The Board does not see details 

of any unsuccessful attempts to get a rule 35 appointment where there has 

been some kind of screening or preassessment by nurses or other healthcare 

staff. And, except in rare cases where a complainant gives specific 

permission, the IMB will not have sight of either the content or quality of GP 

reports or the Home Office responses to them. So, our monitoring focus here 

is on the level of specialist rule 35 training of the GPs and other healthcare 

staff and some monitoring of the local Home Office logging and tracking 

procedures. We are also planning to compare Brook House outcomes with 
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those of other IRCs. The HMIP Inspector noted that a third of reports in a six 

month period had led directly to the release of the detainee — more than they 

usually see in the immigration estate." 

92. Within the IMB, Mary Molyneux was a lawyer by profession and her special 

interest was the Rule 35 process. She gave the board a training session on the 

subject before the main board meeting in January 2017. The minutes of the 

February 2016 board meeting record that the Head of Healthcare had previously 

given a training session on Rule 35. If an IMB member identified a potential 

torture victim we would go to Healthcare and discuss the case with the medical 

staff. The member of Healthcare would then make a referral to the GP as they 

would with all appointments. We could not know everything but we could know 

how to make things happen. If I had become aware that a detained person might 

require a Rule 35 assessment I would have approached Healthcare or the Home 

Office for advice. 

93. In the minutes of our January 2017 board meeting [IMB000049], reference is 

made to Mary Molyneux's 'Rule 35 project.' As mentioned above, we were not 

allowed to see the actual Rule 35 reports unless a detained person shared them 

with us as they were confidential. However, in her rota report for the week 

commencing 19 December 2016, Ms Molyneux had asked if it was possible for 

the Home Office to break down the number of Rule 35 reports into type on the 

combined report. We were told that this was not possible at that time, though they 

could provide information in specific instances. As noted in the January minutes, I 

had raised the idea of the project at the IDE Chair's Forum and requested help 

from the other chairs but I do not think we received a response. However, we 

could ask more general questions and Rule 35 was an agenda item at the 

Healthcare committees so I was able to gather some information from those, 

such as the number of referrals and how many were approved. I also remember 

discussions about the quality of GP's assessments and how these could be 

improved. 
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94. 1 think IMB members were all aware that the Rule 35 process needed careful 

monitoring. I do not remember raising concerns about individuals myself but Mary 

Molyneux raised some cases to the board. For example, she had been 

concerned by a caseworker's response to a Rule 35 report and its timeliness and 

this was raised with the Home Office. In our May 2017 board meeting, the Home 

Office Manager advised that he had looked into this report and Heena Patel had 

ensured that the processes were in order. I also reported two cases of concern to 

the July IDE Chairs' Forum to discuss the issues with the other chairs and put 

them to Alan Gibson. Afterwards, I reported back at the August 2017 board 

meeting. 

95. I have been referred to Dick Weber's rota report for the week commencing 17 

July 2017 [IMB000039_0003] in which he mentions there had been a backlog in 

dealing with Rule 35 reports. I think that Mr Weber is referring to a temporary 

backlog in processing the Rule 35 paperwork from the previous week which 

arose due to a computer malfunction within Healthcare. This is separate to the 

occasions when the IMB did pick up delays and backlogs. During 2017 the board 

raised concerns with the Home Office about how Rule 35 was being applied. In 

particular, Mary Molyneux had highlighted concerns in her rota report for the 

week commencing 10 April 2017 [IMB000055_0003-0004], which were then 

discussed at that month's board meeting [IMB000005]. She and the board were 

concerned that a caseworker had demanded a retype for grammatical and typing 

errors thereby stopping the clock on a decision. In a second case, a caseworker 

had asked for further information "stalling the process" to the detained person's 

detriment. These cases were raised at the IRE Forum and passed back by Alan 

Gibson for Paul Gasson to investigate and answer locally which he did at the May 

board meeting [IMB000030_0002]. 

96. The timeliness of Rule 35 assessments was touched on in our 2017 Annual 

Report at paragraph 8.12 where it was recorded [IMB000135_0020]: 

"The IMB cannot effectively monitor the application of rule 35 due to medical 

confidentiality rules. This prevents monitoring on both the content or quality of 

GP reports and the Home Office responses to them. As to process: spot-

checking with the Home Office staff at the Centre showed that for the most 
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part reports were processed within the prescribed timeframe. However, there 

was a noticeable exception mid-year, when the Home Office decision-making 

took seven weeks. The relevant Detention Services Order prescribes three to 

five days." 

97. We also recorded that in 2017 the Home Office and NHS provided only a single 

day of specialist Rule 35 training for GPs and other healthcare staff. As a result, 

most staff had to learn on the job or were self-taught. 

98. 1 have been asked to consider Ms Molyneux's rota report from the week 

commencing 21 August 2017 [IMB000032] in which she had asked a nurse 

whether the nurse would volunteer to a detained person that he should seek a 

Rule 35 assessment if he was giving indications that one might be appropriate. 

Ms Molyneux was told not, on the basis that Rule 35 was not considered to be "a 

right." 

99. I have no experience of how healthcare determined whether a Rule 35 report was 

required though I understood it to be driven by what the detained person said, 

either during reception or at a later date. I have never encountered staff 

expressing the view that it was not "a right," I never heard these words from the 

Head of Healthcare, or at any healthcare committee meeting I attended. 

Rule 40 

100. Under Rule 40, a detained person would be removed from association in order to 

ensure safety in the Centre. This might involve a kitted team but did not if, for 

example, the individual was compliant. The detained person would be searched 

on entering the CSU room allocated to him and checked by the nurse. If the IMB 

were present we would then speak to the detained person privately and ask if he 

wanted to talk to us then or later. The Oscar would prepare the paperwork, leaving 

an officer to observe from outside the room for the first hour to ensure the 

individual settled, and notify (usually by phone) the Duty Director, Chaplain, duty 

1MB member for that week (if they were not on site), and others. From then on, the 

detained person should have regular checks from a DCO, receive food in his 

room, and be given time out of his room to shower and exercise in the yard. 
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101. The duty IMB would receive notifications relating to Rule 40 (and any uses of 

force) by telephone and catch up on any overnight incidents the following morning. 

The rota member would make a note of the call in their notebook and use that 

information to draft their rota report and inform who they visited while on-site. 

102. Thereafter there were daily reviews which usually took place at 10am (and which 

IMB members would try to attend if in the Centre at the time). These would always 

involve an Oscar, the Home Office, Healthcare, and might also involve the IMB, 

Welfare, and the Chaplain depending on who was available. In April/May the IMB 

was asked to comment on the draft proposals for the new DSO on Rule 40/42 as 

discussed in the board meeting minutes for these months. The DSO was 

approved and issued prior to the Panorama broadcast but, coincidentally, was 

only coming into effect at the same time. Under the new DSO the procedures 

were tightened and everyone present at the review had to fill in a form as to what 

had been said with the possibility of commenting on the decisions taken. If I was 

present during a review I would always stay back after it was finished and have a 

private word with the detained person to check on him. 

103. The IMB Handbook for IMB Members in IRCs (updated October 2016) states that 

IMB visitors must visit within 24 hours any detainee who is removed from 

association (Rule 40) or placed in temporary confinement (Rule 42) 

[IMB000183_004]. There is a note that where the usage of Rules 40 and 42 is 

high and this is not possible there can be a dispensation. We never sought a 

dispensation. I queried this situation when I started at Brook House as, in my 

experience of the prison estate at HMP High Down, all reviews were attended 

though in that case there were three IMB members on duty at High Down each 

week in contrast to the one on duty each week at Brook House. At Brook House, I 

inherited the situation of only going to reviews when an IMB member was at the 

Centre. The IMB National Council representative at the time reassured me that in 

the IDE estate that was the norm. G4S and local Home Office staff were aware of 

the impossibility of doing otherwise given the number of IMB volunteers, the 

number of visits we were able to perform, the number of notifications under these 

rules, and the fact these notifications may happen several times a week 
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throughout the day and night. I once received 14 calls in one week spread across 

different days and times and I had to travel to the Centre from Croydon. Many of 

the board live further away. This impossibility was discussed at the May 2017 

board meeting [IMB000030], with reference to the draft DSO under consideration. 

104. In terms of training, I recall that early on in my time at Brook House (before the 

relevant period) Paul Gasson spoke to the board about Rule 40. I also attended a 

training session in September 2017 which concerned the new Detention Services 

Order on Rules 40 and 42 and how to complete the new paperwork. The Brook 

House IMB was invited to submit comments on the draft DSO during the 

consultation period and this was mentioned in the April and May 2017 board 

meetings. At that time, members were reminded of the importance of recording 

any interaction on the individual's record sheets. I recall that the DSO was 

introduced prior to Panorama. 

105. In the February 2017 board meeting [IMB000062], I raised a question about the 

increased use of Rule 40 and the use of force. The increase in use of Rule 40 and 

uses of force was something I had picked up on by looking through the combined 

reports provided for our board meeting that month. We would always check these 

documents for trends such as this. The minutes indicate that Juls Williams 

explained that some of these incidents were due to a small number of detained 

persons being placed on Rule 40 on more than one occasion. I cannot recall the 

details now, but I presume that this explanation fitted with what we knew about the 

Centre that month from our visits and phone notifications relating to the use of 

force. 

106. Having said this, violence and the use of force was always a concern. There were 

spikes at times and we continued to look for trends in the combined reports and 

ask such questions. The G4S Director or his representative would start his report 

to the board with this subject and set out their plans to address it. For example, at 

the April 2017 board meeting, Ben Saunders said that the number of less serious 

assaults had risen from January to March and these were often associated with 

the use of force but G4S had not been able to identify a common factor. On the 

other hand, in June Mr Saunders reported to the board meeting that incidents of 
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violence had reduced significantly and that G4S staff had been addressed on the 

subject. From memory, this meant that staff had been addressed on how to 

prevent confrontations leading to violence. However, in June the numbers 

increased again and G4S initiated a Violence Reduction Board in an effort to 

identify common causes and put in place additional training for staff. 

107. There were spikes of violence and the use of force during the Relevant Period 

with spice being one of the main causes. In one particularly difficult period an 

initiative was introduced of a weekly conference call between centres and the 

Home Office Deputy Director which were known as Excessive Disruptive 

Behaviour meetings. This was so that the centres, though run by different 

organisations, could offer support to each other. 

108. I have been referred to Dick Weber's rota report for the week commencing 4 

September 2017 [IMB000077], in which he raised concerns about the use of Rule 

40 in relation to D2177, who had been placed on constant watch and Rule 40 after 

he resisted the attempts of staff to prevent him from self-harming. Mr Weber 

recorded: 

"On Friday morning, two detainees were placed on Rule 40: Mr [D1445] for 

throwing a cup of warm water (from a tap) over an officer and Mr D2177 who 

was restrained, using minimum force, to prevent self-harm after he placed a 

cable around his neck on E Wing. He remained on E Wing on both C/W and 

Rule 40. However, I am somewhat concerned that a detainee who had been 

attempting to self-harm should be placed on Rule 40 because he had resisted 

the attempts of staff to restrain him. Later on Friday, just after 3.00pm, Mr 

D1373 was taken off Rule 40 and moved to A Wing after agreeing to share a 

room." 

109. In general terms, my understanding is a vulnerable person on an ACDT should not 

be held under Rule 40. D2177's case was raised at the September 2017 board 

meeting where we questioned Steve Skitt and Paul Gasson about it 

[IMB000026_0003]. In this instance, both the Home Office and G4S decided it 

was safer for the individual to be kept on Rule 40 as a "technicality' so that he 

could be kept under observation but allowed the more open regime of E Wing 
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where he would have free association during unlock times but could not leave the 

wing unaccompanied. This seemed to us to be a reasonable explanation. 

Use of force 

110. G4S (by way of the Oscar) were required to inform the IMB rota member 

whenever force was used. This was usually by telephone though, if the member 

was in the Centre at the time they would prioritise monitoring such an incident, 

planned or otherwise. There were occasions, for example, where an Oscar would 

spot one of us or call by our office and inform us of a planned use of force, 

perhaps to relocate an individual to E wing for departure, so that we could monitor 

it. This happened to me on several occasions. 

111. Over my years at Brook House I must have seen dozens of occasions where force 

was used. Typically, I would stand at the back behind the officers to observe as 

best I could but not get in the way. Because of the nature of the room doors, little 

was visible until the detained person left the room but, from then on, I would have 

good vision and would follow them to the CSU, standing back for the search and 

the nurse's check, then moving forward to speak to the individual to see if he was 

OK and make my own assessment of his state. 

112. There was no IMB training on the use of force, but all members were expected as 

part of our training to attend a day at Brook House doing a Defensive Technique 

Course run by John Connolly and his team (mine was on 18 September 2014). 

While on the board at HMP High Down I also went on two visits to Kidlington to 

watch the restraint teams train. We tried to organise such a day for the Brook 

House IMB, but this was cancelled at the last minute. At Brook House we were 

able to view CCTV footage of incidents on request and on at least one occasion I 

was talked through an incident by John Connolly. 

113. During my time at Brook House I had a variety of interactions with Mr Connolly. I 

have seen the undercover footage filmed by Callum Tulley in which Mr Connolly 

can be seen and heard behaving in a shocking and unacceptable way. I can 

confirm that he never behaved in that way in my presence. I was appalled by what 

I saw in the footage. 
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114. In the early years there was a monthly use of force meeting which IMB members 

could attend if in the Centre, when CCTV of recent incidents would be reviewed 

and discussed and paperwork the examined, which was useful for us. After 

Panorama, use of force scrutiny panels were introduced by Lee Hanford which 

IMB members could attend if they wished (I refer to these panels in my Verita 

interview [VER000229_0005]). I believe these meetings began in November 2017 

and took place weekly. I do not recall how the agenda was set but I would imagine 

it was determined by the Security Manager, who would select significant (or 

possibly all) instances of force in the previous week. I agree with the comments 

expressed in the 2017 ATPR (which took place in February 2018) that Detainee 

Forums and Use of Force Scrutiny meetings especially were important to attend, 

particularly in view of what Panorama had revealed about what might be going on 

unknown. In my Verita interview I described these meetings as useful in part 

because they brought together a number of "experts" on the subject. By "experts" I 

was referring to people with high levels of experience or training in control and 

restraint procedures such as DCMs, the G4S Director, and the Security Manager. 

I understand that Ms Molyneux explained in her Verita interview that these 

scrutiny meetings started "then seemed to fall away" [VER000237_0004]. I am 

afraid I do not recall this (or what actions I took as a result), or whether the 

meetings resumed, though Ms Molyneux may have a better understanding of this 

as by this stage she was Chair of the board. 

115. I have been provided with the notes of a use of force scrutiny meeting on 6 

October 2017 [IMB000065]. I can see that I attended this meeting and understand 

this might have been the first scrutiny panel meeting. I have no independent 

memory of this, but I can see from the minutes that the Deputy Director, Head of 

Security, Head of Safeguarding, Residential Head, Operational Manager, Security 

DCM, and the Director's personal assistant were also present. All of those except 

for the personal assistant and me would have had direct use of force training as 

officers and as managers. The purpose of the meeting was to review the past 

week's instances of use of force, consider the footage from this, and feed the 

findings into the UoF committee. I wrote at the time (see my rota report for the 

week commencing 2 October 2017 at IMB000105) that I was surprised at how 
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thorough and critical those viewing the footage were. I cannot now recall either the 

criticisms or the results of the review conducted but the purpose as I understood it 

was to pass on these comments about how to improve to the G4S staff. 

116. If an IMB member had concerns about a use of force, there were several avenues 

for them to pursue depending on the circumstances. We could go and see 

Michelle Brown who was head of Security in 2017 and view the CCTV footage, or 

go to the Director or Deputy Director. If we were still unsatisfied, we could go to 

the Home Office Manager. This would all be recorded in notebooks, rota reports, 

and raised at the board meetings. Any complaint from a detained person about a 

use of force by staff would automatically go to the Professional Standards Unit for 

investigation. 

117. I have noted above that IMB members could request to see CCTV footage of use 

of force incidents outside of the context of the scrutiny panels. I recall doing this 

on one occasion. I cannot remember now the details of the incident but I 

remember that it was John Connolly who talked me through what I was seeing on 

the screen. Although it was open to the IMB to request to see footage of any 

incidents, the depth and breadth of our other monitoring responsibilities meant I 

only sought out CCTV evidence if I had concerns about a particular use of force. I 

recall that other IMB members also viewed footage from time to time. 

118. We did not require permission to view this footage and it was recognised that the 

IMB had a right to view it. However, we accessed it through the officers in the 

Security Department so there had to be someone available to facilitate the 

viewing. When Michelle Brown became Security Manager, there had been a 

memo sent around concerning data protection and limits on who could see CCTV 

footage. I contacted her and she confirmed that this limitation did not apply to the 

IMB. I confirmed this in a meeting on 18 October 2017 [IMB000031]. In my 

Chair's letter for that meeting, I passed on Michelle Brown's comment that it may 

take a couple of weeks for us to see the footage as "it takes time for them to do 

their analysis." I do not know what analysis was carried out on the footage, nor 

why it was said that it would "take time" for this to happen. I infer it may have 
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been because the security office was short-staffed, in part because Mr Connolly 

had been dismissed. 

119. After Panorama, body-worn cameras were introduced. Previously, a camcorder 

would be used and the incident would be filmed by a dedicated officer who would 

stand immediately behind the control and restraint team. When body-worn 

cameras were introduced, the officer with the body-worn camera would still stand 

behind the other officers. When I asked about this, Steve Skitt said that this was 

because the cameras were mounted on the front of the helmet and it could be 

dangerous to the detained person or the officer were someone with a helmet-

mounted camera to become involved in a struggle. This sounded reasonable to 

me. 

Documentation 

120. All Rule 40 and 42 documentation was available to the IMB. We could review it in 

the CSU while it was current or in the Security Office if it was historic. In addition, 

officers were required to put copies of these documents in the IMB pigeonhole in 

the Oscar's office, although I recall this was not always done. The same held true 

for ACDT documentation. We could view it on the wing, but copies should also be 

put in the IMB pigeonhole to assist us in keeping track of them. Documents 

relating to the use of force should also be provided via the pigeonhole but, again, 

were not always (as was discussed in the September 2017 board meeting). The 

failure to put copies of the use of force documents into the IMB pigeon hole 

became an intermittent issue during 2017 and, of course, was considered after 

Panorama. The board raised and recorded the issue on several occasions with 

management in board meetings and we continued to do so into 2018: see, for 

example, the 2017 ATPR which took place in February 2018 at which it was 

noted that we had attempted to deal with this, so far without success but that 

Mary Molyneux would fight on [IMB000066_0011]. 

121. I have been referred to the rota report of Elisabeth Markwick for the week 

commencing 14 August 2017 in which she refers to "ACDT sheets" and "R40 

sheets with four pages." I believe this was a reference to the copies which should 

be placed in the IMB pigeonhole. As Ms Markwick notes in this report, there was 
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some discussion amongst the board as to whether this duplication of paper was 

necessary given that we were able to locate and review the original document if 

we wanted to check up in any particular instance. The Rule 40 sheets referred to 

here (that is, the copies) were "not monitored" only in the sense that the copies 

themselves served as reminders to IMB members to keep an eye out for them as 

we went about our visits around the Centre and were very brief. 

122. As set out above, we did monitor the use of Rule 40 and kept track of its use 

through the notification calls we received, the morning operational meetings 

(which discussed any uses of Rule 40), the men on Rule 40 we visited, the 

original Rule 40 forms we saw when we visited those men, and the historic 

records kept in the Security Office. In any given month, this could all be cross-

referred against the combined monthly report which also gave the number of 

instances throughout the month. 

123. I am asked to consider the IMB September board meeting minutes [IMB000026], 

which notes the issue of F213 forms (reports detailing injuries to detained 

persons) not being completed. The number of F213 reports was first included as 

data on the Combined Reports in May 2017 (see section 1.4 of IMB000050, 

albeit the author has referred to "F123"). The Director's personal assistant (who 

was responsible for collecting such data to feed into the Combined Reports) 

raised the problem with me initially, saying that she was having difficulty in getting 

nurses to complete the forms despite numerous requests from her. The IMB 

raised the issue with the Deputy Director at the August board meeting and at the 

September board meeting Steve Skitt confirmed that he had spoken to 

Healthcare and the DCMs about this problem. 

Facilities, services, welfare, and the physical environment at Brook House 

Healthcare, mental health, and Adults at Risk 

124. In addition to what is said above on healthcare, I might mention that there was a 

period when we received a lot of applications concerning inadequate medical 

treatment. In many cases these were because the doctor's recommendation was 

to take paracetamol for flu, instead of the antibiotics a man might think more 

effective. Another frequent area of disagreement was if the doctor refused to 
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prescribe sleeping tablets and instead suggested going to the Sleep Clinic for 

advice. The IMB took this up with medical staff on more than one occasion and 

were told that it was NHS policy. We would explain this to the complainant who 

was often unconvinced. 

125. There was also a time starting in around December 2016 through to April or May 

2017 when we came across several complaints (and even witnessed) of off-hand 

behaviour from nurses. This was challenged in our rota reports, raised at the 

January board meeting and at the April Healthcare Quality meeting and in the 

Annual Report. 

126. I am referred to Joyce Turner's rota report for the week commencing 3 April 2017 

in which she raises a concern about a detained person who had been identified 

by the Oscar 1 as refusing food. When she visited him, she noted that he did not 

engage with her or move and she made a note in his file [IMB000059_0002]. Her 

rota report says: 

"Detainee Mr [Redacted by the Inquiry as "Unknown Detainee"] I was very 

concern about this man, on Tuesday I took a call from Oscar 1 informing me 

this man was being moved from B wing to E wing due to food refusal, on 

Friday I visited him at around 14 30, his breakfast tray was in his room 

appeared to be untouched he was lying on his bed cover, he would not 

engage with me there was no movement, both eyes were opened I made 

notes in his files 

I observed there was some concern about this man on 14th March" 

127. I was on holiday at this time, but knowing Ms Turner and her concern for detained 

persons, I am sure that she would have satisfied herself that the individual was 

safe but that he was choosing not to interact. She appears to have made an entry 

within the man's records. It happened to me and I respected a man's right not to 

engage. Sometimes the next time I passed by he would be prepared to talk. On 

this occasion, Ms Turner would have spoken to the officer on watch and would 

have been well aware of everything going on involving this gentleman, who was a 

major concern to all at the Centre. Healthcare, G4S, and the Home Office were 

all heavily involved and the IMB was kept well up to date on developments. As I 
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have said before, not all IMB members were good at report writing but had other 

skills. 

128. I believe the man referred to by Ms Turner was visited by Mary Molyneux when 

she next attended the Centre (I believe D2159 is the same person as the Inquiry 

has ciphered as "Unknown Detainee" in Ms Turner's rota report). In her rota 

report for the week commencing 10 April 2017 [IMB000055_0001], Ms Molyneux 

stated at section one 'General Comments': 

"Headcount 461 on Thursday. Very busy. Quite a few issues related to D2159 

and D1255 under Adults at Risk DSO, highlighting need for clarity on 

accountabilities and multi-disciplinary approach between Home Office, G4S 

and Healthcare. D1255 was discharged and returned to Liverpool with G4S 

escort on 12/4/17 and D2159 was back to hospital with bed watch on 13/4/17, 

with return to Brook expected 18/4/17." 

129. Ms Molyneux wrote: 

"A lot of time here this week. On Tuesday, attended the doctor's examination 

of D2159 and then his ACDT C/W review. Also spoke briefly to the doctor 

after D2159 appears to hear (eg responded to doctors' requests to squeeze 

hands and poke out tongue), but just would not engage with anyone. He looks 

painfully thin and very weak. There were concerns that if he did choose to 

start eating again, it needed to be managed or could cause health problems. 

Healthcare were to do a plan that could be followed by both Wing staff and 

the Kitchen. His situation was also discussed at the 8.30am Director's 

Meeting and a Healthcare meeting later, and there was clearly a lot of 

senior/management and Healthcare focus on how he should best be cared for 

both now and longer term and whether he remained fit for detention or a flight 

(as I recall, he is scheduled for removal to Italy on 21/4). The paramedics who 

would fly with him ('aeromedics'?) had come in on Wednesday evening and 

assessed him fit to fly at that time. 

D2159 was taken to hospital in a scheduled ambulance on Thursday morning 

for more detailed assessment. I saw him being taken from E Wing to the 

ambulance and he showed no sign of resistance and had been told where he 
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was going. I heard that there are also concerns that he is starting to develop 

bed sores. Apparently he had a slice of toast and a couple of mouthfuls of tea 

in hospital on 14/4 and senior G45 had visited him. But he still will not engage 

or say what he wants, which presents a real difficulty in managing for him -

including if he was to be released. So, there will continue to be issues around 

both his care and fitness for detention or removal if he returns from hospital 

as scheduled for 18/4." 

130. I do not know if D2159's case was discussed at the April board meeting (I was 

not present myself and do not see a record of it within the minutes), however I do 

not believe Ms Turner or Ms Molyneux could have done more in this instance. 

The interesting thing to come out of the whole desperate experience was plans 

by management to set up regular, scheduled, multi-disciplinary meetings to 

discuss the more complex cases of adults bringing together G4S, the Home 

Office, and Healthcare. 

131. In her rota report for the week commencing 24 April 2017, Elisabeth Markwick 

noted that "More work needs to be done in identifying and monitoring 'adults at 

risk-  [IMB000051_0004]. My understanding is that this was one of a list of 

comments made during the Safer Community meeting which Ms Markwick's 

notes show she attended. I presume it was a comment by Owen Syed, who might 

have been chairing the meeting and an action point for himself. As it happened, 

we had organised for Michelle Brown (the G4S Manager) to provide a training 

session on the new policy for Adults at Risk at the next board meeting in May 

(see IMB000030). In the Chair's Letter sent around in advance I had given the 

board members the details of the DSO so they could prepare if they were able to. 

I cannot remember too much about the session itself now as, concurrently with 

the training session and board meeting (where she was standing in for the 

Director), she and we were watching the unfolding of the incident of D275 on the 

wires on the monitors. After the board meeting concluded, the Command Suite in 

the board room was opened for a full scale Serious Incident. 
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132. I have been referred to an entry within a notebook [IMB000099_0004], which 

reads: 

"Ben wants "adults at risk" to be considered at Safer Community. Are they 

identified at reception. HC said it needs more input from them as it doesn't 

always generate an SLP. Ben says HO, G4S & G4S HC need to coordinate. 

Also need to review these men — perhaps overview at Detainee of Interest 

meeting. HO = increased population causing delay" 

133. These notes were made by Elisabeth Markwick during her attendance at a 

meeting (probably at the Safer Community meeting on 26 April) which normally 

took place at 10 am in the Visits Hall. Just after that entry is another where the 

Home Office says it is under pressure from the increased population without 

enough staff to conduct interviews and this is the point that Ms Markwick makes in 

her rota report discussed above. This would not necessarily affect the 

identification of Adults at Risk. There is no mention that the Director means that 

Adults at Risk are affected by the population increase but that the system needs to 

be improved because of the importance of picking up Adults at Risk as early as 

possible. The DSO on Adults at Risk was fairly new and we were all learning 

about it, hence our own training session in May 2017. 

134. I am asked for my opinion on whether the increased population was causing a 

delay in identifying adults at risk. Ideally adults at risk would normally have been 

identified by the nurse in Reception, at the initial GP appointment or by someone 

with reasonably close contact with a man. I would not expect that the shortage of 

Home Office staff to do their regular immigration-related interviews would affect 

that process and was not aware of a delay in identifying adults at risk. There is 

one notable exception with the arrival of 100 detained persons over a two day 

period which Louise Gledhill detailed in her rota report for the week commencing 1 

May 2017 [IMB000009_0002]; she noted: 

"Visited health care and spoke to one of the nurses. They said they have 

been very busy. They felt that the extra number of detainees now the new 

beds are filled means they are a lot busier. Last week they had 100 arrivals 

over 2 days so that it was impossible to carry out all the initial health care 

interviews within a suitable time scale. I am concerned this may place 
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vulnerable arriving detainees at risk especially as information is not always 

available for detainees who have been on ACDT's constant watch etc 

elsewhere." 

135. I have been referred to our 2017 ATPR which took place in February 2018 

[IMB000066], at which the notes record that it was said that "Adults at Risk... isn't 

working properly yet." By this time I was no longer Chair and I am afraid I cannot 

recall who said this or why. I have consulted my rota reports for 2018 but cannot 

find references to concerns about Adults at Risk. 

Cleanliness 

136. Orderlies were responsible for many of the cleaning tasks around the centre. 

There were wing orderlies, laundry room orderlies, shower orderlies, servery 

orderlies, kitchen workers etc., all supervised by wing DCOs. Men would apply for 

a job and be paid a very small amount determined centrally by the Home Office. 

This role would give them some activity, extra time out of their rooms, and some 

cash towards purchases at the shop. How the system worked depended on the 

particular orderly and DCO. Our reports frequently noted aspects of cleanliness 

which had been unattended (rubbish bags left, a table not cleared of food scraps, 

dirty corners on stairs, debris discarded in the showers etc.) and we raised these 

with management as they arose. 

Facilities for exercise 

137. The IMB were aware of the limited access to space to exercise. We monitored the 

gym and especially noted and reported when the machines there were out action. 

The biggest problem in my time was the closure of the courtyards following 

escape attempts as discussed at page 16 of my Verita interview [VER000229]. 

The courtyards had been closed after an escape and remained so until extra 

security could be added. As a temporary solution, one or two yards were open, 

provided there were enough officers on duty to have one in each yard. This was a 

determination made by the Home Office based on their risk assessment. This 

closure inevitably led to the highly undesirable situation of there being even less 

space for detained persons to enjoy fresh air and play football or cricket. 
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138. The IMB took every opportunity to raise the problem of this delay in reopening the 

yards. I raised it in my pre-board meetings with the Director and Home Office 

Manager and in board meetings. We eventually worked out that the sticking point 

was cost — G4S and Home Office were arguing over who should pay for the extra 

security. In the end I decided to take the matter to the IDE Chairs' Forum and ask 

Alan Gibson if he could negotiate an agreement. From memory, this was probably 

at the October 2016 Forum. At the December 2016 board meeting, Ben Saunders 

told us that works on the courtyard were due to proceed on 23 January 2017: the 

anti-throw netting was to be removed, the existing fence was to be raised, and a 

rollover and movement sensor was to be installed. Mr Saunders told us that the 

risk assessment would then be removed, with the ideal scenario being the 

removal of the officers. At the April 2017 board meeting, Mr Saunders explained 

that the work on the courtyard netting had finished and he was awaiting the 

submission of the risk assessment and written confirmation of approval from the 

Home Office. 

139. The IMB monitored the use of the courtyards (see, for example, Mary Molyneux's 

rota report for the week commencing 10 April 2017 [IMB000055]). 

Food and drink 

140. One of the statutory responsibilities of the IMB was to check on the quality of food 

provided and visit the kitchen. The food was often complained about though 

complaints were more likely to be on-the-hoof: there were few written applications 

about food. If we could ascertain something specific like undercooked chicken we 

would go to the kitchen or direct to the Aramark manager to report it. If it was a 

general complaint we would raise it in our weekly report. I often recommended to 

men that they make use of the complaints books kept at the wing serveries or 

attend the weekly Food Forum run by Aramark. On occasion I attended myself but 

there was rarely more than one or two detained persons present and sometimes 

none. Suggestions from the Food Forum were sometimes introduced: for 

example, in my rota report for the week commencing 9 January 2017 I recorded 

that the chef had commented to me that suggestions made at a recent Food 

Forum had resulted in a change to the menus. Ramadan proved difficult to get 
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right but we checked the hot boxes which went to the men in their rooms and 

spoke to detained men, the imams, and the kitchen about any concerns. 

Welfare and access to legal representation 

141. Access to legal representation was a concern, particularly in the first part of 2017. 

Mary Molyneux was checking on the waiting times and raised it in rota reports (an 

example being IMB000055, the rota report for the week commencing 10 April 

2017) and at several board meetings. As with any rota report, this report was read 

by everyone in the IMB, along with senior G4S and Home Office Managers. At the 

April board meeting which took place two days later, Ms Molyneux raised it with 

the managers in person. At the following board meeting, Paul Gasson told us that 

a reserve list to fill spaces not used (i.e. cancellations) had been created. 

However, Ms Molyneux had noted a further increase in the waiting lists and G4S 

and the Home Office undertook to look into it further. The final answer in June 

2017 was that the Brook House waiting list of 7 days was less than the HMIP 

average of 9 days which the Home Office considered reasonable. The G4S 

Director reassured us that lists were checked daily and replacements inserted so 

none were wasted 

The built environment 

142. The built environment was regarded by the IMB as largely a given because of the 

footprint of the building, though it was mentioned in our annual report each year. I 

would say that the building itself was sound and well-maintained but it was a 

question of maximising use of the space available which usually meant the loss of 

one thing in order to achieve another. As an example, there was a disabled toilet 

on the ground floor when I first started which was considered unnecessary and 

which was converted into a popular barber's shop where a designated orderly 

would cut men's hair, another was turning an activity room into a cinema for the 

highly popular Education-run film sessions. 

143. Heating and ventilation were often also raised as a complaint. The Head of 

Maintenance was invited to address a board meeting and gave us a tour of the 

upper regions of the building to show us the equipment. His technical explanation 

for the heat (detained persons stuffing panels with paper which stopped the 
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system's effective function and the way temperatures were set) seemed 

reasonable, though we did continue to raise the issue. 

144. The expansion of the number of beds in a room from two to three had first been 

talked about in or around 2014. We were shown a mock-up of this before the 

alterations were made where one of the rooms which stood to be converted was 

fitted with the extra furnishings so that you could see what the space would be like 

for three occupants. Those on the board at that time were shown one of these 

rooms and we offered our opinions in contra but, in the end, nothing happened 

and the room was dismantled. On the second time the idea was considered the 

Home Office appeared to have made up its mind it would happen in response to 

the number of migrants arriving from Europe. I cannot remember being consulted 

on that occasion. I would expect we made some sort of informal protest and I 

spoke against it at the Chairs' Forum and in the Annual Report (which was picked 

up by the press) but, accepting the inevitable, our main focus was that of ensuring 

adequate provision be made to cope with the increase in numbers across staffing 

both G4S and the Home Office, IT facilities, and spaces in the Library, Gym, 

Education Room, and Chapel, etc. 

IT facilities 

145. For a period, there were a lot of complaints about the provision of computers and 

the availability of WiFi. I recall there were particular problems from around June 

2017 until the complete overhaul of the IT rooms with new equipment being 

installed at the end of the year. The board did receive complaints about poor IT 

and these were raised with Ben Saunders at the July 2017 board meeting 

[IMB000014_0001]. At another time, the availability of fax machines was a 

problem. We raised this in our weekly reports which we knew were read by 

management and we raised it again in board meetings. We were told that G4S 

knew of the problem and were trying to resolve it as a matter of urgency. We also 

spoke to staff to see what the real problem might be and put some pressure on 

the Home Office Manager about contract compliance. He would update me on 

steps being taken and I would then pass this on to the board. We never heard the 

allegation of the system going down at the time of a charter flight; it seemed much 

more unpredictable than that. 
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Relationship with external organisations 

The Gatwick Detainees Welfare Group ("GDWG") 

146. At the start of my chair-ship in January 2014, relations between G4S, the Home 

Office, and GDWG were poor. I was told by both Home Office and G4S 

management of what they considered to be highly inappropriate actions on the 

part of some of the GDWG members which had resulted in a complete lack of 

trust, especially of a small number of individuals who were seen as activists. This 

led to strict limits on the way GDWG would be allowed to act in the Centre. This 

was the "suspicion" I referred to in my Verita interview and it was on the part of 

G4S and the Home Office. I would strongly contest any prejudice on my part. On 

the contrary, it was clear to me that GDWG provided a very important and valued 

service to detained persons. For this reason, the IMB board and I set out to try 

and improve matters and I would maintain much of the improvement in relations is 

directly attributable to IMB input. Our first big achievement was persuading G4S 

and the Home Office to permit GDWG's then Director into the Centre in order to 

attend our February 2015 board meeting. 

147. I approached GDWG which led to several interactions with their office and their 

then director Nic Eadie. Very early on I visited their office in Crawley on my own to 

get a feel for their organisation and we later met in the Centre. We eventually held 

meetings of their representatives with our board both in Crawley and in Brook 

House in November 2014, September 2015, August 2016, and November 2017. I 

also had various conversations on the subject with Ben Saunders and Paul 

Gasson on my own as part of pre-board meeting preparations and the relationship 

with GDWG was raised openly at our board meetings. 

148. Our relationship with GDWG was therefore cordial but our interactions were 

limited because we would only tend to see them if we crossed paths in the visits 

hall or we travelled to see them in Crawley. There was still difficulty seeing or 

inviting their members into the Centre because of the suspicion in which they were 

held by the Home Office and G4S. We did have a relationship with them though. 

In fact, we were asked by their trustees on two occasions to support their re-
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applications for funding, once early on in September 2015 as below and once in 

December 2017. We were glad to do this. 

149. In September 2015, two board members and I met with a Trustee to assist GDWG 

to obtain funding which took place in the Visits' Centre. We may well have 

discussed the reasons for the poor relationship between the centre and GDWG 

but the tone of the meeting was very positive in my recollection and we had a very 

complimentary note of thanks from the Trustee afterwards. 

150. By the summer of 2017 there was a new GDWG Director, James Wilson, and the 

Board Development Officer, Gareth Jones, made the necessary arrangements for 

him to attend the August board meeting and also organised a meeting with the 

G4S Director afterwards. This seemed to us a good opportunity for the new 

GDWG Director to establish direct relations with G4S and start him off on the right 

foot and fortunately the G4S Director agreed to our proposal. Mr Wilson was new 

and we were trying to ease his way by offering strategic advice and introductions. 

The comment Mr Wilson has referred to not to "overstep the mark" was in the 

context of trying to give the new director of GDWG a feel of the history of the 

relationships at Brook House and how he might best steer his way through to a 

better place. It was a piece of strategic advice and in no way did I mean he should 

fail to advocate for his clients. I am sorry if he took this interpretation from my 

words. I had a very high opinion of the work done by GDWG for and on behalf of 

their clients. It is obvious from our meetings the IMB was keen to find ways of 

cooperating. For example, I believe I would have been at every meeting with 

GDWG over my term as chair. 

151. In my view, the point at which the relationship became problematic was when the 

IMB was becoming the default route for one or two members of GDWG to raise 

concerns about individuals on a regular basis. While, in fact, we dealt with every 

request from GDWG, I was uncomfortable with the state of affairs in principle and 

felt our roles were becoming confused. This state of affairs was a problem for two 

reasons: first, the IMB (rather than the Centre) cannot be the first point of contact 

for safeguarding concerns which, for the safety of the detained person, might 

require more timely action than we, as volunteers, can always provide. 
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152. I raised this topic for general discussion at the August board meeting and board 

members and indeed G4S and the Home Office were quite clear that it was 

inappropriate when there were correct avenues to be followed. All agreed about 

the good work the group does in supporting detainees. To be clear, the board did 

not consider the referrals inappropriate per se. What we felt was inappropriate 

was that the IMB was becoming the first port of call when there was a system set 

up by G4S for GDWG to contact the Safer Custody Manager, who was better 

placed to deal with the problem in the first instance. This is the sense in which I 

spoke in my Verita interview of "beginning to serve their ends." We did not wish for 

the IMB to be seen as an extension of GDWG rather than a separate body with a 

different purpose though, of course, we were all concerned with the wellbeing of 

the individuals concerned. 

153. The second difficulty was that GDWG did not use a secure email system to 

convey this information so all a detained person's private information was coming 

through normal channels whereas the IMB would have insisted this must come 

through secure channels. IMB members are bound by the Data Protection Act 

which required us to safeguard personal information. I discussed this in general 

terms with the rest of the board who agreed, that while "signposting" issues for the 

IMB to look into was absolutely desirable, if GDWG came across issues of 

concern we should not appear to be passing information back and forth in an 

insecure way. As Chair, I discussed this with G4S and the Home Office. At the 

time there was an agreed protocol whereby GDWG would raise concerns directly 

with the G4S Safety Custody Manager, James Beck, I believe. Only later did I 

hear that these discussions had resulted in some difficult meetings between G4S, 

the Home Office and GDWG. 

154. Logically, therefore, these difficulties formed the first part of the agenda at the 

November 2017 meeting. This was my final meeting with GDWG during my time 

as Chair and was originally intended to take place before the Panorama 

revelations. It was intended to be a way for us to discuss the fallout of the meeting 

between GDWG, G4S, and the Home Office and how we could all work better 

together. I am surprised Mr Wilson's recollection is so negative as I thought we 
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were clearly trying to give them some useful tips on how to move forward with 

G4S, especially as I was doing some promoting of their cause behind the scenes 

to management. GDWG seem to have interpreted what were fairly neutral 

comments, expressed in what was intended to be a helpful way, as taking the side 

of G4S. Unfortunately, the IMB had no chance to address their misconceptions at 

the time as their minutes were never shared with us. Nor indeed were their 

concerns. 

155. At this meeting, we naturally also discussed the Panorama broadcast. I regret my 

"fluff comment now as it is so easy to misconstrue. It was a dialectic tool I was 

using to try and elicit reactions that might help my understanding. I certainly used 

the same words on another occasion or two with others, who did not appear to 

take it amiss. It must be remembered that this comment was voiced at the same 

time that we voiced expressions of disgust and horror at what the Panorama 

programme had shown to be happening, unbeknown to the IMB. I do not think I 

ever had a strong reaction of disagreement at the time in such conversations and 

that includes from GDWG. At the time I was very angry with the BBC and Callum 

Tulley for having sat on this information for such a long time when further persons 

might have been at serious risk. I now have a better understanding of the editorial 

decisions which the BBC took to ensure the programme could expose what Mr 

Tulley had witnessed first-hand but which we had not. Had he chosen to share the 

information with me, from previous experience and in view of the seriousness of 

such allegations, I would not have limited myself to G4S managers but gone to the 

upper levels of the IMB to seek advice urgently. We saw the effectiveness of this 

approach when the Flight Monitors wrote to the Secretary of State on witnessing 

body belts used by Tascor as a matter of course and the reaction was fast. 

156. Other board members had used the expression "padding" and "limited" footage of 

abuse in our September board meeting as we all tried to make sense of what we 

had seen taking place in the Centre we thought we knew. By "fluff" I think my 

colleagues understood I referred to the scenes of Mr Tulley on the football field 

and a lot of blurred scenes of noise with which anyone who worked in the Centre 

would have been familiar. In my mind, I was trying to sift out the real incidences of 

abuse, some of which were truly shocking, from what else we had seen. At this 
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point in time I had viewed the broadcast only once. Since then we have had the 

opportunity to look at the programme again and see the more extensive footage 

shown as part of this Inquiry, which has been very impacting. 

157. I am aware that in her witness statement, Anna Pincus recalls no shock or outrage 

on the part of the IMB during this meeting, concluding that it suggested a tendency 

on the part of the IMB to "overlook or fail to empathise with the dreadful 

experiences many people go through at Brook House, and to over empathise with 

Brook House management" [DPG000002_0070-71]. I am very surprised that Ms 

Pincus' remembers the IMB showing no "shock or outrage" about the programme 

at our meeting. That is not my recollection and accords neither with our usual 

demeanour nor with our belief about the seriousness of the Panorama 

programme. Her notes of the meeting were not shared or agreed with the IMB 

members present so we had no opportunity to challenge or dispute this 

characterisation at the time. Both our organisations had an overriding interest in 

the wellbeing of detained persons. We were certainly very interested in their 

reactions to the programme and to any prior knowledge they might have had of 

such abuse from their close interactions with detained persons, which, like us, 

appeared to be nil. 

158. Neither myself personally, nor my board, were afraid to stand up for those in 

detention. During my time as Vice-Chair of the High Down IMB we published an 

annual report (in 2014) which was highly critical of the establishment and of the 

swinging cuts to staffing levels. The report was picked up by the media with one 

newspaper describing the report as "damning." I headed the annual report group 

and I was very largely responsible for writing the final report. We were not afraid to 

challenge bad practice when we found it. My perception of the culture at Brook 

House was very different, and those of us from a prison background found it was 

much easier to ask questions, challenge and discuss complaints as we found 

them; to record but also to work behind the scenes to benefit the lives of those 

obliged to live there. 

159. Following this meeting, I felt that we arrived at a solution which was agreeable to 

all, which was that GDWG should contact Safer Community with safeguarding 
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concerns, but that the IMB should be copied into these emails. That way G4S 

would hear immediately of any urgent concerns and be able to take action but the 

IMB could keep track of any issues emerging as well. I went back to Brook House 

to share this with Lee Hanford who by then was acting as G4S Director. He was in 

total agreement and I believe he subsequently arranged to meet with GDWG 

himself. 

160. While independent, the bottom line is that the IMB is responsible to the Secretary 

of State not GDWG, or indeed G4S or the Home Office. However, the claim that 

the IMB "failed to foster good relations with GWDG" is unfair when we had been 

working since 2014 to improve their standing in the centre. Equally, the IMB and 

GDWG did work together in several instances to further the interests of detained 

persons. During my Chair-ship, I received 14 referrals or requests for updates or 

other information from GDWG. 

161. The IMB never failed to follow up a case referred to us by GDWG. This includes 

the case of D852, who was a disputed minor. On 4 August 2017, GDWG 

contacted the IMB about this case. In my recollection, I had already come across 

D852 on a visit to E Wing where he was being kept in a safer and more controlled 

environment while the Home Office decided what to do. I recall that it was 

considered safer on E Wing than in other locations within the Centre where it was 

believed other detained persons were taking advantage of him. I went to the 

Home Office to ask for information and was told that there was documentary 

evidence that he was not as young as he claimed to be and his allegation was 

considered to be false. The IMB, of course, had no additional evidence it could 

bring to bear on the dispute between D862 and the Home Office and there was no 

reason from what I saw to think that the correct procedures were not being 

followed in this case. 

162. We kept the situation under review and his solicitor eventually obtained a court 

order for his release into the care of Social Services for an age assessment 

outside the Centre (this was discussed in the May 2017 board meeting). It was a 

sensitive case and we certainly could not share information given in confidence to 

us by the Home Office with GDWG while the case was under review though we 
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could reassure GDWG. In fact, I told GDWG that there was documentary evidence 

but that social services were investigating which was the correct procedure, 

alerted the rota member to keep an eye on the young man, and received a nice 

thank you from GDWG for letting them know. His case was also raised in the May 

Board Meeting with senior managers and it was noted that he had been 

transferred to Tinsley House and then released into the care of Sussex Social 

Services. 

163. I am aware that Jamie Macpherson has set out his recollection that in or around 

the Relevant Period, GDWG were told by IMB not to make complaints to IMB 

regarding detained people [INQ000027_0003-004]. To my knowledge, this 

statement is incorrect. As set out above, the problem was not that GDWG were 

making complaints to the IMB, but the nature of these complaints, the manner in 

which they were made (using insecure email systems), and the failure to use the 

proper systems in place at the Centre to address safeguarding concerns. 

Medical Justice 

164. I do not remember having any contact with Medical Justice. 

Bail for Immigration Detainees ("BID") 

165. The Legal Manager at BID was invited to address the October 2015 board 

meeting to make the board aware of their work in the centre. Rota members would 

occasionally bump into lonel Dumitrascu when visiting Welfare as part of a rota 

visit and, in May 2016, he referred a particularly urgent case of his concerning a 

bail application to us for assistance and we were able to inform them that the 

Home Office was dealing with the situation as a matter of priority. 

Freedom from Torture 

166. I do not remember having any contact with Freedom from Torture. 

RAPT/The Forward Trust 

167. The RAPT office was next to the IMB's office so we saw a lot of each other there 

and around the centre. The Head, at that time Caroline Hampshire, was also 

invited to address a board meeting soon after they started work at Brook House 
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Sept 2016. We frequently came across RAPT at Rule 40 reviews or on the wings 

as we went around the centre or when they or the IMB needed advice for a 

detained person. After initial teething problems getting accepted in the Centre, 

RAPT became well-respected and developed a raft of good initiatives to tackle 

drug issues in the Centre. I would also hear from representatives of RAPT at the 

healthcare committees I attended where they would provide reports. On the issue 

of substance and especially spice misuse we received regular updates from the 

RAPT team. 

The Prison and Probation Ombudsman ("PPO") 

168. Those of the IMB with prison experience (myself included) had come across the 

Ombudsman, very often as a result of a death in custody and in fact I was 

interviewed in such circumstances probably on two occasions at HMP High Down. 

Prisoners would also use the Ombudsman system when they were unhappy with 

an answer to a complaint. There were no deaths at Brook House during my time 

there and the complaints system worked pretty effectively so there was little call to 

resort to the Ombudsman. I think I probably suggested such an avenue when I 

was working on the complaint mentioned below in paragraph 192(a) below but in 

the end this was resolved with the good offices of the Home Office at Brook 

House. 

Her Majesty's Chief Inspector of Prisons ("HMIP") 

169. I was already familiar with the HMIP inspection process from my time at HMP High 

Down and it followed largely the same pattern at Brook House. With Gareth Jones 

I met an inspector early in the process for an initial conversation and attended 

various discussions and debriefs of the HMIP team. The relationship was cordial 

and I felt that the IMB were listened to. In general terms the inspectorate seemed 

to agree that Brook House was on the right track and they had found no evidence 

of abuse. 

The Professional Standards Unit ("PSU") 

170. The IMB were well aware of the PSU as it investigated any serious complaint from 

detained persons, especially those relating to allegations of physical abuse or 

money. A referral to the PSU would follow on from a complaint to the Home Office 
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and on many occasions we saw the result of the investigations. Had the IMB come 

across a situation that we considered required PSU involvement (and in the 

unlikely event that the Home Office were not already dealing with the situation) we 

would have encouraged the detained person to submit a written complaint and 

would have gone ourselves to the Home Office to discuss it. 

Sussex Police 

171. I had no direct involvement with Sussex Police though we were aware of their role. 

The police were sometimes called to attend, for example, when a detained person 

was alleging theft or an officer or detained person had been attacked. 

The Panorama programme and post-Panorama appraisal 

Reactions to Panorama 

172. On viewing the Panorama broadcast I felt disgust and horror. Watching it the first 

time I was trying to pick apart the bits which felt like normal life in the Centre 

(which was a place of constant interaction and noise) from what went beyond 'the 

normal' behaviour we had witnessed. To those of us who worked in the Centre 

some of the issues were known. As an example, there was a dreadful period 

where around 20 people went into hospital after a bad batch of spice. This was a 

part of our reality. However, we also knew what work was being done to cut down 

on drugs and how hard Healthcare and RAPT were working on this. I watched the 

programme again more recently and it seemed to make more sense. I felt less 

critical of the programme the second time I watched it. 

173. Understanding the seriousness of the situation and concerned there might be 

unrest in the Centre, Mr Weber and I both attended the morning meeting the day 

following the broadcast. The atmosphere was sombre and plans were being laid to 

have extra staff and specialist teams at the ready for unlock. We then split up and 

went around the wings speaking to the detainees and staff. As Mr Weber said in 

his rota report [IMB000077], there was little anger expressed towards G4S staff. 

No-one reported to us that they had been abused or had seen abuse. The Home 

Office was more the target for criticism as was usually the case. The Centre was 

quiet and subdued. Wing officers were going about their business but in a state of 
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shock. When speaking to them, they professed ignorance and disgust at the 

behaviour seen on the programme. 

174. We both attended the afternoon review that day, again in the Director's office. The 

judgement was that the situation had been weathered and that G4S and the Home 

Office had then to start on a series of initiatives to rebuild the confidence of 

detained persons in staff and resetting the culture which had allowed the abuse to 

happen, starting with wing surgeries and the high visibility of managers. 

Incidents shown in Panorama 

175. I was present in the Centre during the incident shown on Panorama in which D275 

climbed onto the netting. This took place on 17 May 2017 on the same day as the 

IMB May board meeting. Gilly Gajdatsy was the rota member that week and she 

arrived at the meeting and told us that there was an incident in progress 

concerning a man on D Wing she had been monitoring through the morning. 

176. Michelle Brown was Duty Director that day and arrived at the meeting to give us a 

pre-arranged training session on Adults at Risk. However, she kept the monitors in 

the boardroom running throughout so she could observe how the incident 

developed. Negotiators were called in to speak to D275 to discuss his reasons 

and try to get him to abandon the protest. As our meeting concluded, Ms Brown 

assumed the role of Silver Command. The rest of the IMB board attendees left 

and Ms Gajdatsy returned to D Wing to monitor the situation on the ground. I 

stayed in the boardroom/Command Suite to monitor the handling of the situation 

from there. 

177. This was a Serious Incident, however, I had no particular concerns at the stage 

we were observing (over and above the concerns I would have at any Serious 

Incident). Like many other Serious Incidents we had monitored, it needed 

resolution as soon as possible and that was in everyone's interests: D275 must 

have been very uncomfortable and other detained persons were unable to enjoy 

normal evening association. 
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178. As recorded in the Serious Incident Log [IMB000111_0016-17] (which was copied 

from my notebook), I spoke to D275 after the incident, once located in the CSU. 

Pepper spray had been used on him and he had been taken straight out to the 

yard by the national team to give him fresh air and to clear the effects of the spray. 

He was taken to the CSU, checked by a nurse and searched. I spoke to him 

immediately after this. He was red-faced with very irritated eyes and in a lot of 

discomfort, though he said that it was lessening and otherwise uninjured. He 

talked about his Home Office caseworker letting him down when she had 

promised it would all be OK. He looked tired after his ordeal and needed to rest so 

I said I would return the following day to see how he was. 

179. The following day, I spoke to the Home Office and Michelle Brown about the 

situation and to D275. Unusually, my notebook for the following day mentions only 

the conversations with the Home Office and Michelle Brown, but I undoubtedly 

spoke to D275 as that was my main reason for going to Brook House that day. 

When we spoke, he explained that he knew what was going to happen, but had 

thought it necessary to make the protest because he felt so let down by the Home 

Office. His attitude was one of resignation to the discomfort. His return flight to 

Algeria had been cancelled at the last minute. He was hugely disappointed and 

blamed his caseworker. I understand the problem had actually been a failure by 

his consulate to provide the necessary documents in time. I saw nothing untoward 

in the way the incident was handled and the national team was very professional, 

ensuring that he reached the CSU safely. The feeling was that officers, at least in 

CSU wing when he was relocated, were solicitous of his comfort and sympathetic 

to his issue. 

180. I never heard staff using the kind of abusive language shown in Panorama on my 

visits to the Centre. In my Verita interview [VER000229] I referenced two incidents 

of what I described as "really, really inappropriate language" where officers 

referenced knocking a detained person's head against a wall and using the edge 

of a shield in a totally inappropriate manner. In response, Mr Marsden (who was 

interviewing Mr Weber and I) used the phrase "bar talk." This was not a phrase 

that myself or Mr Weber employed. I never heard abusive language used by 

officers towards detained persons and officers were very respectful in their use of 
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language in front of me. In my interview, I noted that there were other uses of 

language which I described as "inappropriate," but "not gross. Or at least, they 

weren't gross until they actually resulted in action." What I meant was that there is 

a thin line between on the one hand mutual banter between men and, on the other 

hand, verbal abuse. That line is made even thinner by a power differential. Some 

joking, so long as it is understood as such by the detained person, might help 

relieve a tricky situation. I have rewatched the Panorama broadcast in preparing 

this statement: I accept that much of what was shown crossed the line from being 

appropriate to being inappropriate. 

The post-Panorama appraisal 

181. By September 2017, although I was still Chair, it was a peculiar in-waiting period 

for the handing of the Chair to Mary Molyneux on 1 January 2018. She had been 

elected at the September board meeting in line with the IMB recommendation that 

a chair should not serve more than three years. Mary had considerable 

experience as a lawyer. She, therefore, took a more prominent role in the IMB 

actions post-Panorama and she is in a better place to speak to what happened 

after Panorama, but I can say the board went through an enormous amount of 

analysis of past records and memories, and soul searching. 

182. We had received an advance letter from the BBC prior to the broadcast with 11 

pages of incidents and Ms Molyneux had broken down all of the 

incidents/allegations in this. The board members who had been on rota duty 

during the various incidents reviewed their reports and notebooks and identified 

any monitoring issues raised in them. At the November 2017 board meeting a 

number of changes to our working practices were discussed including how better 

to monitor uses of force. While still Chair, I attended a meeting on 21 November 

2017 with Patsy Wilkinson (the second Permanent Secretary at the time) in 

London along with Mr Weber (the Vice-Chair) and Jane Leech from the National 

Council. I also met with Stephen Shaw, Jerry Petherick, and Alan Gibson (the 

Enforcement Deputy Director) on different occasions. As I understood it, these 

meetings were intended to establish why the abuse shown in the programme was 

missed. 
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Monitoring and challenging the Home Office 

183. We reviewed our monitoring of the Home Office following Panorama and 

discussed it in both the September and October board meetings (IMB000026 and 

IMB000031, respectively). At both meetings it was felt that it could be useful to 

discuss arrangements with the Home Office. As a senior Home Office Manager, 

Michelle Smith was to be invited to conduct a training session at one of our board 

meetings during which we could discuss how the IMB could better monitor the 

Home Office. It was one aspect of our trying to improve our performance. I cannot 

remember such a training session taking place. October was taken up with a pre-

arranged session with a solicitor from Lupins talking about legal aid in IRCs, 

November was the Deputy Director of Sussex Partnership who provided mental 

health services at Brook House, and, in December, we spent the training session 

reviewing the Monitoring Guidelines being led by Mary Molyneux. 

184. In the October minutes, I am recorded as saying that monitoring the Home Office 

"in a general way" was not within the remit of the IMB. This was badly expressed. I 

was referring to the limits put on the IMB with regards to questioning the Home 

Office given not all of their data or decisions were open to us. The remit was 

imposed by statute and we had to work within that while achieving the best we 

could for detained persons. With good will the system worked but we thought a full 

discussion with someone senior such as Ms Brown would be beneficial. 

The Lampard Review 

185. I am directed to paragraphs 1.140 and 1.141 of the Lampard Review, in which its 

authors consider Brook House IMB's 2017 Annual Report. They note that "[t]he 

principle findings and recommendations in the latest IMB report largely coincide 

with our own." However, they describe its tone as "more accepting and not as 

critical and challenging as it might be." 

186. The whole of the board was involved in the drafting of the 2017 Annual Report and 

we all agreed its conclusions, albeit Mary Molyneux and I as the outgoing and 

incoming chairs had most to do with editing the final version. My personal 

thoughts are inevitably influenced by the evidence which I have heard during the 

first phase of the Inquiry and by re-examining the Panorama broadcast. While 
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comforted that Verita largely agreed with the IMB's findings and 

recommendations, I would broadly agree now that the 2017 Annual Report should 

have been more critical and challenging. Subsequent reflection and especially 

access to a much greater volume of footage since the screening of the Panorama 

programme has shown greater abusive behaviour by officers indicating a culture 

of collusion rather than the few bad apples as we tended to think at the time. We 

were plainly wrong to say in our section on safety that (albeit with the caveat 

provided) the Centre kept detained persons as safe as it could. It was probably a 

misjudgement to say that it was unacceptable behaviour from a small number of 

staff, though we did often see officers doing their best. In addition, the section on 

use of force with its significant increase in the occasions on which force was used, 

should have rung loud alarm bells. I believe the IMB's analysis is still good, but I 

would now be proposing further measures to improve our monitoring of this area 

in particular. Those measures would include further training for members in how to 

monitor the use of force, increasing our monitoring of CCTV and attending use of 

force scrutiny meetings. In addition, I would push so much harder for more help for 

officers to understand and cope with mental illness. 

187. The 2017 executive summary was written to reflect, in a chronological manner, a 

whole year of significant problems which affected men detained at Brook House. 

The prevalence of spice and the effect this was having on the wings, the spike of 

detainee violence, and the tripling of beds in 60 rooms would all have been of 

major significance for many men and all needed highlighting to the Minister. 

188. In paragraphs 14.28 and 14.33 of the Review, the authors refer to the IMB's 

relationship with GDWG and conclude that their understanding of this relationship 

"reinforced our concern that the IMB have been over-empathetic to G4S and the 

Home Office." Some of my comments in the Verita interview reflect a choice of 

words, not always felicitous on the spur of the moment. For example, in my 

interview, I described us as "[n]ot resolvers of problems" [VER000229_0011] and 

yet this is demonstrably inaccurate when myself and the board spent so much of 

our time in Brook House resolving problems for detained persons. We saw that as 

a major part of our role. 
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189. As set out above, the central issue in understanding the relationship with GDWG 

was in appreciating how the IMB was different from GDWG. Their members 

visited an individual, often over long periods, and formed significant relationships. 

They could offer clothing and money and work outside the formal limits on the 

IMB. They could criticise a system which allowed the indefinite detention of 

individuals and indeed Government policy regarding migrants. Our private 

opinions had to stay outside the door while we got on with the job of monitoring 

the Centre to the best of our ability, each time meeting with new individuals with 

new problems. They could help and befriend detainees in ways the IMB could not. 

The IMB could and did empathise hugely with those we spoke to and, within our 

limits, helped them but our roles were not the same. We were inevitably going to 

find out other versions of a complaint to take into account. The key was to respect 

each and every individual and treat him like a human being. 

190. We had to work within the system, albeit we could try to improve it by the powers 

at our disposal under the Detention Centre Rules. IMB members took no position 

on the political/campaigning activity of GDWG and indeed may privately have 

sympathised. Equally, as explained above, we never ignored a direct request from 

GDWG for help with regard to an individual, as indeed was the case with requests 

from other agencies such as BID or the Red Cross. We eventually reached what I 

believe both parties considered to be a workable compromise. I had no concerns 

personally about the way GDWG operated and thought they did laudable work for 

detained persons. They just had a different role and worked in a different way. 

191. Having said this, we did reflect on the perception that the IMB might be "too cosy" 

with G4S in our post-Panorama discussions (see, for example, the September 

board meeting minutes) and it was a consideration that we took very seriously. I 

would say that we were always aware of this danger. On the other hand, we also 

discussed the "other side of the story" at this meeting. I struggle at this time to 

recall precisely what was referred to here, but I think it was a recognition of all of 

the positive initiatives the IMB considered were underway at Brook House. As an 

example, I was aware there were plans afoot allowing for more staff under a more 

generous new contract which was being contemplated that summer which would 

have gone some way to addressing some of the staffing issues which we had 
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identified earlier in 2017. Personally, I did not think myself too cosy with anyone, 

manager, staff, or detained person, but thought it my job to get on with everyone 

as the best way to achieve our ultimate aims, which were protecting the interests 

of the detained persons. 

192. We were frequently reminded by the Home Office and G4S that the role of the 

IMB was not to manage but to report and monitor. We each had a job to do and a 

good working relationship where we could feel free to drop by their offices with 

concerns was key to our success. My belief is that confrontation is not the best 

way to achieve anything. "Being nice" is a tool and does not mean your critical 

functions are turned off. A lot of our recommendations bore fruit quietly behind the 

scenes, something I noted in my Verita interview [VER000229_0009] when I said 

"it was amazing how many times suggestions of ours have been incorporated 

quietly in." I stand by this. For example: 

a. The largest number of complaints of all related to a man's immigration status 

and transfers. The IMB was specifically informed as part of our training that 

we could not interfere in these decisions. Nevertheless because of our 

relationship with the Home Office we were often able to assist in finding out 

or passing on information for detained persons. On one occasion the IMB 

challenged the Home Office on an individual's case who had been moved 

from Dungavel IRC on the grounds of attacking an officer which he firmly 

denied and had tried to resolve via complaints at Dungavel and 

Harmondsworth IRCs. With the assistance of a Home Office manager we 

were able to establish the truth and have the records corrected. The IMB's 

involvement in this complaint is set out in (see IMB000118 and 

IMB000001_0003-4). 

b. Successfully challenging the failure to confirm the excellent teacher in post 

(as discussed in my Verita interview [VER000229_0009]. In our Annual 

Report for 2014 we raised the issue of the long-term temporary education 

instructor. I noted that Ben Saunders bridled somewhat at this and said that 

we were stepping outside our remit. Technically perhaps, whether a staff 

member was confirmed in post was outside the IMB remit. However, the 

officer was such a positive influence and made a real contribution to a 

number of detained person's lives by his programme of activities that it would 

65 
Witness Name: Jaqueline Colbran 
Statement No: 1 
Exhibits: 

IMB000204_0065 



have been a tragedy to lose him. This is what I said to Mr Saunders 

(anything more would have been inappropriate) and not long afterwards it 

happened. 

c. Pressuring for a resolution of the long delay in re-opening the courtyards after 

the 2016 escape while a dispute about funding was ongoing. I took this issue 

to the IDE Chair's Forum and put it to Alan Gibson, after which things started 

to move. 

Reflections 

193. In my view, the causes of the behaviour shown in Panorama were rooted in 

collusion, a fear of repercussions if members of staff 'grassed,' a macho culture, 

and banter not being challenged before it got worse. 

194. The general atmosphere of Brook House was inevitably coarsening for staff. In a 

prison, men could look forward to and plan for release and staff could look at ways 

to assist a return to the community but detained persons had the uncertainty of the 

immigration process, with a likelihood of return to a country they might or might 

not know, to possible torture or rejection by their community. Officers were there 

to, as it appeared, 'warehouse' men on behalf of the UKBA and were authorised to 

use force when considered necessary to effect a removal. At best officers would 

try to make the stay in Brook House more tolerable by being helpful. At worst, the 

Inquiry has already seen and heard evidence of the collusion that can be 

produced by 'team' work. Nevertheless, I often heard DCOs and DCMs and 

indeed senior G4S managers disagreeing with what they were being expected to 

do for the Home Office (for example, in cases of 'without notice removals') and 

expressing sympathy for the plight of detained persons. 

195. As to why the behaviour shown on Panorama was not identified by the IMB, I can 

only say that I am deeply sorry that it was not. I have no easy answers or 

solutions. Not a single organisation or department appeared to have been aware 

of the kind of abuse shown on Panorama. Despite the time the IMB spent in Brook 

House we were absolutely in ignorance of such abuse. 
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196. In the course of this Inquiry so far, the question of whether the IMB is fit for 

purpose has been posed by some. In my view, the current system of monitoring 

has many strengths, one of which is the constant willingness, built into the system, 

to look at itself critically, to improve and adapt. From what I understand, the Brook 

House IMB has given much thought and made great effort to change their 

practices to meet the challenges presented by the Panorama programme and the 

abuses which it uncovered. 

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. 

Name: Jaqueline Colbran 

Signature: 

Date: 13 February 2022 
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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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