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Introduction 

Introduction 

Brook House is an immigration removal centre (IRC) situated near Gatwick Airport. Brook House 
and a neighbouring IRC, Tinsley House, are both operated by G4S and are collectively known as 
Gatwick IRC. At the time of this inspection, Tinsley House was closed for refurbishment and some of 
the detainees, and most of the staff, had been temporarily moved to Brook House. The last 
inspection was in May 2013. The centre holds adult male detainees, and at the time of this inspection 
there were just under 400 being held there. 

As with all immigration removal centres, the major challenge for the staff was to manage the 
frustration felt by many of the detainees at the length of their detention and the uncertainty 
surrounding their future. We found that the average length of detention at Brook House had 
increased substantially from 28 days to 48 days. Surprisingly, there did not appear to have been any 
analysis or investigation as to why this had happened. In the absence of such analysis, it was hard to 
see how detention periods could be systematically reduced and the inevitably negative outcomes for 
detainees mitigated. As we point out in the section of this report dealing with casework, in addition 
to the overall concern about the length of detention, there were also some serious delays apparent 
in some individual cases. 

Aside from the delays in casework, our major concern was about the physical environment in which 
detainees were held. The residential units very closely resembled the conditions found in prisons, 
and these were exacerbated by poor ventilation and unsatisfactory sanitary facilities. 

This report makes a number of detailed recommendations about the treatment of detainees and the 
conditions in which they are held. I would add a cautionary note on an issue that is not the subject of 
a specific recommendation but has the potential to adversely affect the conditions in which some 
detainees are held: the proposal to bring into use the third bed which has been installed in 60 of the 
two-person cells. Many staff and detainees were of the view that this would lead to a decline in living 
standards. This is a view shared by inspectors. 

Overall, this was an encouraging inspection. The centre had improved upon the standards we found 
at the last inspection, and on this occasion was assessed as 'reasonably good' in all four of our healthy 
establishment tests. This also marks excellent progress from the standards we were seeing at Brook 
House when it first opened. There is no doubt in my mind that the standards now being observed at 
the centre are the result of a great deal of hard work by the management and staff. They should be 
congratulated on their efforts and I hope are encouraged by this report to maintain and build upon 
the clear improvements they have made. 

Peter Clarke CVO OBE QPM January 2017 
HM Chief Inspector of Prisons 
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Section 2. Respect 

Section 2. Respect 

Residential units 

Expected outcomes: 
Detainees live in a safe, clean and decent environment. Detainees are aware of the 
rules, routines and facilities of the unit. 

2.1 The residential units remained stark and impersonal in design and, as one detainee wrote to 
us, 'This is no centre. Is a jail. Is a prison'. No measures had been taken to make the 
residential wings less bleak, apart from large paintings by detainees fixed to the balustrades. 
There were no curtains in many of the cells. The toilets were divided from the living area by 
a partial concrete partition but were screened by a small curtain at best, and nothing in many 
cases. Many toilets were in an insanitary condition and could not be kept clean by detainees 
using the materials available to them (see main recommendation S36). 

2.2 Many cells, especially on C wing, were in too bad a condition to be kept properly clean, and 
the flooring was cracked in some toilet areas. The roof vents on the wings had been opened 
occasionally in the summer but the chief complaint among detainees was the lack of 
ventilation in the cells: the windows did not open, creating a stuffy atmosphere in many cells 
in spite of the air conditioning system. Detainees also experienced an exacerbated sense of 
confinement through lack of fresh air and any personal control over the environment. One 
detainee wrote to us: 'I feel suffocated in here and everyone else is as well.' Two of the four 
exercise areas were closed for security reasons, increasing the sense of confinement, 
although all detainees had access to the yards. 

2.3 A third bed had been fitted in 60 two-person cells. Many staff and detainees were concerned 
that living conditions would be markedly worse if these were brought into use. 
Arrangements for clothing, bedding, laundry and personal property were satisfactory, 
although many beds did not have duvet covers or pillowcases. In our survey, most detainees 
said it was relatively easy to clean their clothes and to have a daily shower. They were also 
more positive than at the last inspection about it usually being quiet enough for them to 
sleep. 

Staff—detainee relationships 

Expected outcomes: 
Detainees are treated with respect by all staff, with proper regard for the uncertainty of 
their situation and their cultural backgrounds. 

2.4 In our survey, 77% of detainees said that most staff treated them with respect and 84% of 
those who did not speak English reported respectful treatment by staff. Two-thirds said 
there was a member of staff they could turn to if they had a problem. One detainee wrote 
to us that: 'The positive thing here is that you can ask any member of staff if you don't know 
English. The staff is cooperative and friendly'. 

2.5 Staff were under pressure, but we observed the great majority showing resilience and even-
handedness in dealing with issues which arose. Particularly during the evening periods when 
there was a more relaxed atmosphere, many staff engaged positively with detainees even 
though they were busy with other tasks, talking to them and sharing the occasional game of 
pool. Staff frequently sat and ate with detainees for the evening meal. 
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