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Foreword

The Home Office needs to be able to make and maintain contact with those people who want to make
use of its services, such as visa applicants or asylum claimants, and with those people who do not have
leave to enter or remain in the UK and may be liable to removal. While the former may actively seek to
remain contactable, many of the latter may prefer to have as little contact as possible with the Home
Office, and some of them will deliberately fall out of contact altogether.

This inspection focused mainly on this second group and examined how the Home Office sought

to maintain contact with migrants without valid leave to enter or remain, what it did to re-establish
contact when it was lost, and the impact of lost contact on both the business of the Home Office and
on the migrants themselves. As ever, it considered the effectiveness, efficiency and consistency of the
Home Office’s efforts.

Where a person has leave to remain in the UK, the Home Office is unlikely to need to make contact
with them unless it is notified of a change of circumstances that affects the basis of their leave.
Where a person is without leave, the department will need to make and maintain contact in order,
for example, to progress an outstanding application, or to encourage the person to regularise their
stay or to depart the UK voluntarily, or in some cases to work towards an enforced removal.

One of the principal difficulties the Home Office faces in managing contact with migrants without
leave to enter or remain is the scale of the task. Successive UK governments have maintained the same
line with regard to the size of the illegal population: that, by its very nature, it is not possible to know
the exact size. This is of course true. The Home Office has not published any estimates for over 20
years; meanwhile, estimates produced by other sources have varied considerably, reflecting different
methodologies and assumptions.

What is evident is that the number of people with whom the Home Office needs to be able to maintain
and manage contact runs into the hundreds of thousands, and the current plethora of hand-offs,

poor communication, and weaknesses in data collection and sharing (compounded by deficient IT) are
inhibiting efficient and effective cross-system working. This inspection found evidence of problems
both between and within the various Home Office functions that have some responsibility for those
identified as being in the UK without leave.

In the absence of ‘ownership across the system’, senior managers in Immigration Enforcement felt that
responsibility for contact management would always fall to Immigration Enforcement, given that it was
responsible for immigration reporting centres, absconder tracing, electronic monitoring, and returns.
Sensibly, they had taken some steps towards promoting a better system-wide approach. However,
these appeared to have stalled. Similarly, Customer Services Group was supporting an ‘Asylum and
Returns Transformation Programme’, which was looking to address at least some of the issues this
inspection has highlighted.

The scale, extent and interdependent nature of what needs to be done means there is a risk that
the resources required will not be found or, if found, will be diverted to other priorities before the
necessary improvements can be made and embedded. My hope is that the inspection findings and my



recommendations will encourage the Home Office to commit to completing a programme of work that
makes each point at which it is in contact with a person without leave to enter or remain more efficient
and effective, not just to make better use of its resources and to build confidence in its management of
this population, but also to improve the experiences and outcomes for the migrants involved.

| have made eight recommendations, each of which is challenging but, | believe, achievable.

These include developing a narrative for use within the Home Office and externally that explains what
the department is seeking to achieve with migrants without leave, and how it will measure success;
mapping out the key contact points from first encounter to conclusion, identifying responsibilities,
hand-offs, etc.; fixing the gaps and quality issues with data in relation to all aspects of contact
management; agreeing a timetable for essential IT enhancements; clarifying the guidance in relation
to immigration bail reporting, and gathering evidence of the strengths and weaknesses of different
reporting ‘modes’; producing an analysis of the use and value of electronic monitoring (‘tagging’)

of Foreign National Offenders (FNOs); defining the aims and objectives of the ‘failure to report’

and absconder processes; and reviewing whether there is a suitable governance structure in place
to oversee the body of work set out in these recommendations.

The report was sent to the Home Secretary on 12 May 2025.

The above represents the views of my predecessor as ICIBI, David Bolt, under whose leadership and
direction this inspection was conducted.

John Tuckett
Independent Chief Inspector of Borders and Immigration
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1.2

Scope and methodology

This inspection examined how the Home Office manages its contact with migrants who are
resident in the UK without valid leave to enter or remain. It considered the effectiveness,
efficiency and consistency of the Home Office’s contact management and reporting activity,
with a particular focus on:

o Home Office efforts to maintain contact with those who are without leave to enter
or remain

e Home Office efforts to re-establish contact with those who fall out of contact with the
department or who abscond

e the impact of lost contact both on the business of the Home Office and on migrants
Inspectors:

e conducted research using open-source material, including published reports and Home
Office guidance

e between 8 July and 21 August 2024, undertook familiarisation calls and visits with teams
involved in contact management across Immigration Enforcement, Border Force, Asylum
and Human Rights Operations (AHRO), and Asylum Support and Resettlement and
Accommodation (ASRA)

e conducted interviews with four stakeholders during the familiarisation phase
of the inspection

e on 13 September 2024, formally notified the Home Office of the intention to inspect Home
Office management of contact with migrants resident in the UK who are without valid leave
to enter or remain

e on 13 September 2024, published a ‘call for evidence’ on the Independent Chief Inspector
of Borders and Immigration (ICIBI) website, seeking submissions from anyone with
knowledge or first-hand experience of Home Office contact management

e analysed 21 submissions to the ‘call for evidence’ from a range of stakeholders,
including non-governmental organisations and charities, local authorities and devolved
administrations, legal representatives, and members of the public

e examined 95 immigration bail cases, randomly selected from a dataset of immigration bail
cases, where individuals were recorded by the Home Office as being subject to immigration
bail or flagged as an absconder as at 31 August 2024

e inJuly and September 2024, and January 2025, requested and analysed 91 pieces of
documentary evidence from the Home Office

e between 11 November 2024 and 15 January 2025, conducted 96 interviews and focus
groups with 176 members of Home Office staff (from Administrative Officer to Senior Civil
Servant), police staff, and Migrant Help



between 11 November 2024 and 15 January 2025, conducted 11 observations of Home
Office reporting and absconder tracing, and police station reporting

on 17 January 2025, presented the inspection’s emerging findings to the responsible Home
Office Senior Civil Servants and senior managers for contact management in Immigration
Enforcement, Border Force, AHRO, and ASRA

on 08/04/2025, sent the report to the Home Office for factual accuracy checking



2. Key findings

2.1 The number of people in the UK without leave to remain is not known, and successive
governments have argued that it is not possible to estimate the size of the ‘illegal population’
since it includes migrants who have entered the country illegally and have yet to be identified.
The Home Office has not published any estimates for over 20 years. Meanwhile, estimates
produced by other sources have varied considerably, reflecting different methodologies
and assumptions.

2.2 For the purposes of this inspection of the Home Office’s contact management, two sets of
numbers are most relevant. The first set concerns those people who have made an asylum
claim, as they need to remain in contact with the Home Office for their claim to progress.

The department’s published transparency data includes figures for “asylum work in progress”,
broken down into “awaiting initial asylum decision” and “post decision” (cases that have a
decision but have not appealed, are not appeal rights exhausted, and have not been removed).
The 27 February 2025 release of this data reported that in 2024 Q2 these totals were 224,742,
87,217 and 137,525 respectively.! These figures were for main applicants. Including dependants,
the “awaiting initial asylum decision” figure as of 31 December 2024 was 124,802.2

2.3 The second set of numbers, which is not published, concerns those migrants identified by the
Home Office as “of interest” because they are without leave to remain and are either known
to be resident in the UK or not known to have left the country when their leave expired.

This population is harder to scope.

2.4 In 2022, Home Office Analysis and Insight (HOAI) estimated that the population of interest was
944,000 as of October 2021, three-quarters of whom had entered the UK legally with a valid
visa, and a similar proportion had not had contact with the Home Office within the previous
24 months.® However, HOAI’s estimate was heavily caveated, not least due to incomplete
and unreliable departure records.

2.5 For operational purposes, Immigration Enforcement (IE) restricted its “population of interest”
to “all known people with no status in the UK”. In August 2024, IE’s population of interest was
412,191. However, 201,926 of these people were identified as not removable, due to open

1 Home Office, ‘Transparency data, Immigration and protection data: Q4 2024’ (published 27 February 2025), ASY_03. https://www.gov.uk
government/publications/immigration-and-protection-data-q4-2024

2 Home Office, ‘Immigration system statistics, year ending December 2024, (published 27 February 2025), How many cases are in the UK asylum
system?’ https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/immigration-system-statistics-year-ending-december-2024

3 The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “In reference to the figures cited in this report, the estimated population of
interest is 944,000 (s2.4, s4.28) as of October 2021, and 412,191 (s2.5, s4.30, s4.31, s4.32) as of August 2024. These figures are extracts from a broader
dataset; however, the estimate of 944,000 (as of October 2021) is less reliable due to a lower level of refinement compared to the population of
interest of 412,191. The latter number is not directly comparable to the one used for HOAI analysis due to evolving definitions over these three years of
who is of potential interest.

It is important to note that these extracts were taken nearly three years apart and are not directly comparable. They do not reflect the size or
trajectory of the population or provide an estimate of the size of the illegal migrant population. The numbers quoted in this report represent specific
points in time; the population of interest cannot be used for retrospective comparisons or retrieval of data for past dates, given its intended use as an
active workflow tool to inform Immigration Enforcement about individuals who may be of interest today.

The population of interest is structured around indicative indicators to guide Immigration Enforcement teams in identifying individuals for further
assessment. The primary objective is to direct officers to evaluate these individuals themselves. Given the complex nature of immigration casework, it
is essential for caseworkers to assess each individual and determine their suitability for further action.”
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applications (including asylum claims) or appeals, leaving 210,265 known individuals against
whom IE had the potential to take some form of action.*

2.6 Despite the difficulties of arriving at a robust overall figure, it is evident that the number of
people with whom the Home Office needs to be able to maintain and manage contact runs
into the hundreds of thousands. Its task is not made easier by the many business areas across
the migration and borders system that have some involvement with and responsibility for
these people at different stages of their ‘immigration journey’. And, while a single overarching
strategy for contact management that covers every type of migration and borders interaction
and outcome might be unrealistic, the current plethora of hand-offs, poor communication, and
weaknesses in data collection and sharing (compounded by deficient IT) are inhibiting efficient
and effective cross-system working.

2.7 This inspection found problems between different Home Office functions, with IE feeling that it
was left to deal with the downstream consequences of a system that was not sufficiently joined
up. The inspection also found problems within the different functions themselves.

2.8 Anyone identified as being in the UK without leave to enter or remain, including those who
have claimed asylum, is liable to detention pending removal, and any person liable to detention
can be placed on ‘immigration bail’. Immigration bail guidance states that bail conditions “must
... enable the Home Office to maintain appropriate levels of contact with the individual”, for
example, by including the requirement to report regularly.> A person can also be required to
notify the Home Office of any change in circumstances, such as a new address. Immigration bail
should and does play a key part in the department’s overall approach to contact management.
However, its use is uncoordinated and inconsistent.

2.9 Home Office evidence for this inspection contained vastly different figures (ranging from
¢.120,000 to ¢.300,000) for the number of people on immigration bail in 2024. This indicated
a need to improve basic record keeping. The sample of cases examined by inspectors for this
inspection reinforced this view, as a quarter of the cases recorded as being on immigration bail
turned out not to be. Meanwhile, most of the cases where a person was on immigration bail
did not have a condition to notify the Home Office about any changes to their contact details,
which was a missed opportunity to reinforce the importance of maintaining contact.

2.10 A person claiming asylum is provided with documentation that informs them they “must
maintain up to date contact details to allow important information regarding your asylum
claim to be issued to you” and that “failure to maintain up to date contact details or respond
to important information regarding your asylum claim in a reasonable timeframe may result
in your asylum claim being treated as withdrawn.”® Until their claim is decided, asylum seekers
have a vested interest in maintaining contact with the Home Office, and it is reasonable that
the onus for doing so should rest with the claimant. However, given that these are protection
claims involving vulnerable individuals, it is also reasonable to expect the Home Office to
make sufficient efforts to ensure that it has captured contact details accurately and amended
them when informed of changes, and to have tried to re-establish contact when it is lost.

The inspection found that this was not always the case.

4 See footnote 3.

5 Home Office, ‘Immigration bail’ (published 31 January 2025), p. 14. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/offender-management

6 Home Office, ‘Information booklet about your asylum application’ (published 25 February 2014). https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/
information-leaflet-for-asylum-applications
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2.11  The vast majority (99% in 2024) of small boat arrivals claim asylum.” Both Small Boats
Operational Command (SBOC), who begin the processing of arrivals, and the Irregular Migration
Intake Unit, who register any asylum claims, are focused on moving people through Western
Jet Foil and Manston in line with legal limits on detention times. Despite weaknesses in current
processes, such as a lack of connectivity between the lllegal Migration Arrival Record and the
Atlas caseworking system, meaning personal information has to be re-keyed or copied and
pasted, neither SBOC nor IMIU had any risks recorded in their risk registers relevant to the
initial setting up of contact management.

2.12  Most asylum claimants require Home Office accommodation, especially those who have
arrived by small boat, and therefore the department should start from a position of knowing
the claimant’s address, though in most instances it will not have a telephone number or email
address. In addition to having to inform the Home Office in writing if they move address,
those in receipt of accommodation support are required to seek permission if they intend
to be absent from an authorised address for more than seven consecutive days and nights,
or more than a total of fourteen days and nights in any six-month period.?

2.13 The Home Office provided inspectors with data for recorded absences from asylum
accommodation in 2024. This was difficult to interpret, especially for initial accommodation
(IA), as the recording categories were not clearly defined; for example some entries
were marked simply “case closed”. In most instances, the information originated from
the accommodation service providers, which explained but did not excuse, the muddled
descriptions. It was unclear to what extent the Home Office either had the capacity or saw the
need to investigate reports of absences beyond writing to the recorded address requesting
that the person make contact, which is unlikely to be successful if they have indeed left that
address. The consequences are significant. Two-thirds of the people recorded as having been
absent without permission from their dispersal accommodation in the year to August 2024 had
their support discontinued, half of these for “non-compliance”.’

2.14  Stakeholders told inspectors that they were concerned about the poor recording of contact
details for asylum claimants, including not updating addresses when people were moved
within the Home Office asylum accommodation estate, letters sent to the wrong address,
and frequent misspelling of names, which meant correspondence did not reach the intended
recipient. They described this as “systemic” and said that claims were being implicitly
withdrawn because of Home Office failings.

2.15 There was some recognition of these issues by Home Office staff and managers. In December
2024, the Director General Customer Services Group told the Public Accounts Committee that
the Asylum and Returns Transformation (ART) programme was “looking at every point in the
system” from intake to appeals.°

7 Home Office, ‘Immigration system statistics, year ending December 2024’ (published 27 February 2025). https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/
immigration-system-statistics-year-ending-december-2024

8 The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “Migrant Help routinely record telephone numbers and email addresses
when an individual makes an application for support and this is checked on every subsequent contact for accuracy as part of security checks. This
information becomes available to the department when the application is processed. Individuals on support don’t have to tell us in writing of a change
of address, save those in private accommodation who receive subsistence only support, as providers will update us with their addresses, which are
then updated on our systems.”

9 The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “At the time of the inspection — absentee work was dealt with for initial
Accommodation (lA) in the Accommodation Matching Team (AMT) and for dispersed accommodation (DA) in Compliance. Those discontinued and
marked non-compliance were likely those absent from DA and followed the non-compliance route. The processes have since been revised and moved
to sit in one team entirely. They are now all processed in the same way, in line with policy and within the AMT.”

10 UK Parliament, Public Accounts Committee, ‘Oral evidence: Asylum accommodation: Home Office acquisition of former HMP Northeye, HC 361
(published 9 December 2024). https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/15099/html/



https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/immigration-statistics-quarterly-release
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/immigration-statistics-quarterly-release
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/15099/html/

2.16

2.17

2.18

2.19

2.20

2.21

2.22

Home Office evidence for this inspection included a ‘project status summary’ document
dated December 2024 for a project linked to ART, to “enhance contact with [failed asylum
seekers] through utilising new and existing capabilities”. This outlined a number of strands
of activity, including:

e “reviewing the existing contact landscape from an ART perspective to consider
opportunities and challenges [which] will support the drive to improve contact through
the [end-to-end] system”

e reviewing the way that contact details are captured at Manston

e considering “the key stages of how we capture customer contact points and verify
contact details within the [end-to-end] process of the Immigration Enforcement
population of interest”

The status of most strands was ‘Amber’, and the overall status of the project was ‘Amber/Red’
due to uncertainties over funding. Given the downstream costs of doing nothing, not just in
terms of Home Office resources but also the human costs of a malfunctioning system, it would
be a false economy not to resource this project so that it can deliver the improvements that
the Home Office has identified for itself are needed.

One strand of the project related to Atlas. During this inspection, many staff and
managers pointed to problems with Atlas, with information not being recorded on Atlas,
or being recorded in a place where it might be missed, or in a way that was capable of
misinterpretation. For example, the notation “IA ceased”, which usually indicated that a
person had been moved from IA accommodation to dispersal accommodation, but which
was sometimes interpreted to mean they were no longer living in asylum accommodation.

The Home Office is continuing to develop Atlas. In relation to contact management, the system
was updated in early 2025 to enable the entry of start dates for addresses. Atlas users were
able to specify when contact details (addresses, email addresses and telephone numbers) were
provided to the Home Office and by whom. However, it was clear again from this inspection,
as it has been from most recent inspections, that Atlas is falling well short of expectations as a
reliable, comprehensive and easy-to-use system that meets the needs of users, business areas,
and the migration and borders system as a whole.

In the absence of ‘ownership across the system’, IE senior managers felt that responsibility

for contact management would always fall to IE, given that it is responsible for immigration
reporting centres, absconder tracing, electronic monitoring, and returns. For some time, they
have been keen to promote a more balanced approach to the problem of migrants without
leave, one that recognises the importance of prevention alongside pursuit and creates a closer
relationship between caseworking teams and enforcement. Latterly, they have been involved in
the ART programme.

This is sensible and necessary; however, inspectors found that some of the biggest challenges
to producing a clear and coherent approach to contact management were within IE itself,
and particularly in those areas responsible for managing contact with migrants who had been
placed on immigration bail with a reporting condition.

A person on immigration bail can be required to report in person (‘face-to-face’) at an
immigration reporting centre (or police station), by telephone (often alternated with face-
to-face reporting), or digitally. Prior to the pandemic, there was only face-to-face reporting.
Immigration bail telephone reporting (IBTR) started in April 2021, originating from an informal



way of contacting people when immigration reporting centres were closed in April 2020, and
became ‘business as usual’ in June 2022. Immigration bail digital reporting (IBDR) was first
trialled in November 2021.

2.23  As of December 2024, 43,441 people had an immigration bail face-to-face reporting condition,
of whom 8,209 were Foreign National Offenders (FNOs). Most (85.03% of non-FNOs and
94.05% of FNOs) were required to report at least monthly. Almost 40% of FNOs were required
to report weekly. At the end of 2024, 5,052 people were reporting by telephone. Meanwhile,
18,918 people were on IBDR. IBDR numbers began to rise sharply in 2023, and more so in 2024.
The failed asylum seeker (FAS) project document from December 2024 noted that “all refused
FAS (non-certified) are being placed on digital reporting at refusal stage. Approx 40% of all
people with IBDR bail condition are FAS”.

2.24  The total number of people with a reporting condition remains below where it was in the years
before the pandemic. In 2015-16 the reporting population ranged between 74,960 and 84,772,
with over 70% reporting monthly or more frequently. By 2018, the figure was over 90,000.%1
Since immigration reporting centres re-opened after the pandemic, the face-to-face reporting
population has been increasing, while the data provided by the Home Office suggested that
IBDR is continuing to grow at pace. Meanwhile, IBTR growth appeared to have stalled, despite
the responsible team telling inspectors it had the capacity to manage at least three times the
current IBTR population.

2.25 Onthe face of it, the introduction of IBTR and IBDR as options has enabled IE to re-balance
reporting to make the best use of each ‘mode’. Published guidance would seem to support
this notion.'® It suggests that while the decision is made on a ‘case by case’ basis by weighing
a person’s vulnerability, removability, risk of harm and of absconding, and the interventions
needed to progress the case, it is possible to align different reporting modes and frequencies
to particular cohorts.**

2.26 In practice, inspectors found little agreement between those managing the different modes
of reporting about the purpose and value of each, and a tendency to disparage the other
modes as ineffective and pointless. Aiming off for some proprietorial bias, the extent to which
opinions differed was surprising. The one point on which most people seemed to agree was
that face-to-face reporting provided IE with a more efficient and effective means of detaining
a person than attempting to do so by deploying an Immigration Compliance and Enforcement
(ICE) team to their home address.

2.27 There were some concerns that this operational advantage could be lost if its use became
predictable, as people would simply not turn up to their reporting event. Clearly, there was a
risk that this could distort the way that reporting conditions were being applied, and where it is
requiring someone to report face-to-face, especially over a prolonged period, the Home Office
needs to take care to ensure that this remains necessary and proportionate.

11 Independent Chief Inspector of Borders and Immigration, ‘An inspection of the Home Office’s Reporting and Offender Management processes,
December 2016 — March 2017’ (published 2 November 2017), p. 10. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/inspection-report-on-the-
reporting-and-offender-management-system

12 Independent Chief Inspector of Borders and Immigration, ‘A re-inspection of the Home Office’s Reporting and Offender Management processes
and of its management of non-detained Foreign National Offenders’ (published 9 May 2019), p. 10. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/a-
re-inspection-of-the-home-offices-reporting-and-offender-management-processes-and-of-its-management-of-non-detained-foreign-national-
offenders

13 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’ (published 18 January 2023), p. 10. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/offender-
management

14 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’, p. 13.

10
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2.28

2.29

2.30

2.31

2.32

2.33

2.34

With a view to making the best use of the different reporting modes, some efforts had

been made to promote a pyramid-like operating model, with the more intrusive and labour-
intensive ‘face-to-face’ reporting restricted to the smallest cohort, with the largest cohort
reporting digitally, and with the ability to move people up and down the pyramid based on
their removability and risk. However, while it still had its supporters, this model had not been
adopted as IE policy.

It was clear that more work is needed to produce an evidence base for each of the reporting
modes so that an operating model can be developed that reflects what is proven to work best
for different cohorts at different stages of their immigration journey. Inspectors heard that
HOAI was doing some work on this, somewhat belatedly. However, based on this inspection,
analysis alone will not be enough and a good deal of work will also be needed to win ‘hearts
and minds’ for any model to take root.

Meanwhile, there are issues within current processes that are causing the existing ‘system’
to misfire.

First, there is the question of who decides the frequency and type of reporting and how this is
done. Published guidance indicates that, FNOs aside, a person placed on immigration bail with
a reporting condition should have a ‘First Reporting Event’ (FRE) interview, following which

the local reporting centre manager will decide the frequency and type of reporting.’ The clear
inference is that the FRE, which should include a ‘mitigating circumstances interview’, should be
face-to-face. In reality, various Home Office teams were bailing people to report by phone, and
especially digitally, without an FRE; in some cases arguing that an asylum screening interview
served as the mitigating circumstances interview. This appeared to be contrary to guidance.

It was certainly divisive.'®

When ICIBI inspected immigration bail reporting in 2017 it found that at most reporting events
(all of which were face-to-face) there was no meaningful interaction between the Home Office
and the person reporting. Additionally, the numbers of people reporting, plus poor internal
communication and co-ordination made it extremely difficult to comply with guidance which
stated that reporting events must have some value beyond compliance.”

Since then, the Manage Reporting Appointments system has helped to ensure that staff
handling reporting events are aware of any actions they need to take on behalf of other teams.
However, in the busier immigration reporting centres the numbers reporting still mean that
most reporting events other than FREs are fleeting check-ins. Home Office data showed that
during 2024, only 5.18% of all face-to-face reporting events involved a substantive intervention,
and almost half of these were FRE interviews.®

In 2017, IE spoke of plans to transform reporting, including making use of biometric technology
in immigration reporting centres so that routine reporting events could become “self-service”,
freeing staff up for more meaningful interactions, and revising guidance and training so that
staff were better equipped to conduct these interactions. The transformation would also
include reducing the proportion of the reporting population that reported at police stations.®

15 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’, p. 10.

16 The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “The ROM Guidance does not state that there is a requirement for this to
be in person or face-to-face. There are operational circumstances that makes this impossible — for example telephone reporting and remote police
stations e.g. Scotland.”

17 ICIBI, ‘An inspection of the Home Office’s Reporting and Offender Management processes, December 2016 — March 2017/, p. 11.

18 This figure reflects the proportion events not described as “appointment only” in data supplied by the Home Office to inspectors.

19 ICIBI, ‘An inspection of the Home Office’s Reporting and Offender Management processes, December 2016 — March 2017, p. 16.

11



2.35

2.36

2.37

2.38

2.39

In 2025, it was still talking about these things, though the FAS project status document
indicated that “the [Reporting and Offender Management] ROM Self Service product is being
developed” with a delivery date of June 2025 rated ‘Green’. While anything that enables more
meaningful reporting events is to be encouraged, the introduction of self-service reporting now
risks further confusion over when to use IBTR or IBDR rather than require someone to attend

a reporting centre in person, and it means that deciding upon and fostering a system-wide
operating model for immigration bail reporting is all the more urgent.*®

Alongside the various modes of immigration bail reporting, the Home Office also uses
electronic monitoring (‘tagging’). This is the most intrusive form of contact management
routinely used by the department and is applied to a relatively small cohort of the reporting
population, almost all of them FNOs. Between June 2022 and December 2023, the Home
Office ran a ‘pilot’ to test the expansion of the use of tagging, choosing as its pilot group
asylum seekers arriving in the UK via “unnecessary and dangerous routes”.?! In January 2025,
its published evaluation of the pilot noted that individuals who had been tagged tended to go
out of contact more quickly those who had not been tagged.*

The Home Office told inspectors that evaluations of the effectiveness of electronic monitoring
of FNOs were “ongoing”. The numbers of FNOs who were being electronically monitored had
increased from a low base of a few hundred in 2021 to 3,198 at the beginning of December
2024, though this still represented a small minority of FNOs living in the community. The pilot
aside, the only review shared with inspectors was from 2023, and this referred to “significant
gaps in the data that has been captured and a limited evidence base”, which meant it was

not possible to say if electronic monitoring of FNOs represented value for money. In terms

of immigration outcomes, the Home Office said that it was unable to provide any data

about, for example, detentions, removals, or voluntary returns, without examining each

case record manually.

In March 2024, the Information Commissioner’s Office (ICO) issued an enforcement notice
and warning to the Home Office for failing to assess the privacy risks posed by electronic
monitoring to the migrants selected for participation in the pilot.2 While the pilot had ended,
the ICO was concerned about how data collected during the pilot would be used. Meanwhile,
stakeholders have raised concerns about tagging being “dehumanising” and impacting a
person’s mental health, exacerbated by issues with faulty equipment. Stakeholders have

also questioned how someone released to ‘no fixed abode’ is supposed to charge their tag.
Complaints about tags from those being electronically monitored were frequently raised at
face-to-face reporting events.

Equally, there is a question of public perception regarding FNOs in the community and whether
they pose a risk and how that is being managed. This has been more to the fore since the
middle of 2024 when the Lord Chancellor decided to take action to ease the mounting pressure

20 The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “Self-service reporting is designed to facilitate in person reporting and
therefore will not impact on the use of IBTR or IBDR, however these devices should free up staff to focus on higher priority activity including reviewing
reporting types and frequency.

Also for context: The target contract award date is currently Aug 2025 and delivery date is early 2026.”

21 Home Office, ‘lmmigration Bail conditions: electronic monitoring (EM) expansion pilot’ (published 23 June 2022), p. 5. https://www.gov.uk/
government/publications/offender-management

22 Home Office, ‘GPS expansion pilot evaluation’ (published 13 January 2025). https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/gps-expansion-pilot-

evaluation

23 Information Commissioner’s Office, ‘Home Office migrant tagging enforcement notice and warning’ (published 21 March 2024). https://ico.org.uk/
action-weve-taken/enforcement/home-office/
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on the UK criminal justice system and to free up prison capacity.? In line with other prisoners,
FNOs who were not convicted of specified offences were eligible for early release and to serve
the rest of their sentence on licence in the community. This created a large pool of FNOs newly
eligible for release, requiring the Home Office to determine at pace which ones it was under a
duty to monitor electronically.

In light of the various concerns, it is at the very least unhelpful that the Home Office is unable
to articulate and evidence the value of electronic monitoring, or to show where this fits within
an overall strategy for immigration bail reporting.

Several Home Office managers drew inspectors’ attention to what they regarded as
weaknesses in the incentives and sanctions available to encourage a person to maintain
contact with the department and comply with immigration bail conditions. Where a person
fails to comply with an immigration bail condition, they may be flagged as an absconder and
added to the Police National Computer. An absconder encountered by the police may be
arrested. But arrested absconders are most often bailed again with no further action taken.

The term ‘absconder’ is defined in Home Office guidance from 2018, along with definitions for
‘disengaged’ (briefly, a person with no valid leave who has not been required to report and
whose whereabouts are not known) and ‘out of contact’ (which can apply to an absconder

or someone who is disengaged).?®> However, there was considerable concern within IE and
elsewhere that these terms were not well understood or being consistently applied across

the department. In particular, people were being referred into the absconder pool when

their whereabouts were known, including some who were living in Home Office-provided
accommodation. Whether asylum accommodation or not, it is not routine for checks to be
made at a person’s last known address before recording them as an absconder. There was a lot
of support for clarifying, and possibly expanding, the various terms used, but inspectors agreed
with the view that however well it defined and segmented the different cohorts, the most
important thing was to agree what the Home Office was seeking to do with each and how it
was going to achieve this.

IE has been concerned for some time about the size of the absconder pool. In 2023, it
commissioned a review which reported that it was “roughly 40,000” and growing at a rate of
“several hundred ... each week”. In April 2024, 47,000 individuals were recorded as absconders
on Home Office systems, some wrongly. During the course of this inspection, several senior
managers told inspectors that the figure was close to 50,000, of which it was estimated

that around 1,200 were FNOs. Some of these people had been out of contact for years,

with a diminishing prospect of them being found through any tracing work by Immigration
Enforcement. Meanwhile, some new arrivals had fallen out of contact before creating any
‘footprint’ in the UK that would enable them to be traced.

IE had recently increased and re-organised its absconder tracing resources. However, a

large and growing proportion of the work consisted of identifying people who did not meet

the definition of an absconder, some of whom never did and others who no longer were
absconders by the time they were traced. In any event, the trawling of various databases for
absconders appeared to be manual, repetitive, time-consuming, and not particularly successful.
For the second half of 2024, 9.9% of tracing attempts for non-FNO absconders produced

24 Ministry of Justice, HM Prison and Probation Service, Youth Custody Service and The Rt Hon Shabana Mahmood MP, Press release, ‘Lord Chancellor
sets out immediate action to defuse ticking prison ‘time-bomb’’ (published 12 July 2024). https://www.gov.uk/government/news/lord-chancellor-sets-
out-immediate-action-to-defuse-ticking-prison-time-bomb

25 Home Office, ‘Non-compliance and absconder process’ (published 30 January 2018), p. 5. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/offender-
management
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potential new contact details. The Home Office said that the rate was slightly higher for FNOs,
in part because they were subject to more intrusive checks.

2.45 It was unclear to what extent any new information about a person’s possible whereabouts
was followed up operationally in order to locate them and re-establish contact. The resources
available to do this are not limitless and are prioritised, as they should be, according to risk
and removability, but even where some action was taken it appeared that months could have
elapsed since the person was traced, by which time the information might no longer be valid.

2.46 In 2024, 8,832 people had their absconder flag removed, only 340 (3.85%) of whom had been
encountered or arrested by ICE. Meanwhile, 3,361 people with a live absconder flag were
encountered by police and referred for removal of the flag. The data is incomplete and the
relationship between traces, encounters and removal of flags is not straightforward. However,
it would appear that untasked police encounters are a far more common way of re-establishing
contact with absconders than proactive absconder tracing.

2.47  The findings from this inspection will not come as a surprise to senior managers and staff
involved with contact management. It was evidence from the ART programme and from the
‘Out of Contact and Absconders Migration and Borders Steering Group’ that the need to
improve and align current policies, processes and practice and take a more joined-up, system
(‘end-to-end’) approach had been recognised at the most senior levels in Customers Services
Group and in IE. However, it was equally evident that the scale, extent and interdependent
nature of what needs to be done means there is a risk that the resources required will not be
found or, if found, will be diverted to other priorities before the necessary improvements can
be made and embedded.

2.48 Hopefully, this inspection report will reinforce the importance of committing to and completing
a programme of work to make each point at which the Home Office is in contact with a
person without leave to enter or remain more efficient and effective. Not just to make better
use of Home Office resources and to build confidence in the department’s management
of the population of interest, but also to improve the experiences and outcomes for the
migrants involved.
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3. Recommendations

Recommendation 1

Develop (and refresh as necessary) a narrative for use internally, and with a version for use externally,
that explains what the Home Office is seeking to achieve with migrants without leave to remain in the
UK, how it intends to achieve it, how it will measure success, and the risks and challenges it faces in
maintaining contact with and managing this population. This narrative should break the population
down into defined cohorts insofar as this helps understanding, and every effort should be made to
guantify or estimate the size of the different cohorts.

Recommendation 2

Map out the key contact points within the ‘end-to-end’ journey from first encounter to conclusion
(e.g., regularisation of status, voluntary departure or removal) for migrants without leave to remain
(broken down by cohort as necessary), and identify at each point: the purpose and desired outcome,
including the minimum requirements from the contact (confirming contact details and any change of
circumstances, for example); who is responsible for delivery; the hand-offs and any dependencies.

Recommendation 3

Review data collection in relation to all aspects of contact management and identify and fix gaps and
quality issues, including but not limited to the data collected at Western Jet Foil and Manston; data in
relation to entry, movement and exit from the asylum accommodation estate and absences (setting out
the minimum steps that must be taken before this may be used to withdraw a claim); how and where
information is recorded on Atlas; immigration bail records.

Recommendation 4

Agree (between Customer Services Group and Immigration Enforcement) a prioritised list of
enhancements to Atlas to support contact management and set out a clear delivery timetable.

Recommendation 5

In relation to immigration bail reporting:

a. Immediately: Clarify whether the mode and frequency of immigration bail reporting suggested
in ‘Reporting and offender management’ guidance should apply unless there is a specific (and
documented) reason why they would be inappropriate; clarify who is empowered to decide the
reporting mode and frequency, what steps have to be taken before a decision can be made (e.g.,
completion of a ‘mitigating circumstances interview’), and how mode and frequency can be varied;
socialise this amongst Immigration Enforcement managers and staff involved with face-to-face,
telephone and digital reporting, listening to and responding to their concerns.
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b. In the short to medium term: Gather evidence of the strengths and weaknesses of the different
reporting modes with a view to producing a ‘target operating model’ that makes the best use of
each individually and as part of an integrated system, with a focus on how to make each reporting
event as meaningful as possible.

Recommendation 6

Produce an analysis of the use and value of electronic monitoring of FNOs that can be used to inform
how it is best deployed in future and also to engage with the concerns of stakeholders about its use.

Recommendation 7

In relation to the ‘failure to report’ and absconder processes, confirm that aims and objectives are
clearly defined, along with relevant success criteria; that the priorities of relevant Home Office teams
and other agencies (e.g., the police) are aligned; and that assurance measures are in place to monitor
the processes and to measure effectiveness.

Note: This recommendation repeats part of a recommendation from ICIBI’s 2017 inspection of
immigration reporting centres (ROMs). The other part of this recommendation concerned conducting
a fundamental review, but this is unnecessary since this was done in 2023.

Recommendation 8

Review the scope of the Asylum and Returns Transformation programme and determine whether it can

be extended to accommodate the body of work set out in these recommendations and identified in this

inspection report. If not, create a suitable governance structure to oversee this work.

16



4. Inspection findings: Overview

Home Office ‘customers’

4.1 In common with most large organisations and businesses, the Home Office needs to be
able to reach its ‘customers’ in ways that are efficient and effective. Unlike most other such
organisations, along with those customers who want or need to be contactable in order to
make use of its services (such as visa applicants or individuals claiming asylum), the Home
Office has a further cohort of people it has to be able to reach. These are those people who
do not have leave to enter or remain in the UK and may be liable to removal. Many of that
cohort may prefer to have as little contact as possible with the department and some of whom
deliberately fall out of contact altogether.

4.2 The purpose of any customer contact will affect the method(s) an organisation or business
chooses to use; for example, face-to-face meetings, telephone calls, emails, post, social
media, website postings. It will also affect the frequency of contact and how much effort an
organisation or business will put into re-establishing contact if it is lost.

4.3 Where a person has leave to remain in the UK, the Home Office is unlikely to need to make
contact with them unless it is notified of a change of circumstances that affects the basis of
their leave. Where a person is without leave, the department will need to make and maintain
contact in order, for example, to progress an outstanding application, to encourage the person
to regularise their stay or to depart the UK voluntarily, or in some cases to work towards an
enforced removal.

Estimates of the size of the UK’s illegal migrant population

4.4 Successive UK governments have maintained the same line with regard to the size of the illegal
population. In answer to Parliamentary Questions, both Lord Sharpe (on 21 February 2024) and
Lord Hanson (on 9 December 2024) stated: “By its very nature, it is not possible to know the
exact size of the illegal population, or the number of people who arrive illegally”.?6?

4.5 Both ministers added that official estimates are not produced, and both referred to a June
2019 Office for National Statistics (ONS) note ‘Measuring illegal migration’ that explained the
methodological and data difficulties involved in producing an up-to-date estimate for the
number of illegal migrants resident in the UK.?® The note, published at the time on GOV.UK,
referred to potential research to develop methods and identify data sources to estimate the
sizes of different cohorts, including “illegal entrants, overstayers, those with failed asylum
claims, [and] those not adhering to the conditions of their visas”.

26 UK Parliament, Written questions, answers and statements, ‘HL 2307 Undocumented Migrants, Question for Home Office’ (answered 21 February
2024). https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-questions/detail/2024-02-07/h12307

27 UK Parliament, Written questions, answers and statements, ‘HL 2817 Undocumented Migrants, Question for Home Office’ (answered 9 February
2024). https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-questions/detail/2024-11-25/h12817

28 The National Archives, Office for National Statistics, ‘Measuring illegal migration: our current view’ (published 21 June 2019). https://
webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/ukgwa/20230705175758/https:/www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/populationandmigration/
internationalmigration/articles/measuringillegalmigrationourcurrentview/previousReleases
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4.6 The ONS note also referred to a Home Office report published in 2005 as “the last official
estimate of illegal migration”. This remained the case at the time of this inspection. The report
‘Sizing the illegally resident population in the UK’ estimated that as of April 2001 there were
between 310,000 and 570,000 migrants who were “illegally resident” in the UK.?® The central
estimate was 430,000. The estimates excluded those who were in the UK legally but were
breaching the conditions of their leave to remain.

4.7 There have been more recent estimates from other sources. The London School of Economics
estimated that at the end of 2007 the “total irregular resident population” was between
618,000 and 863,000.3° The EU-funded Measuring Irregular Migration and related Policies
(MirreM) project, which looked at irregular migration in 20 countries, estimated that as of 2017
the UK’s irregular migrant population was between 594,000 and 745,000.3! In 2019, the Pew
Research Center, a US “non-partisan, non-advocacy fact tank”, estimated that at the end of
2017 there were between 800,000 and 1.2 million “unauthorised immigrants” living in the UK.3?
A Greater London Authority (GLA) report estimated that at the beginning of 2017 there were
674,000 unauthorised residents in the UK.3?

4.8 In January 2025, while this inspection was ongoing, The Telegraph reported that an
unpublished report commissioned by Thames Water had suggested that up to one in 13 of its
users is an illegal immigrant.3* The analysis by “demography and data experts” was based on
previous estimates, including the London School of Economics and Pew reports, plus other
research. It produced a range of between 390,355 and 585,533 for London.

Ministerial, parliamentary, and media interest

in ‘missing’ migrants

4.9 Senior Home Office staff told inspectors that during 2023 Home Office ministers “had a real
interest in knowing where people were”. For example, ministers had taken a close interest in

the large number of Albanian nationals who had arrived by small boat and had subsequently
“absconded” during the previous year.?>3¢

4.10 The Migration and Economic Development Partnership (MEDP) between the UK and Rwanda,
announced in April 2022, was intended to allow the government to relocate to Rwanda
people who arrived in the UK by “an illegal or dangerous” method on or after 1 January 2022.

29 The National Archives, Home Office, ‘Sizing the illegally resident population in the UK’ (published June 2005). https://webarchive.nationalarchives.
gov.uk/search/result/?q=sizing+illegal+migrant

30 We are London, Greater London Authority, London School of Economics, ‘Economic impact on the London and UK economy of an earned
regularisation of irregular migrants to the UK’ (published May 2009), p. 6. https://www.london.gov.uk/programmes-strategies/business-and-economy/
business-and-economy-publications/economic-impact-earned . This included between 85,000 and 144,000 UK-born children.

31 Measuring Irregular Migration, ‘The Irregular Migrant Population of Europe. MirreM Working Paper No. 11/2024’ (published 7 October 2024), p. 31.
https://irregularmigration.eu/publications/

32 Pew Research Centre, ‘Unauthorized Immigrants in the United Kingdom’ (published 13 November 2019). https://www.pewresearch.org/global/fact-
sheet/unauthorized-immigrants-in-the-united-kingdom/ This estimate included asylum seekers awaiting a final decision, but the report stated”... the
bulk of the UK’s unauthorised immigrants were likely people who had overstayed their visas or asylum seekers who had remained in the UK after not
obtaining refugee status.”

33 We are London, Greater London Authority, University of Wolverhampton Institute for Community Research and Development, ‘London’s children
and young people who are not British citizens: A profile’ (published January 2020), p. 46. https://www.london.gov.uk/programmes-strategies/
communities-and-social-justice/migrants-and-refugees/londons-children-and-young-people-who-are-not-british-citizens . This figure does not include
UK-born children of unauthorised migrants, which the GLA researchers estimated at 135,000.

34 The Telegraph, ‘Up to one in 13 in London is an illegal migrant’ (published 22 January 2025). https://www.telegraph.co.uk/politics/2025/01/22/one-
in-13-in-london-is-an-illegal-migrant/?msockid=32779d0e03cf6d53236c896d02b66c57

35 UK Parliament, Home Affairs Select Committee, ‘Asylum and migration: Albania’ (published 12 June 2023). https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/
cm5803/cmselect/cmhaff/197/report.html.

36 Home Office, ‘PM’s remarks on illegal migration: 7 December 2023’ (published 7 December 2023). https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/pms-
remarks-on-illegal-migration-7-december-2023
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This included asylum claimants, who would have their protection claims considered while
in Rwanda.

411  As part of its preparations to implement the MEDP, the government considered how it would
respond to a potential increase in absconding by people eligible to be relocated to Rwanda. In
September 2023, a presentation prepared within the Illegal Migration Operational Command
Centre observed that those faced with removal to Rwanda would have “limited incentive to
comply” with bail conditions and predicted an absconding rate of up to 90%. Even if contact
could be maintained with this cohort there were “weaknesses across our current reporting and
enforcement systems” that lead to “high attrition” in enforcement and returns activity.

4.12 An MEDP Equality Impact Assessment suggested that by April 2024 only 2,143 of the 5,700
people initially earmarked for removal to Rwanda “continue to report to the Home Office and
can be located for detention”.3” These figures attracted widespread negative press reporting
as well as a Parliamentary Question, emphasising the notion that asylum seekers were
“missing”.383940

4.13  Concerns about missing migrants had also emerged in relation to asylum claimants. A
Home Affairs Select Committee (HASC) session in November 2023 inquired about the
significant increase in the number of asylum applications being “implicitly withdrawn”
owing to the applicant not engaging with the asylum process. A member of the Committee
referred to 17,316 claims that had apparently been withdrawn in the twelve months to
the end of September 2023 and asked: “where are those people?” The Second Permanent
Secretary responded that “in most cases, | do not know where those people are”.** This
led to widespread criticism of the Home Office in the media regarding “lost” or “missing”
migra ntS.42'43'44'45

4.14  InJanuary 2024, the then Ministers of State for Legal Migration and the Border and for
Countering lllegal Migration wrote to HASC clarifying that it was “erroneous” to suggest that
any people in this cohort had been “lost”. The Ministers noted that “the majority (68%)” of the
17,316 “have either left the UK already or have re-established contact through a new asylum
claim or are being actively caseworked to secure their removal from the UK.”

4.15 The letter broke down the 17,316 as follows: “3,144 (18%)” were “no longer in the UK”; “2,643
(15%)” had “re-engaged with the Home Office” and been “granted some form of lawful
immigration status”; “5,931 (35%)” had “re-engaged” and their cases were “being managed by
various teams across the Home Office including but not exclusively, Immigration Enforcement

37 Home Office, ‘Migration and Economic Development Partnership with Rwanda: equality impact assessment’ (published 9 May 2022). https://www.
gov.uk/government/publications/migration-and-economic-development-partnership-with-rwanda

38 BBC News, ‘Government denies losing track of likely Rwanda deportees’ (published 30 April 2024). https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-
politics-68924392 ;

39 Sky News, ‘Rwanda flights: Thousands of asylum seekers not reporting to Home Office ‘will be found’, minister warns’ (published 30 April 2024)
https://news.sky.com/story/rwanda-flights-thousands-of-asylum-seekers-not-reporting-to-home-office-will-be-found-minister-warns-13126074

40 UK Parliament, House of Commons debate ‘Asylum Application Backlog, Volume 743: debated on Monday 15 January 2024’ (published 15 January
2024). https://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2024-01-15/debates/3FA1A382-9C8F-459F-868E-F8AFE7101901/AsylumApplicationBacklog

41 UK Parliament, Home Affairs Select Committee, ‘29 November 2023 — Work of the Home Office — Oral Evidence’ (published 29 November 2023).
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/13895/pdf/

42 The Guardian, ‘Home Office ‘loses’ 17,000 people whose asylum claims were withdrawn’ (published 29 November 2023). https://www.theguardian.

com/world/2023/nov/29/home-office-loses-17000-asylum-seekers-registered-in-britain

43 BBC News, ‘Asylum seekers: Home Office says more than 17,000 are missing’ (published 29 November 2023). https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-
67567401

44 The Independent, ‘Whereabouts of more than 17,000 asylum seekers unknown to Home Office, MPs told’ (published 29 November 2023). https://
www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/tim-loughton-matthew-rycroft-home-office-mps-diana-johnson-b2455618.html;

45 The Telegraph, ‘We don’t know where 17,000 rejected asylum seekers are, says Home Office deputy’ (published 29 November 2023). https://www.
telegraph.co.uk/politics/2023/11/29/home-office-do-not-know-where-17000-asylum-seekers-are/
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(IE), appeals and litigation teams and further submissions”; leaving “5,598 (32%)” who “remain
in the UK and the Home Office is taking steps to urgently re-establish contact with them”.*®

A Home Office strategy for contact management

4.16

4.17

4.18

Home Office senior managers told inspectors that since the change of government in July 2024
“there has not been the same interest in contact management”. The focus has instead been on
achieving an overall increase in returns. This was welcomed as “the last government were all
over [contact management] and wanted to impose their view on what we were doing, which
was really, really unhelpful”.

Inspectors asked Home Office managers and staff about the department’s strategy for contact
management. They were told that there was no overall contact management strategy for

the migration and borders system. Managers in both policy and operational areas suggested
that even to conceptualise contact management as a system-wide function was difficult,
owing to the complexity of the migrant cohorts, and the different processes and Home Office
teams involved.

At the same time, a number of managers recognised that many of the policy, process and
operational issues that arose from having to manage contact with different cohorts of people
without leave were interlinked and could not be resolved in isolation. One referred to “a lot of
hand-offs” and to people working at “different stages” of the migrant journey, which made it
challenging to be “joined-up”. IE staff stressed that the absence of a “system-wide” or “end-to-
end” approach created particular difficulties for them. One Senior Civil Servant (SCS) referred
to “disjointed” and “siloed” practices, with some operational teams working in a way that
reflected their “volumes and priorities” but had negative effects downstream. For example,
peaks and troughs in caseworking activity, such as asylum decision making, could lead to an
uneven flow of people into the absconder pool.

Home Office business areas involved in contact management

4.19

Many different Home Office business areas are involved in managing the department’s
contact with persons who do not have leave to remain. Figure 1 lists the primary areas and
the activities for which they are responsible. This list is not exhaustive, nor are all the activities
and responsibilities of each area listed. For example, a person who has made an in-country
application for leave to remain as a student, graduate, or on a work-related route is likely

to deal primarily with the relevant caseworking team within Visa Status and Information
Services (VSIS). Likewise, asylum claimants are advised to direct queries to the Asylum Central
Correspondence Hub.

46 UK Parliament, Home Affairs Select Committee, ‘Letter from the Migration Ministers following up the evidence session on 13 December 2023,
dated 12 January 2025’ (published 17 January 2025). https://committees.parliament.uk/committee/83/home-affairs-committee/publications/3/
correspondence/?SearchTerm=&DateFrom=17%2F01%2F2024&DateTo=17%2F01%2F2024
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Figure 1: Home Office business areas involved in contact management

Sub-directorate = Work area Activity and responsibilities

Border Force

Irregular Belfast Intake Unit Initial Home Office contact with

Migration Intake irregular arrivals by all means, including

Unit (IMIU) Midlands Intake Unit arrivals by small boat and clandestine
entrants.

Kent Intake Unit

Initial stages of asylum claim process
Intake Response Team with irregular migrants claiming asylum.

Manston on-site operations.

Manston remote operations.

Customer Services Group

Asylum and Decision Enablement Establishing and conducting the initial
Human Rights Services stages of in-country asylum claims,
Operations including in person and by telephone

through the Croydon Intake Unit.

Arranging the booking of substantive
asylum interviews and responding to
non-compliance with the interview

process.
Decision-Making Units Making and communication decisions
on asylum applications.
Asylum Adult and Family Support Assessing applications for support from
Support? asylum claimants, including applications

for accommodation.

Overseeing movement of persons into
and around the asylum accommodation
estate.

Responding to non-compliance with
occupancy agreements.

Move on Operations Facilitating the movement of persons
out of asylum accommodation.
Threat Check Police National Computer Adding of absconders’ personal details
Unit (PNC) Bureau to the PNC and removal from the PNC

of absconders with whom the Home
Office remakes contact.

47 At the time inspectors were onsite, the work area Asylum Support was described as being part of the sub-directorate Asylum Support Resettlement
and Accommodation (ASRA). However, in evidence received by inspectors in January 2025, the name Asylum Support, Resettlement, Asylum & Returns
Transformation & (Non-Detained) Accommodation was being used.
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Sub-directorate Work area Activity and responsibilities

Immigration Enforcement
Reporting ROM National Reporting strategy and performance
and Offender monitoring.
I\sgrlx\jgement Operational activity relating to
( ) immigration bail telephone reporting
(IBTR).
ROM North/South All operational activity relating
to immigration reporting at both
immigration reporting centres and
police stations.
National Returns NRPC caseworkers Caseworking activity to progress people
Progression without valid leave towards return.
(CI\TF:T:Q)and Digital Casework and Operational activity relating to
Interactions Team (DCIT) immigration bail digital reporting
(IBDR).
Other digital messaging to people
without valid leave, including through
the Digital Messaging Service and
Digital Contact Confirmation.
Foreign National FNORC caseworkers Caseworking activity related to Foreign
Offenders National Offenders (FNOs), including
Returns progressing them towards deportation
Command or return where appropriate.
(FNORC) . o . .
Electronic Monitoring Hub ~ Monitoring the tagging of FNOs.
Ensuring compliance with electronic
tagging and responding to potential
breaches of the electronic tagging
condition.
Interventions, Central Support Tracing Tracing of absconders other than FNOs.
Sanctions, and Hub
Compliance FNO Tracing Team Tracing of FNO absconders.

Immigration Enforcement (IE)

4.20

4.21

In the absence of “ownership across the system”, IE senior managers felt that responsibility
for contact management would always fall to IE, given that it was responsible for immigration
reporting centres, absconder tracing, electronic monitoring, and returns.

In an effort to promote better system-wide awareness and shared ownership of contact
management, in 2024 |E had created a ‘Migration and Borders Steering Group: Out of
Contact and Absconders’. The Group’s terms of reference (ToRs) were drafted in March 2024.
Membership was drawn from across IE, Migration and Borders Group, Asylum and Human
Rights Operations, Asylum Support Resettlement and Accommodation, Border Force, VSIS,
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the Performance Reporting and Analysis Unit, Home Office Finance, and Home Office Science.
The intention was for the Group to meet every four weeks for an initial period of six months.

4.22 The ToRs noted that “the way in which we contact individuals and respond to non-compliance
has developed over time, but the current system is failing to address the issues adequately
... The document emphasised the need for a “balanced strategy” in which efforts are made
to “prevent” people from falling out of contact or becoming non-compliant and “pursued”
where these efforts fail. The aim of the Group was to “support a cross-Migration and Borders
approach to improving contact with individuals throughout a person’s immigration journey ...”
The ToRs also noted that implementation of the Illegal Migration Act 2023 would increase the
number of people potentially subject to removal and therefore increase the need for intrusive
contact management regimes and potentially drive up rates of absconding.

4.23  The Group met in April 2024. It discussed the need for clearer definitions of terms like
“absconder”, “disengaged”, and “out of contact” that could be used consistently across the
department. It was proposed that the migrant journey for different cohorts should be mapped
out, identifying ownership of specific steps and the expectations regarding contact with the
department at each step.

4.24 The Group considered this initial meeting to have been positive. However, following the
announcement of this inspection in July 2024, it decided to pause any further meetings pending
the inspection’s findings and recommendations.

4.25 More recently, some cross-directorate work on contact management had been pursued
outside of the Group. In December 2024, the Director General of Customer Services Group
told the Public Accounts Committee that the Asylum and Returns Transformation (ART)
programme, which also involved IE, was “looking at every point in the system” from intake to
appeals. Evidence supplied by the Home Office to inspectors regarding ART suggested that the
programme involves “reviewing the existing contact landscape ... to consider opportunities and
challenges, [which] will support the drive to improve contact through the [end-to-end] system”
and considering “the key stages of how we capture customer contact points and verify contact
details within the [end-to-end] process of the ... population of interest”. This evidence, which
was supplied to inspectors in January 2025, described “resourcing” and “inconsistencies in the
collection and validation of contact details” as “R[ed]”-rated risks threatening the delivery of
those objectives.

4.26  Specific actions being considered included reviewing the definitions of terms like “absconder”
and “out of contact”, considering how information can be captured more accurately “at the
start of the process” during intake, identifying improvement to the recording and display of
contact details on the caseworking system Atlas, and making greater and more targeted use
of technology.

The ‘population of interest’

4.27  While the Home Office does not look to produce and publish its own estimates of the size of
the illegal population, there have been efforts to estimate the ‘population of interest’.*®

4.28 Aninternal report by Home Office Analysis and Insight (HOAI), produced in July 2022, estimated
that the population of interest as of October 2021 was 944,000. The HOAI report estimated

48 See footnote 3.
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that less than a quarter of the 944,000 were irregular migrants, and that 727,000 (77%) had
entered the UK legally with a valid visa, most either as visitors or as students.*

4.29 However, HOAI noted that some of the 944,000 “may have left the UK unnoticed”, because a
record of their departure was lacking or had not been linked to their individual case records,
and the reliability of the estimate was also affected by the potential for an individual to be
present in the population under multiple identities and by data inputting issues and delays.*°

4.30 |E continues to apply the term ‘population of interest’ to describe “all known people with no
status in the UK”. As at 31 August 2024, IE’s population of interest numbered 412,191 people.**

4.31 Owing to the separate system used to manage applications to the EU Settlement Scheme
(EUSS), the 412,191 figure did not include people whose EUSS applications had been refused
and were without status. Likewise, non-visa nationals who have overstayed their period of
leave as a visitor might not feature in the population because records of their arrival are
not always present on caseworking systems. Irregular migrants, including individuals who
entered the UK clandestinely, are not included in the IE population of interest until they are
encountered by the Home Office.>?

4.32  As of 31 August 2024, of the 412,191 in IE’s population of interest 201,926 were not currently
removable. Of these, 149,365 (36.2%) had an outstanding immigration application (including
79,633 people with open asylum applications) and 52,561 (12.8%) had open appeals. This left
210,265 known individuals against whom IE had the potential to take some form of action.*?

Prioritising the ‘population of interest’ for action

4.33  |E uses a Triage Management system to enrich the data of individuals within the population
of interest for action, based on their current barriers to removal, harm to the UK (based
on criminality information known to IE and access to other benefits and services without
permission), their history of immigration compliance, and, crucially, knowledge of the their
whereabouts. The Home Office shared the minutes of the ‘Migration and Borders Steering
Group: Out of Contact and Absconders’ meeting held in April 2024 at which an SCS suggested
that, based on these factors, overstayers were relatively unlikely to be prioritised for action.

4.34 Once a person’s data is enriched they are prioritised for action by a second system, Identify
and Prioritise Immigration Cases. This system is used by National Returns Progression
Command (NRPC), Reporting and Offender Management (ROM), and Foreign National
Offenders Returns Command (FNORC) to identify specific individuals who are the highest
priority for relevant caseworking and enforcement activity.

Use of immigration bail to maintain contact

4.35 Under section 10 of the Immigration and Asylum Act 1999, the Home Office has the power
to remove a person from the UK “if the person requires leave to enter or remain in the

49 See footnote 3.

50 See footnote 3.

51 The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “In reference to the figures cited in this report, the estimated population of
interest is 944,000 (s2.4, s4.28) as of October 2021, and 412,191 (s2.5, s4.30, s4.31, s4.32) as of August 2024. These figures are extracts from a broader
dataset; however, the estimate of 944,000 is less reliable due to a lower level of refinement compared to the population of interest of 412,191. Note
that this number is not directly comparable to the one used for HOAI analysis, due to evolving definitions over these three years of who is of potential
interest.”

52 See footnote 3.

53 See footnote 3.
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4.36

4.37

4.38

4.39

4.40

4.41

United Kingdom but does not have it”, and under Schedule 2 of the Immigration Act 1971,
immigration officers and police officers may detain a person who could be subject to removal
pending either directions for their removal or removal itself. **>> However, Home Office
‘Detention: General instructions’ guidance emphasises that there is a “presumption in favour
of immigration bail” and detention is “most usually appropriate ... to effect removal ... initially
to establish a person’s identity or basis of claim [or] where there is reason to believe that the
person will fail to comply with any conditions attached to a grant of immigration bail”.>®

In support of its plans to drive up the number of removals, in August 2024 the government
signalled its intention to increase capacity within the immigration detention estate.’” However,
in practice, only a small proportion of those in the UK without valid leave and included in

IE’s population of interest are detained at any one time. According to Home Office data, on

31 December 2024 there were 1,940 people in immigration detention.*® In addition, there
were 10,355 FNOs in custody on that date.>®

Under Schedule 10 of the Immigration Act 2016, any person who is detained or is liable
to detention can be placed on immigration bail either by Secretary of State for the Home
Department or by an Immigration and Asylum Tribunal judge.

Home Office evidence for this inspection contained vastly different figures for the number of
people on immigration bail. At the April 2024 ‘Migration and Borders Steering Group: Out of
Contact and Absconders’ meeting, an SCS in IE estimated that of the 400,000 plus people in
the UK without leave to enter or remain “280,000 have no bail or reporting conditions”.

However, in response to a request for details of everyone on immigration bail as of 30 June
2024, the Home Office supplied a dataset containing details of 299,727 people. This dataset
included people who, in reality, could not be on immigration bail; for example, 45,843 people
identified as having received grants of leave. The Home Office provided a further dataset
containing details of all people who were either on immigration bail or flagged as “absconders”
as of 31 August 2024. This dataset contained 308,965 records.

Whatever the true numbers, it is evident that immigration bail is a key element of the Home
Office’s approach to maintaining contact with the population of interest. According to training
material supplied to inspectors by ROM, part of IE, when completing a BAIL 201 (the letter
used to inform individuals of their bail conditions), “[w]e should be including in [the ‘other bail
conditions’] section that subjects should ‘notify of any change of address’, ‘notify of any change
of circumstances’, [or] ‘notify of contact details, i.e. mobile phone [number]/email address’.
These specific conditions are standard.”

As part of this inspection, inspectors conducted a file sampling exercise, randomly selecting 95
cases of individuals without leave to enter or remain as of 31 August 2024 and examining their

case histories in detail. Of the 95 individuals selected for file sampling, 75 were identified in the
dataset as being on immigration bail as of 31 August 2024. An additional 15 individuals in the

54 Immigration and Asylum Act 1999, section 10. https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1999/33/section/10

55 Immigration Act 1971, Schedule 2, paragraph 16. https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1971/77/schedule/2

56 Home Office, ‘Detention: general instructions’ (published 28 September 2023), p. 6. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/offender-
management

57 Home Office, ‘Home Secretary announces new measures to boost Britain’s border security’ (published 21 August 2024). https://www.gov.uk/
government/news/home-secretary-announces-new-measures-to-boost-britains-border-security

58 Home Office, ‘Immigration system statistics data tables, Detention summary tables, year ending December 2024’ (published 27 February 2025),
Det_01 People entering, leaving and in detention, by asylum and non-asylum, 2010-2024. https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/
immigration-system-statistics-data-tables#detention

59 Ministry of Justice and HM Prison and Probation Service, ‘Accredited official statistics, Offender management statistics quarterly: July to
September 2024’ (published 30 January 2025), 1. Population — Foreign National Offenders (FNOs). https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/offender-
management-statistics-quarterly-july-to-september-2024
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4.42

4.43

sample had previously been on immigration bail but were not listed as on bail as of 31 August
2024. Of the 75 listed as on immigration bail as of August 2024, 18 (24%) should not have been
recorded in the dataset as being on immigration bail. In most instances, this was because they
had either been granted leave or had departed the UK.

Meanwhile, of the 90 individuals who had ever been on immigration bail, 37 (41.11%) did not
have a bail condition to notify the Home Office about any changes to their contact details listed
on their most recent BAIL 201.

While the file sampling exercise did not aim to produce a statistically significant finding, it
nonetheless raised concerns that the Home Office’s record keeping in relation the population
of interest and its use of bail conditions to maintain contact with those liable to removal was
inconsistent and could not be relied upon.

Incentives and sanctions

4.44

4.45

4.46

4.47

4.48

4.49

Several Home Office managers drew inspectors’ attention to what they regarded as
weaknesses in the incentives and sanctions available to encourage a person to maintain
contact with the department and comply with immigration bail conditions.

Where a person fails to comply with an immigration bail condition, they may be flagged as an
absconder and added to Police National Computer. If encountered by the police an absconder
may be arrested. But an SCS in |E told inspectors that arrested absconders are most often
bailed again with no further action taken.

‘Immigration Bail’ guidance explains that financial sureties can be attached to an immigration
bail condition.®® However, inspectors were told that, in practice, financial sureties are “very
rare”. Guidance on the processing of asylum claims allows for withdrawal of an asylum claim
where a person does not comply with a bail condition. However, inspectors were told that such
withdrawals were also rare.

A person can be prosecuted if they breach a bail condition, but criminal prosecutions were
considered “impractical”. A FNORC senior manager suggested that the maximum sentence

of six months’ imprisonment for breaching an immigration bail condition did not provide an
effective deterrent. However, they said that for those FNOs released on licence the possibility
of being recalled to prison to serve the remainder of their sentence was an effective deterrent
against breaching electronic tagging conditions.

Several ROM managers said that, in the absence of stronger sanctions, they were surprised
that non-compliance rates with reporting conditions were not higher. Some attributed
compliance with bail conditions to a general tendency for people to comply with government
demands. A number thought that some people believed non-compliance might reduce the
likelihood of an immigration application being successful. One SCS wondered whether people
subject to immigration bail conditions were aware that they were unlikely to be penalised for
breaching them.

Some senior managers felt that the lack of effective sanctions greatly inhibited the Home
Office’s ability to manage its contact with people. Two SCS separately described the
department as “impotent” in this regard. One referred to “a complete lack of meaningful
response to non-compliance, and complete lack of incentive for compliance”. A FNORC senior

60 Home Office, ‘Immigration Bail’ (published 31 January 2025), p. 58. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/offender-management
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manager observed that the lack of effective sanctions “makes it really difficult if [a person is]
determined not to have contact with the Home Office”.

New approaches to incentives and sanctions

4.50

4,51

IE senior managers reported that they had attended “lots of sessions” with legal and policy
colleagues regarding possible new approaches to incentives and sanctions. These had identified
some practical challenges to extending the use of existing sanctions. For example, few people
subject to immigration bail conditions were considered likely to have someone who was able to
act as a guarantor for a financial surety. Additionally, the Home Office would be unlikely to be
able to make more use of criminal prosecutions given the existing pressures on prisons and on
the Crown Prosecution Service and the latter’s perceived lack of appetite for such prosecutions.

Inspectors received various suggestions for new incentives and sanctions that could be used
to discourage non-compliance with immigration bail: suspension of appeal rights; “a system
of fines”; the linking of compliance to the access of education or accommodation. An SCS told
inspectors that policy colleagues felt any effective new incentives and sanctions were likely to
require changes to legislation.

Technological solutions to contact management

4.52

4.53

4.54

From October 2024, UK Visas and Immigration (UKVI) ceased issuing physical Biometric
Residence Permits and began providing those granted most forms of leave to enter or remain
with an ‘eVisa’.?! To access their eVisa, the holder must create a ‘UKVI account’. This account
can be used to view information about a person’s immigration status and any conditions
attached to current grants of leave. It also displays personal details, including travel document
and contact details. Users can update these details through their account, which can be
accessed through a web browser or a mobile application.®> Most people granted leave will have
to create their own account, but the Home Office will create an account for some cohorts,
including most of those granted asylum and humanitarian protection.

UKVI accounts are primarily intended for use by individuals with a valid grant of leave, with a
‘view and prove your immigration status’ service through which account holders can enable
employers or landlords to check their right to work or to rent property.®* However, the
“account model” could also be used to promote immigration compliance. The Home Office
provided inspectors with a presentation given to the IE Contact Management Programme
Board in March 2023 outlining options for future technological transformation. One option was
a “customer account [and] online portal” that would build on other work in the Home Office,
including the UKVI account and the use of online customer accounts for EUSS applications.
This proposal involved the use of online accounts for biometric capture, document upload,
and messaging about applications. The presentation suggested that such a system would take
around two years to implement.

More ambitiously, the presentation outlined a proposal for a “mobile contact application” that
would act as a “one stop shop” through which users could send and receive messages, upload
evidence, provide biometrics, share geolocation data, and comply with a reporting condition.
The application could effectively replace electronic tagging and forms of remote reporting.
The presentation estimated that such a system would take five years to implement.

61 Home Office, ‘Online immigration status (eVisa)’ (published 30 October 2023). https://www.gov.uk/guidance/online-immigration-status-evisa
62 Home Office, ‘Update your UK Visas and Immigration account details’. https://www.gov.uk/update-uk-visas-immigration-account-details/print
63 Home Office, ‘View your eVisa and get a share code to prove your immigration status online’. https://www.gov.uk/view-prove-immigration-status
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4.55 A ROM National senior manager told inspectors in November 2024 that “there [still] is an
ambition” to introduce a mobile application for IE functions. They suggested that users might
even be able to access the services of multiple government departments with the same
account by using the GOV.UK One Login platform.®* However, inspectors were not provided
with details of specific proposals or likely timescales for any such scheme.

4.56 A number of senior managers were clearly frustrated by the lack of technological innovation
across the Migration and Borders system. One SCS argued that the department “should
be making far more use of technology” while emphasising that any new systems must be
integrated. But a NRPC senior manager suggested that “everybody wants to run a mile” when
the idea of a mobile application is suggested. They compared the use of technology in the
Home Office unfavourably with its use by His Majesty’s Passport Office. Similarly, His Majesty’s
Revenue and Customs (HMRC) has a mobile application that is used by 1.7m people every
month to check their pension contributions, manage child benefit, view tax details, make
payments, and view and respond to correspondence.®’

64 GOV.UK Services, ‘GOV.UK One Login’. https://www.sign-in.service.gov.uk/

65 HM Revenue and Customs, ‘Press release, ‘Do one thing — get on the HMRC app’ (published 4 November 2024). https://www.gov.uk/government/
news/do-one-thing-get-on-the-hmrc-app
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5. Inspection findings: Intake
and contact details

Introduction

5.1 There are various ways in which people without leave to enter or remain in the UK come to
the attention of the Home Office. For example, they may be encountered on arrival having
sought to enter irregularly, such as by small boat. Or they may be encountered in-country by
Immigration Enforcement (IE) or the police and found to have entered irregularly, or to have
had leave to enter or remain which has expired or been curtailed. Or they may proactively
contact the department in an attempt to regularise their stay, including by lodging an
asylum claim.

Encounters on arrival

5.2 Since 2018, the numbers of migrants detected arriving in the UK by small boat has increased to
the point where this is now understood to be the largest method of irregular entry.®® The ICIBI
inspected the initial processing of migrants arriving by small boat in 2022 and again in 2023.57 68
An independent inquiry into conditions at Manston short-term holding facility between 1 June
2022 and 22 November 2022, was live at the time of writing.®®

5.3 Migrants arriving by small boat are detained and initially processed by two teams within
Border Force: Small Boats Operational Command (SBOC) and the Irregular Migration Intake
Unit (IMIU).

5.4 The evidence provided by SBOC for this inspection stated that it has “no responsibility for
contact management”. However, SBOC begins the process of collecting personal information
from small boat arrivals. This includes forename, surname, nationality, date of birth, gender,
telephone number and email address. SBOC creates a record within a workflow system, the
lllegal Migration Arrival Record (IMAR), which allows migrants to be tracked through the
reception centres at Western Jet Foil and Manston. This helps Border Force to ensure legal
requirements around maximum lengths of detention for initial processing are adhered to.

5.5 Published Home Office statistics show that, in 2024, 99% of migrants arriving by small boat
made asylum claims.”® IMIU conducts a registration and screening interview for small boat
arrivals who claim asylum. ‘Claim asylum in the UK’ guidance published on GOV.UK explains

66 By its very nature, it is not possible to know how many migrants enter the UK clandestinely each year (for example, concealed in a lorry). However,
based on the numbers discovered at ports of departure and entry, and in-country, it is safe to conclude that the overall numbers are lower than for
small boat arrivals.

67 Independent Chief Inspector of Borders and Immigration, ‘An inspection of the Home Office’s response to in-country clandestine arrivals (‘lorry
drops’) and to irregular migrants arriving via ‘small boats” (published 11 November 2020). https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/an-
inspection-of-the-home-offices-response-to-in-country-clandestine-arrivals-lorry-drops-and-to-irregular-migrants-arriving-via-small-boats

68 Independent Chief Inspector of Borders and Immigration, ‘An inspection of the initial processing of migrants arriving via small boats at Tug Haven
and Western Jet Foil December 2021 — January 2022 (published 21 July 2022). https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/an-inspection-of-the-
initial-processing-of-migrants-arriving-via-small-boats-at-tug-haven-and-western-jet-foil-december-2021-january-2022

69 Home Office, ‘Independent inquiry into Manston short-term holding facility’ (published 12 February 2025). https://www.gov.uk/government/
publications/independent-inquiry-into-manston-short-term-holding-facility

70 Home Office, ‘lmmigration system statistics, year ending December 2024’ (published 27 February 2025). https://www.gov.uk/government/
collections/immigration-statistics-quarterly-release
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5.6

5.7

5.8

5.9

5.10

5.11

5.12

5.13

that a migrant registers their asylum claim at a meeting with an immigration officer, where they
are photographed, have their fingerprints taken, and have an interview to check who they are
and where they are from. The person is also asked why they want to claim asylum.”?

An information booklet issued during this interview advises that asylum claimants “must
maintain up to date contact details to allow important information regarding your asylum
claim to be issued to you” and that “failure to maintain up to date contact details or respond
to important information regarding your asylum claim in a reasonable timeframe may result in
your asylum claim being treated as withdrawn”.

Registration is always completed upon arrival, but to ensure that legal requirements in respect
of detention time limits are upheld screening may be delayed and completed at a later date.

In such instances, IMIU staff may visit asylum claimants at their accommodation, or invite them
for an interview at a Home Office building or over the telephone.

Evidence provided for this inspection referred to an operation “in place to improve contact
management, accelerate case progression, and increase asylum returns.” The operation focuses
on ten nationalities that make a high volume of asylum claims and with whose governments
the UK enjoys good co-operation in relation to returns.

From December 2024, nationals from the countries targeted by the operation were placed

on immigration bail on arrival, with a requirement to report by telephone. Previously, this
was applied only to Indian and Albanian nationals. This approach allowed the Home Office to
maintain contact with these cohorts. Where individuals from these cohorts did not have their
own telephone, the Home Office provided one to facilitate reporting.

Prior to December 2024, small boat arrivals who were not from India or Albania, and claimed
asylum, were placed on immigration bail but were generally not required to report.

Most people who arrive by small boat and claim asylum require Home Office accommodation.
Once that accommodation has been secured by the Home Office National Asylum
Accommodation Unit, the address should be updated on Home Office systems. People claiming
asylum who do not require accommodation are asked during the registration of their claim

to provide the address where they intend to reside while their claim is being processed.

IMIU staff told inspectors that this seldom happened but when it did IMIU staff perform
safeguarding checks. As well as the full address, the claimant must provide details of who
they will be staying with. IMIU confirms these details and speaks to the person providing the
accommodation. If accepted, the address is recorded on IMAR and Atlas by IMIU. If not, the
person is provided with Home Office accommodation and a referral is made to the Home
Office safeguarding team.

Migrants who arrive by small boat and do not claim asylum, and are not placed in immigration
detention, are also granted immigration bail by SBOC. Their bail conditions are likely to include
a restriction on working and a requirement to report by telephone. People not claiming asylum
are also asked to provide the address where they intend to reside, and this is recorded on IMAR
and Atlas.

IMIU staff told inspectors that as part of the registration and screening interview they ask
a person for their contact details, including phone number, email address, and residential
address. This enables the Home Office to keep in touch with the person after they depart

71 Home Office, ‘Claim asylum in the UK’.
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5.14

5.15

5.16

5.17

5.18

5.19

5.20

5.21

Manston. However, few small boat arrivals provide their phone number or email address.

A senior manager explained that “phones are taken off” migrants on arrival and many cannot
remember their phone number. In other cases, the phone’s SIM card may be for use outside
of the UK.

The Home Office provided inspectors with records of people arriving by small boat in August
2024. This showed that of the 4,149 arrivals that month, 3,994 (96.26%) did not provide a
phone number. Of the 3.74% where a number was listed, in some cases, this was the number
of a Home Office-issued phone and some numbers were for use outside the UK or were
associated with ‘voice over internet protocol’ services.”?

There were 23 references to Home Office phones being issued. Of these, 18 were issued to
Albanian nationals. Only four of the August arrivals provided an email address.

All 4,149 arrivals had an onward destination recorded, two of whom were bailed to a private
address. For 24 arrivals, the onward destination was recorded as “Ebbsfleet train station”. IMIU
staff told inspectors that migrants who were not going to a hotel were dropped at Ebbsfleet
train station and given a travel warrant for the journey to their onward address. No onward
address was listed for the 24 people in the evidence supplied to inspectors.

In an explanatory note about IMIU processes, the Home Office stated that there was
“currently no verification process in place for confirming [contact] details given”. IMIU staff
told inspectors that asylum claimants are given a copy of the screening interview so have the
chance to review the information provided and correct the record where necessary.

IMIU staff acknowledged that their ability to validate telephone numbers was limited. Numbers
are recorded verbatim and questioned if the number does not appear valid, for example
because it is too short. However, if the migrant insists the number is correct it is recorded as
given even if it does not appear valid. One IMIU staff member said they “copy and paste” the
phone number, so if the phone number initially obtained by SBOC is incorrectly recorded or
invalid the information will be replicated on caseworking systems.

Inspectors asked IMIU and SBOC for details of any risks recorded in their risk registers relevant
to contact management. Both teams reported they had “no registered risks relating to the
setting up of contact management”, despite their part in the initial collection of contact details.

The IMAR system used to process people arriving by small boat is separate to Atlas, the Home
Office caseworking system. Following the registration and screening interview, IMIU therefore
creates a record for the migrant on Atlas where one does not already exist and manually
updates Atlas with the information relating to contact details. IMIU staff make onward referrals
to the relevant reporting centre or casework team via Atlas regarding a person’s reporting
arrangements and asylum claim.

Any migrants without leave to enter or remain who arrive at a port or airport without valid
documentation and are encountered by Border Force officers will have their entry refused.
Those who want to claim asylum are required to make themselves known to a Border Force
officer.”® After Border Force officers have considered arrest and detention, the person is
referred to IMIU. IMIU officers may have to travel to undertake the registration and screening
interview or do it remotely. The person is processed in much the same way as a small boat
arrival, with the exception that IMAR is not used, and everything is done using Atlas.

72 VolP (Voice over Internet Protocol) services allows users to make and receive calls over the internet.
73 Home Office, ‘Claim asylum in the UK’. https://www.gov.uk/claim-asylum/screening
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Encounters in-country

5.22

5.23

5.24

5.25

5.26

Migrants without leave to enter or remain are encountered by Immigration Compliance and
Enforcement (ICE) teams during operations, such as planned visits to places of employment
where it is suspected that migrants are working illegally. The police may also encounter
migrants without leave to enter or remain in the course of their work.

Immigration and police officers have the power to arrest and detain a person where they
are suspected of an immigration offence, such as illegal entry or illegal working. Where no
additional criminal offence is suspected, there is a presumption towards granting the person
immigration bail rather than detaining them.

ICE teams who encounter migrants without leave to enter or remain look to establish the
name, nationality, and date of birth of the person, and to obtain contact details, such as home
address, phone number, and email address. These contact details are recorded on ‘Pronto’,

a web and mobile application that facilitates the electronic management of ICE visits and
operations. Pronto does not write to or read from Atlas.

When encountering a person they suspect might not have valid immigration status, the police
should contact the IE National Command and Control Unit (NCCU). The NCCU initially attempts
to confirm the person’s immigration status. In some instances, no further action may be
required or possible. But where an intervention by the Home Office is required, NCCU makes a
referral to the relevant team. For example, suspected immigration offenders are referred to ICE
teams, while new asylum claimants are referred to IMIU. Where the person encountered does
not hold leave to enter or remain, they will be placed on immigration bail and the outcome
recorded on Pronto by the ICE team or IMIU.

The Home Office provided inspectors with details of the roles and responsibilities of police
and NCCU in relation to such encounters. However, this did not indicate who is responsible for
updating Home Office systems with any contact details that are obtained from the migrant by
the police.”

Proactive contact by migrants

5.27

5.28

People without leave to enter or remain, including those who had leave which has expired
or been curtailed, may choose to make contact with the Home Office in order to try to
regularise their stay. They can do this by applying for a visa or for indefinite leave to remain,
or by claiming asylum. Information is available on GOV.UK to help migrants make these
applications.’® 7677, 78,79

When a person applies online for limited or indefinite leave to remain, their contact details are
captured through the online application process.

74 The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated that: “NCCU would update Home Office systems with up-to-date contact
information for individuals of immigration interest, if provided to NCCU by the police when an individual is encountered.”

75 Home Office, ‘Apply to work, study, settle or seek asylum in the UK’. https://www.gov.uk/browse/visas-immigration

76 Home Office, ‘Family visas: apply, extend or switch’. https://www.gov.uk/uk-family-visa

77 Home office, ‘Check if you can get indefinite leave to remain’. https://www.gov.uk/indefinite-leave-to-remain

78 Home Office, ‘Indefinite leave to remain if you have family in the UK’. https://www.gov.uk/indefinite-leave-to-remain-family

79 Home Office, ‘Claim asylum in the UK’.
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5.29

5.30

5.31

5.32

5.33

In order to make an in-country claim for asylum, a person must contact the asylum registration
appointment line (ARAL). Details of this service are found on GOV.UK.8° ARAL is part of Asylum
and Human Rights Operations, which also oversees Decision Enablement Services, the Service
and Support Centres (SSCs), and Croydon Intake Unit (CIU).

When a person contacts ARAL to make an asylum claim, ARAL staff collect the person’s contact
details during the call. ARAL staff update Atlas with this information and issue an appointment
for a registration and screening interview by email or text while the person is still on the line.
By waiting for the person to receive the email or text message before concluding the call, ARAL
staff ensure the contact details they have captured are correct. People may provide contact
details belonging to a third party, such as a family member, friend, or legal representative

who is supporting them to make the asylum application. ARAL staff need only enough contact
information to arrange a registration and screening interview, which is where a claimant’s
contact details are confirmed.

The claimant is assigned an appointment for a registration and screening interview either in the
regional SSC closest to where they live or at the CIU. SSCs see people by appointment only, but
CIU also takes walk-in appointments from those who are destitute. A senior manager explained
that the process for registration and screening at SSCs and CIU was “pretty much the same [as
IMIU] once you have somebody there”.

Questions about contact telephone numbers and email addresses are included in the
registration and screening interview and noted as part of the interview record. The interview
record is then uploaded as a document to Atlas. Inspectors were told that staff conducting
these interviews at the SSCs and CIU should confirm contact details, then check that they
match whatever is held on Atlas and update the details if necessary.®! However, a senior
manager explained that checking contact details is “not a primary focus [of the registration and
screening interview] ... The focus is on the basis of the claim, security checks, and establishing
identity.”

The only requirement within the Immigration Rules relating to contact details is that applicants
provide their current address when claiming asylum and notify the department about any
change of address or residential status.??

Stakeholder views

5.34

5.35

Nine out of 21 respondents to the ‘call for evidence’ for this inspection raised inaccurate or
ineffective recording of migrant contact details as a problem affecting Home Office contact
management.

One said it experiences “systemic and frequent issues with poor recording of people’s contact
details, including incorrect addresses on file, not updating when people move between
different Home Office accommodation, letters sent to the wrong address, and frequent
misspelling of names, which means correspondence does not reach the intended recipient.”
Another reported similar issues in relation to legal representatives: “letters are served on the
wrong representative as it appears that representative details have not been updated ... or the

80 Home Office, ‘Immigration Rules part 11: asylum’ (published 25 February 2016), Rule 358B. https://www.gov.uk/guidance/immigration-rules/
immigration-rules-part-11-asylum

81 Home Office, ‘Asylum screening and routing: caseworker guidance’ (published 24 July 2024), p. 59. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/
asylum-screening-and-routing

82 Home Office, ‘Immigration Rules part 11: asylum’
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5.36

5.37

5.38

5.39

representative is no longer acting for them ... or may not be instructed to act on the matter
contained in the letter”.

An Asylum Matters report “Lessons Learned? How government contracts failed people
seeking asylum, again”, published in November 2021, noted that during the rollout of new
Aspen cards thousands of people went without support for a significant amount of time.
Referencing that report, another stakeholder stated that it had become “very clear during
this time, and in subsequent years, that the Home Office’s recording of personal and contact
details was inaccurate and inadequate”. They said that the impact of incorrect contact details
was significant and could include a person not receiving financial support or a decision letter
regarding their claim.

There were differing views about whether migrants were aware of the significance of
remaining contactable by the Home Office. For example, one stakeholder said that migrants
were not aware they needed to advise the Home Office separately of their onward address
after having informed the asylum accommodation provider, and some migrants might simply
not know how to notify the Home Office of any changes. In contrast, another stakeholder
thought that the migrants they encountered were “typically extremely aware of the
consequences of loss of contact” and reported “intense anxiety” in relation to being deemed
an absconder.

One stakeholder reported that in almost all the examples they came across of issues with
contact details in asylum support appeals the whereabouts of people “should have been
known to the Home Office and could easily have been verified because they were receiving
asylum support or had been in the asylum support system when the Home Office was trying
to reach them.”

In February 2025, the Home Office published guidance on GOV.UK headed ‘How to email the
Asylum Central Communications Hub’, suggesting some recognition of stakeholders’ concerns,
particularly with regard to the ability of asylum claimants to fulfil their duty to update the
Home Office of any changes to contact details. This guidance included template emails for
different types of requests.?

Systems and data

5.40

5.41

Inspectors asked for details of the quality assurance tools used by the teams involved in
obtaining contact details when first encountering migrants, including IMIU, SSCs, CIU, NCCU
and ICE. The Home Office did not provide any documentary evidence in response to this
request. Staff in caseworking, reporting, and tracing teams told inspectors that the quality of
personal and contact data collected during first encounters could be improved and that their
ability to work effectively is frustrated when contact details have not been properly recorded
and stored.

While details of quality assurance tools were provided in respect of some other Home Office
teams involved in maintaining contact with migrants, or tracing migrants with whom contact
has been lost, only the Digital Casework and Interactions Team quality assurance tool referred
to any checks on the contact details held or recorded for migrants.

83 Asylum Matters, ‘Lessons Learned? How government contracts failed people seeking asylum, again.” (published 24 November, 2021). https://
asylummatters.org/2021/11/24/new-report-lessons-learned-how-government-contracts-failed-people-seeking-asylum-again/#:~:text=Asylum%20

Matters%20is%20calling%200n,the%20vulnerable%20people%20within%20it

84 Home Office, ‘How to email the Asylum Central Communications Hub’ (published 7 February 2025). https://www.gov.uk/guidance/how-to-email-
the-asylum-central-communications-hub
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5.42

5.43

5.44

5.45

5.46

5.47

5.48

Staff from across the Home Office told inspectors the primary place where contact details are
recorded is Atlas. The Home Office provided inspectors with a list of all persons on immigration
bail or flagged as an absconder as at 31 August 2024. Inspectors selected 95 of these at random
and examined the records held on Home Office systems. In 12 out of the 95 cases, there was
nothing recorded on the contact details screen of Atlas.

Home Office staff told inspectors of their frustration at the useability of Atlas. An Atlas
‘person record’ contains a hyperlink to a ‘contact details’ page. This page includes sections
for the person’s preferred method of contact, listing the email address, phone number, and
correspondence address, if known. Where multiple contact details are held for a person,
the ‘primary’ email address, phone number, and/or correspondence address is displayed on
this screen. Another hyperlink enables users to ‘view all” email addresses, phone numbers,
or addresses.

However, Home Office staff reported that contact details could be embedded within other
areas of a person’s record, or within a particular note or application on the record. For
example, letters of authority relating to a representative may be attached to the application
they relate to, explaining why a representative may not receive correspondence about another
matter affecting someone they are representing or why the wrong representative is contacted.
Some Home Office staff said they would record changes in contact details in the ‘view and
record communications’ section of Atlas rather than the ‘contact details’ section if the migrant
was unable to evidence the change.

Staff reported difficulties in establishing the reliability and useability of the contact information
in Atlas. In September and October 2024, during file sampling, inspectors noted that the ‘view
all’ hyperlink did not identify the contact information in current use or most recently supplied,
as there was no ability with Atlas to view the date on which a particular contact detail became,
or ceased to be, effective. Atlas users had to work their way through all the pieces of contact
information held, viewing the details as they went, in order to determine which was supplied
most recently. A senior manager confirmed this, stating: “The Atlas system isn’t entirely clear in
displaying the most current address ... contact details are not in chronological order”.

However, on 14 February 2025, inspectors attended a Home Office training session entitled
“Atlas user demonstration — Person Search and Person Summary View” which highlighted that
Atlas had been updated to enable the entry of start dates for addresses. Atlas users can also
now specify when contact details (addresses, email addresses and telephone numbers) were
provided to the Home Office and by whom.

” u

Atlas users can view whether contact details are “primary”, “contactable”, or “verified”.
Telephone details have a ‘use’ field, which can be used, for example, to identify if the person is
using the number while in the UK, or while abroad, or if this is unknown. Address details can be
identified as “residential”, “correspondence”, or “other”.

As all Home Office staff are required to record contact details on Atlas, inspectors asked for
any system-wide or centrally produced guidance in relation to the recording, accessing, and
marking (i.e. as “primary”, “verified”, etc.) of contact details. Evidence was provided relating to
the creation of cases on Atlas by Border Force officers that the Home Office suggested “may be
relevant”. However, the documents did not provide guidance to staff about how contact details

should be recorded or marked. Inspectors were unable to find specific guidance regarding the
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entry, recording, or use of contact details anywhere in the body of cross-cutting guidance for
immigration staff held on GOV.UK.?>

5.49 The training session on 14 February 2025 was attended by over 400 Atlas users from across
the Home Office and other government departments. Questions raised by attendees during
the training session reflected the same concerns expressed by Home Office staff to inspectors
while onsite. The trainer confirmed there were various places in Atlas where contact details
might be found.

85 Home Office, ‘Other cross-cutting guidance (immigration staff guidance)’ (published 29 November 2013). https://www.gov.uk/government/
collections/other-cross-cutting-guidance-modernised-guidance
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6. Inspection findings: Asylum
correspondence and accommodation

Asylum claims

6.1 When a person claims asylum, they are provided with an ‘Information booklet about your
application’ which sets out the Home Office’s requirements of them during the asylum
process.® These include the requirement to:

e “keep in regular contact with the Home Office, this may include reporting to a reporting
centre or police station, otherwise your claim may be withdrawn

* maintain up to date contact details

e attend asylum interviews and other appointments, otherwise your asylum claim may
be withdrawn

e respond to Home Office correspondence
e exit the UK if you are not granted leave and any appeal fails

e obey the law —if you are in doubt about what the law is then it is your responsibility
to find out

e apply for a UKVI account to evidence your status in the UK (if applicable)”

6.2 Once an application is made, the person is required to attend a registration appointment,
which includes having their photograph and fingerprints taken and completing a registration
interview. At the interview, they are asked to provide information about their identity, how
they travelled to the UK, their medical conditions (if any), why they left their country of origin
and cannot return, and details of any criminal offences.

6.3 The person is also required to complete an asylum screening interview, designed to provide the
Home Office with a better understanding of the asylum claim and to establish if adjustments
are needed for the substantive asylum interview.

Asylum interview

6.4 A case progression team triages the case and if it appears barrier free, the person is required to
attend an asylum interview. This is conducted by an asylum decision maker, either face-to-face
or by video conference. The interview is the opportunity for the claimant to provide a detailed
account of why they are seeking asylum.®’

6.5 A dedicated Interview Booking Team issues a letter to the person with details of the
appointment, which includes the date, time, and location of the interview. This is followed up
with either a text message or email reminder sent five days before the appointment. A further
reminder is sent two days before the appointment. A telephone call is also made to the

86 Home Office, ‘Information leaflet for asylum applications’, https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/information-leaflet-for-asylum-
applications/information-booklet-about-your-asylum-application--2
87 Home Office, ‘Information leaflet for asylum applications’.
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person’s legal representative, if they have one, five to two days prior to the appointment. If the
person said at the screening stage that they do not need an interpreter, this will be confirmed
in a telephone call.

Implicit withdrawals

6.6

6.7

6.8

6.9

6.10

6.11

A person can request to withdraw their asylum claim if they no longer wish to pursue it.
This is referred to as an ‘explicit withdrawal’. Alternatively, an asylum claim may be treated as
“implicitly withdrawn” under paragraph 333C(b) of the Immigration Rules, “if the applicant:

(i) fails to maintain contact with the Home Office or provide up to date contact details as
required by paragraph 358B of these Rules; or

(ii) leaves the United Kingdom (without authorisation) at any time prior to the conclusion
of their application for asylum; or

(iii) fails to complete an asylum questionnaire when requested by or on behalf of the
Secretary of State; or

(iv) fails to attend any reporting events, unless the applicant demonstrates within a
reasonable time that failure to do so was due to circumstances beyond their control; or

(v) fails to attend a personal interview required under paragraph 339NA, unless the
applicant demonstrates within a reasonable time that failure to do so was due to
circumstances beyond their control”#®

If a person fails to attend an interview, a letter is sent to them and their legal representative

to establish their reason for not attending in order to decide whether the asylum claim should
be implicitly withdrawn. However, if a person has not provided up-to-date contact details it is
possible that they will not have received the initial interview invitation or the subsequent letter
warning them that their claim may be withdrawn.®

This letter gives the person five working days to provide evidence that their non-attendance
was due to circumstances beyond their control. It stipulates that if no such evidence is provided
the person’s asylum claim will be treated as implicitly withdrawn.

If a reasonable explanation is provided for the failure to attend, the caseworker can rebook
the appointment, and no withdrawal will be made.*® But should the person fail to attend
subsequent interviews their claim will be withdrawn if they fail to inform the Home Office
ahead of their asylum interview.

Between October and December 2024 the Home Office issued 34,864 invitations to interview.
In the same period, it issued 1,526 ‘failure to attend’ letters. Invitations to attend a substantive
interview are not sent by recorded delivery, but ‘failure to attend’ letters are.

In response to ICIBI’s ‘call for evidence’, eight out of 21 submissions from external stakeholders
raised concerns that asylum applications were being implicitly withdrawn as a consequence of
the Home Office’s mishandling of contact addresses or poor record keeping. One stakeholder

88 Home Office, ‘Immigration Rules part 11: asylum’ (published 25 February 2016), Rule 333C(b). https://www.gov.uk/guidance/immigration-rules/
immigration-rules-part-11-asylum

89 Home Office, ‘Information leaflet for asylum applications’.
90 Home Office, ‘Withdrawing asylum applications: caseworker guidance’ (published 14 November 2013). https://www.gov.uk/government/
publications/withdrawing-asylum-applications
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6.12

6.13

6.14

6.15

6.16

said that “systemic and frequent issues”, including poor data recording, failure to update
addresses when moves within the Home Office accommodation estate occur, and misspellings
lead to correspondence not being received. Stakeholders described instances where such
issues left people unaware that their asylum claim and support had been withdrawn.

Another stakeholder said that the Home Office provides conflicting information about how
to inform it about changes to contact details, and they suggested that where people have
updated the Home Office with their contact details correspondence is sometimes still sent
to old addresses.

Data provided by the Home Office shows that as a percentage of all asylum decisions there
was a peak in implicit withdrawals at the beginning of 2023, since when the trend has been
downwards. Nevertheless, in quarter 4 of 2024 implicit withdrawals accounted for 13% of all
asylum claim decisions. See figure 2.

Figure 2: Percentage of asylum initial decisions, excluding resettlements, that
were implicit withdrawals in each quarter, Q2 2022 to Q4 2022

Inspectors examined 95 cases of individuals who were recorded as being on immigration bail or
flagged as absconders as of 31 August 2024. Of the 95, 92 had made an asylum claim, and 13 of
these had been implicitly withdrawn. The 13 included six cases of a person failing to attend an
interview, four of failing to attend any reporting events, two of a person not providing useable
contact details, and one who had left the UK without authorisation. Two of the 13 later
re-established contact with the Home Office by making fresh claims.

Some asylum claimants will also have an immigration bail condition requiring them to update
the Home Office about any change in contact details and personal circumstances. Of the
sampled case files, 25 had this condition.

Inspectors requested information regarding the number of scheduled asylum screening
interviews between March and August 2024 that were not attended. The data supplied by the
Home Office indicated that 18,847 screening interviews were scheduled in this period, of which
2,337 (12.4%) were not attended. No data was provided for how many of those failing to attend
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6.17

6.18

6.19

6.20

6.21

6.22

an initial appointment subsequently attended a screening interview, as this would require
“a manual check”.

The Home Office noted that those failing to attend a screening interview were “not generally
subject to non-compliance action as the asylum claim is not considered registered until the
subject attends a screening event”.

Inspectors asked for data for the number of substantive asylum interviews scheduled and
completed between March and August 2024. See figure 3.

Figure 3: Substantive asylum interview outcomes, March 2024 to August 2024

Interview outcome Number (and percentage)
Completed 25,845 (58.87%)
No show 6,403 (14.59%)
Cancelled 5,399 (12.3%)
Suspended 3,549 (8.08%)
No status 2,626 (5.98%)
Other 79 (0.18%)

Interviews marked as “Cancelled” are generally cancelled in advance of the appointment
either at the request of the claimant or by the Home Office, and those marked “Suspended”
were commenced but not completed so will be booked in again by the Home Office as a
continuation. Inspectors were told that cases being marked “No status” reflected that there
was a “DQ [data quality] issue”.

Some people failed to attend multiple substantive interview appointments. For example, 5,405
individuals had a “No show” recorded in relation to a substantive asylum interview. Of these,
1,462 (27%) failed to attend more than one interview and 534 (9.9%) failed to attend on at least
three occasions. One person failed to attend eight interviews in this period, and another failed
to attend on ten occasions.

Of the 5,405 with at least one “No show” recorded, 1,301 (24.1%) later had an interview
successfully completed. Of those with a “Cancelled” interview, 2,805 (52%) later had a
successfully completed interview.

Of 4,104 people included in this data who had not attended an interview by the end of August
2024, 2,680 had their asylum claims withdrawn (65.3%).

Central Audit and Recommendations Team (CART)

6.23

If a person has been non-compliant with an aspect of the asylum claim process, they

might meet the Home Office’s definition of “absconder”. If a person is not responding to
correspondence concerning asylum interviews sent to their recorded address it could indicate
that they are no longer at that address. Not residing at that address could be a breach of

the person’s immigration bail conditions, although based on the ICIBI file sampling exercise

it appears that the requirement to reside at a particular address is not routinely included in
immigration bail conditions. In the sample of 95 cases inspectors examined, of the 90 people
who had been on immigration bail at some point, only 17 (18.89%) had a residence condition
applied when first bailed.
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6.31

Possible absconders who have been non-compliant with an aspect of the asylum process

are referred to the Central Absconders Referral Team (CART), primarily by other teams within
Asylum and Human Rights Operations (AHRO). In August 2024, CART became part of the Non-
Suspensive Appeals Hub. CART is a small team comprising three Administrative Officers, one
Higher Executive Officer, and one Senior Executive Officer. While inspectors were onsite,
CART was being assisted by surge staff from other business areas, but they were due to be
redeployed out of CART in January 2025.*

In December 2024, CART informed inspectors that the team had about 2,600 cases in its ‘work
in progress’ queue and that it was receiving about 120 new referrals each week.

When working a case, CART staff examine Home Office caseworking systems, as well as the
Home Office Platform for Storage, on which documents supplied as evidence in support of
asylum claims are stored. Staff use these systems to determine where the person might be
residing and if any contact details have been supplied by the applicant but either not recorded
on Atlas or recorded in a place where they might be missed. CART staff can also use the MIDAS
Travel Data Services system to try to establish whether a non-compliant asylum claimant has
departed the UK.

CART managers agreed with Immigration Enforcement managers that people are being
referred as absconders despite apparently residing in Home Office-provided accommodation.
One suggested that such cases might account for 20% of referrals to CART. CART staff were
clear that asylum claimants still resident in asylum accommodation should not be referred

as absconders and should not have their claims withdrawn. However, they reported that
AHRO staff often struggled to determine whether or not a person was resident in asylum
accommodation.

When inspectors were onsite in November and December 2024, Atlas did not clearly mark
a residential address as Home Office-provided accommodation. One CART manager said
that AHRO staff would sometimes interpret the Atlas notation “[initial accommodation] IA
ceased” as indicating that a person had departed asylum accommodation when, in fact,

it usually indicated that a person had been transferred from initial accommodation to
dispersal accommodation.

CART managers told inspectors that staff in Asylum Support Resettlement and Accommodation
(ASRA) had access to a comprehensive and up-to-date record of people in asylum
accommodation. Within CART, only the managers had access to this record. They were trying to
agree wider access for staff in CART and elsewhere in AHRO, but as of December 2024 this had
not yet been finalised. However, in February 2025, at an Atlas training event for Home Office
staff, inspectors heard that Atlas users can now specify and clearly see if a particular address is
Home Office-provided asylum accommodation.

CART staff make up to three attempts to contact non-compliant asylum claimants by email
or telephone, including by using newly identified contact details. If unsuccessful, the person’s
asylum claim will be withdrawn. If contact is re-established, the person is referred back to
Decision Enablement Services to book a new interview.

In December 2024, a CART manager told inspectors that the success rate for re-establishing
contact with people referred to the team was “very low”. In the week prior to speaking with

91 The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025 reported that CART now comprised one Higher Executive Officer, one Executive
Officer and 15 Administrative Officers.
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6.32

inspectors, contact had been re-established with eight people. Meanwhile, the team was
typically withdrawing around 300 claims per week.

Compared to absconder tracing teams, the checks conducted by CART staff are relatively
limited in number and are less intrusive. CART staff informed inspectors of plans for them
to access credit agency information that might be used to trace persons who had been
non-compliant with the asylum process. However, as of December 2024, they did not have
such access.

Asylum support

6.33

6.34

6.35

6.36

6.37

Most asylum claimants are in receipt of asylum support and living in asylum accommodation.
Where they qualify for subsistence payments these are loaded onto Aspen cards. Data
published by the Home Office in February 2025 showed that 124,802 people, including both
main applicants and dependants, had asylum claims awaiting an initial decision as of 31
December 2024. At that point, 109,065 people were residing in Home Office-provided asylum
accommodation, some of whom would have received an initial decision but not yet moved
on.’? The data®? also showed that 3,122 people were in receipt of subsistence only in 2024.%*

Home Office ‘Conditions of support’ guidance states that “asylum support is provided on
the basis that a supported person and any dependants they have adhere to the terms and
conditions attached to it. The conditions of support are provided in writing. A breach of the
conditions of support may lead to an early suspension or discontinuation of support.”®®

Conditions of support include:
“(c) complying with a requirement—
(i) to reside at an authorised address, or

(i) if he is absent from an authorised address without the permission of the Secretary of
State, to ensure that that absence is for no more than seven consecutive days and nights or
for no more than a total of fourteen days and nights in any six-month period ...”%

Home Office staff explained that asylum claimants should be fully aware of their
responsibilities to update the department about any change in address and seek approval
before leaving asylum accommodation for an address in the community. These responsibilities
are detailed in the application form, in their asylum support grant letter, during the induction
when they enter accommodation, and in the occupancy agreement.

The asylum support grant letter states:

“You must continue to reside in the accommodation that you have been provided with.
You must inform us if you wish to leave the authorised address for any extended period
of time and you must await permission before doing so.

92 Home Office, ‘Asylum seekers in receipt of support detailed datasets, year ending March 2025’ (published 22 May 2025), Asy_D09. https://www.
gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/immigration-system-statistics-data-tables#asylum-support

93 Home Office, ‘Immigration system statistics, year ending December 2024’, (published 27 February 2025), How many cases are in the UK asylum
system?’ https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/immigration-system-statistics-year-ending-december-2024

94 Home Office, ‘Asylum seekers in receipt of support detailed datasets, year ending March 2025’, Asy_D09.

95 Home Office, ‘Conditions of support instruction’ (published 29 November 2010), p. 6. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/withdrawal-
of-asylum-support-where-a-breach-of-conditions-has-occurred-instruction

96 Home Office, ‘Conditions of support instruction’, p. 8.
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You may be away from the accommodation we have provided for up to seven days and
nights in a row without giving notice, but if you will be away for a longer period you must
seek permission. Unless it is not possible or practicable for you to do so, you should seek
permission at least 48 hours before your intended absence.

If you abandon the authorised address without first informing [National Asylum Support
Service] NASS or, if you request it, without permission, we may suspend or discontinue the
support we give you.”

6.38 In their response to ICIBI’s ‘call for evidence’, one stakeholder that advocates for women in
contact with the criminal justice system and immigration system felt that migrants were aware
that they must stay in contact with the Home Office and they did so through a “general fear
of what will happen if they do not” rather than anything more specific. Several stakeholders
highlighted that language barriers, along with imprecise and unclear correspondence,
prevented effective communication with claimants.

Changing address

6.39  Asylum claimants, whether resident in asylum accommodation or private accommodation,
must notify the Home Office when they move address. If a person is living in asylum
accommodation and they request to move into private accommodation, the Home Office will
consider whether the person is no longer destitute and in need of asylum support.

6.40 Claimants are required to sign and submit a ‘change of address or relocation request’.’
However, one stakeholder said that advice on how to do this was inconsistent, in that some
guidance stated that requests should be submitted through Migrant Help and other guidance
stated that requests should be made through the GOV.UK website.

6.41 A Home Office staff member told inspectors that hotel staff did not make any attempt to
establish a forwarding address for accommodation service users if they leave a hotel. “If the
applicant is leaving and says they are staying with their aunt, [the hotel staff member] will say
they said they were going to their aunt. I'd love to say, ‘why didn’t you get their aunt’s details?’”

Absences

6.42  Asylum claimants residing in asylum accommodation must not be absent, without caseworker
permission, for more than seven consecutive days and nights, or for more than a total of 14
calendar days and nights in a six-month period. Failure to adhere to these conditions may result
in discontinuation of asylum support.

6.43 Accommodation providers are required to notify the Home Office if a person has been absent
from either initial (including hotel) or dispersal accommodation for over 7 days. In hotel
accommodation, where staff are onsite, it is quickly apparent if someone is absent. However,
dispersal properties are inspected only every 30 days and there is no continuous provider
presence so a person could have been absent for several weeks before the provider becomes
aware. Inspectors were told that when visiting a property providers look for evidence that
someone has not been there, such as unopened mail, expired food in a fridge, or the absence
of personal belongings.

97 Home Office, ‘Asylum support instructions: policy bulletins’ (published 29 September 2014), p. 41, Chapter 11 — Change of Address, Q37. What do |
do if an applicant asks to change their address? https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/asylum-support-instructions-policy-bulletins
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Compliance officers within ASRA are responsible for investigating allegations of non-
compliance with conditions of support, including anti-social behaviour, fraud, failure to comply
with an immigration reporting condition, or irregularities around the use of Aspen cards. Home
Office staff estimated that approximately 50% of cases of alleged non-compliance concern
absenteeism. They consider this to be their main priority.

Once a referral alleging a person is absent from their accommodation has been received,
the person must be given an opportunity to explain. Compliance officers send a letter to the
address requesting that the person makes contact.

It is for the caseworker to decide whether it would be reasonable to discontinue support. They
should consider the length of time the person has been away from the address and if they left

because of an emergency, for example because they were hospitalised, needed to provide care
or assistance to a sick relative, or because of anti-social behaviour by other residents.®

Where a person is absent and is not in hospital, ‘Conditions of support’ guidance states that it
may be reasonable to assume that someone else has been supporting them and to discontinue
Section 95 support. The onus is on the individual to re-establish contact with the Home Office
if they still require support, and therefore Home Office staff do not try and find them.

Inspectors asked for details of individuals who had left Home Office-provided asylum
accommodation for a period of seven days or more without notifying the department or a
relevant contractor.

Between September 2023 to August 2024, 1,914 people were recorded as having been absent
from dispersal accommodation for seven days or more. The actual number was higher as only
the “lead applicant” was listed. By examining the information provided about family groups,
inspectors calculated that in fact 2,424 people (2,022 adults and 402 children) had absented
themselves in this period.

Of the 1,914 people listed, 1,807 (94.41%) had been referred to the Home Office as alleged
absentees by the accommodation provider. The data suggested that only 11 of the 1,914 (0.6%)
had been subject to an investigation visit by the Home Office or a contracted provider.

The majority of cases, 1,288 (67.29%), had resulted in the cessation of support. This included
668 cases (34.9% of the overall total) where support had been discontinued for non-
compliance. The data listed the outcome for 724 (37.83%) cases simply as “case closed”. Some
of these appeared to have been closed because the asylum claim had been granted and the
person was no longer entitled to support.

Analysing the data supplied to inspectors by the Home Office regarding absences from initial
accommodation was more challenging. It took the form of over 1,000 Excel spreadsheets,
each containing a list of departures from initial accommodation on a given day, or during a
given week, for one of the seven regional asylum accommodation contract areas. In addition
to extended absences without permission, the documents listed transfers to dispersal
accommodation, “evictions”, and instances where a person departed Home Office-provided
accommodation for an address in the community.

Inspectors noted differences in the way that data is captured by the different asylum
accommodation service providers. For example, in some areas people were referred to
as “absentees” and in others as “absconders”. Likewise, those departing Home Office

98 Home Office, ‘Conditions of support instruction’, p. 14.
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accommodation for addresses in the community were variously referred to as having “gone to
contact”, “moved out”, or as being “self-leavers”. In some areas, the lists routinely captured the
forwarding address for a person or family entering dispersal accommodation, while in others
they did not. Some areas listed planned moves into dispersal accommodation that did not go

ahead, whereas others did not.

In some areas, several hundred people were listed as having been “evicted”, whereas in
others no-one was described in this way. The precise meaning of “eviction” in this context
was not clear to inspectors. A Senior Civil Servant in Asylum Support suggested that it was
likely to signify an administrative process conducted where a person had not departed asylum
accommodation at the end of their “move on” period, rather than indicating that a forcible
eviction had taken place.

Inspectors examined the data provided in relation to initial accommodation in each contract
area for the period June to August 2024. The total number of people listed as “absentees” or
“absconders” was 1,245. The numbers varied significantly by area. For example, there were 397
in North East, Yorkshire and Humber, but only five in Wales. In Scotland, the data suggested
that more people in this period went absent from initial accommodation without permission
than were transferred successfully by the Home Office into dispersal accommodation (144
absences compared to 102 successful transfers).

In the three months between June and August 2024, 563 people were recorded as having
“gone to contact”, “moved out” or as being “self-leavers”. Only 115 (20.43%) of the 563 had
a forwarding address listed in the data.*®

Information sharing

6.57

6.58

When the Home Office instructs an accommodation provider to allocate a person to dispersal
accommodation and this is actioned the provider should notify the department and the
person’s address should be updated on Atlas. The providers also send the Home Office a daily
“occupancy report”, which notes whether the address is initial or dispersal accommodation.

In December 2024, while inspectors were onsite, provider reports could be accessed only by
staff within ASRA. Home Office teams without access to these reports told inspectors that
they were not confident that when a person moves within the asylum accommodation estate
this is accurately recorded on Atlas. One staff member who regularly sends correspondence
to asylum seekers living in Home Office accommodation said that “there have been occasions
whereby the same address has been “open”, “closed”, and re-opened. It casts a doubt in

our minds. We would then get on to the accommodation providers to say we have this

inconsistency and ask ‘could you confirm this is the most recent ... address for this client?””

Move on

6.59

Asylum support, including accommodation, normally continues for a limited period after the
service of an asylum decision. For positive decisions this is 28 calendar days, and for refusals
21 calendar days, from the date the person is notified of the decision or, in the case of refusals,
the date they are deemed to have exhausted all appeal rights.

99 The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025 stated: “Noting, the data is a standing point at that time. There are always
individuals that leave accommodation, however, to continue receiving payments they do need to put in a change of circumstances application, giving
their address and requirement for subsistence only.”
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Under a pilot scheme implemented in December 2024, newly recognised refugees have been
given 56 days to move on from asylum accommodation, and at least 28 days’ notice of their
end of support date. Those who are refused, or whose appeal rights are exhausted, continue to
receive 21 days’ notice to quit their accommodation.

The Home Office does not monitor where people go when they leave asylum accommodation.
This includes people who have been refused asylum and are potentially removable. A senior
manager acknowledged that this was an area that they needed to strengthen.
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7. Inspection findings: Immigration bail
telephone reporting

Reporting ‘modes’ and Home Office responsibilities

7.1 Requiring individuals to report to the Home Office periodically as a condition of their
immigration bail is key to the department maintaining and managing contact with migrants
who are in the UK without leave to remain. At the time of this inspection, immigration bail
reporting was managed by three different business areas within Immigration Enforcement (IE),
each responsible for a different ‘mode’ of reporting.

7.2 Face-to-face (or in-person) reporting was managed by 13 immigration reporting centres and
three police reporting areas, under a regional Reporting and Offender Management (ROM)
structure, divided into ROM North and ROM South. Immigration bail telephone reporting
(IBTR) was managed by ROM National. ROM South and ROM National sat within Immigration
Compliance and Enforcement and ROM South; ROM North sat within ICE and ROM North.

All these units sit within Enforcement, Compliance and Crime. Immigration bail digital reporting
(IBDR) was managed by the Digital Casework and Interactions Team (DCIT) which sat within the
National Returns Progression Command (NRPC).

7.3 Both IBTR and IBDR were relatively new modes of reporting. IBTR developed from an informal
‘telephone contact’ system begun in 2020 following the suspension of in-person reporting
as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic. IBDR developed from a project aimed at using digital
methods to reach people with whom the Home Office was not in contact. This followed policy
advice that the Home Office could not insist on compliance with a process that was not part of
a formal bail condition. IBDR was first used in November 2021.

74 ROM National is responsible for the overall reporting strategy and performance monitoring
of face-to-face reporting and IBTR. Some ROM National managers told inspectors that it
was problematic for digital reporting to sit outside of ROM and that it would be “easier” if
ROM National were responsible for all reporting modes. A senior manager in ROM National
acknowledged that they “would have liked more input” into the development of IBDR and an
Senior Civil Servant said it was “set up in isolation”.

7.5 Meanwhile, an NRPC senior manager described NRPC as “the perfect place” for digital
reporting and claimed that if ROM managed the process “they would not achieve what we
are achieving” as ROM was “focused on arresting people”. They felt that the department was
generally technology and risk averse. A senior manager in DCIT suggested that “the name
[IBDR] is half the problem” as it implies a closer association with other forms of reporting than
is helpful. Despite this, the DCIT manager insisted that reporting across IE is “joined up”.
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Management views of the value of different
reporting modes

7.6

1.7

7.8

7.9

In interviews with inspectors, IE managers expressed opposing views about the value of the
different modes of reporting.

Senior managers from the regional ROM teams that operate face-to-face reporting at
immigration reporting centres, questioned the value of both telephone and digital reporting.
One described telephone reporting as “completely pointless” and “not compliance”. Several
senior staff within immigration reporting centres expressed scepticism to inspectors about
IBTR’s effectiveness in promoting immigration compliance and facilitating returns. One senior
manager acknowledged that they was “not a massive fan” of IBTR and said that leads in
immigration reporting centres were generally opposed to it.

Another immigration reporting centre senior manager commented that “with infinite
resources” they would prefer every person reporting to do so face-to-face, but more
realistically an approach in which more people report by telephone than in person “could well
work”. Another observed that “in reality we are going to have to increase telephone reporting”
to cope with volumes of people reporting. In their view, people who are not removable should
not be reporting face-to-face anyway.

An SCS in IE suggested that digital reporting “adds little value to a contact management
regime” and another was aware of a widely held perception of the system as “pointless”.

A senior manager in NRPC acknowledged that “multiple people” had told him that IBDR had
no value but suggested that face-to-face reporting was not an effective use of resources as
IE “doesn’t get many people forcibly removed” in any case, while a second senior manager
in NRPC told inspectors “l don’t see why we have telephone reporting”.

ROM target operating model

7.10

711

7.12

7.13

Despite such opposing views, the Home Office had given some consideration to how the
different reporting modes could work together. A June 2023 presentation, produced by ROM
National, outlined a “target operating model” for reporting. It recommended that IBDR should
be “incorporated ... into the overarching IE contact management” and foresaw a “reporting
pyramid” in which IBDR would be the “baseline” reporting mode applied to the largest number
of people, with a smaller number required to report by telephone, and a smaller number again
required to report face-to-face. In addition, 4,000 to 5,000 Foreign National Offenders (FNOs)
would be subject to electronic tagging.

Within this proposed model, people would “move up and down [the pyramid] via [an]
automated review mechanism depending on harm and removability”. The presentation
suggested that this approach would offer “flexibility” and enable reporting to be “scaled” to
reflect sudden or large changes in volumes.

ROM National senior managers repeated this line of thinking in interviews with inspectors in
November 2024. One described IBDR as the “baseline”, with people moving between modes
“as cases progress ... like a conveyor belt”, while another used the image of the “pyramid”.

Inspectors found no evidence of a “reporting pyramid” in operation and the numbers reporting
by each mode revealed something quite different. Inspectors asked the Home Office for details
of everyone on immigration bail with a reporting condition as of 31 December 2024. The Home
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Office supplied data showing that 43,441 people were reporting face-to-face and 5,052 people
were reporting by telephone.

7.14  The data did not include anyone on bail with a digital reporting condition, as this was not
captured on Atlas.’® The Home Office provided separate data showing that in December
2024, DCIT had attempted to contact 18,918 people in relation to digital reporting.
This included 5,125 people who had no, or no recent, history of complying with their
digital reporting condition.

7.15 Some Home Office managers suggested alternatives to the idea of a “reporting pyramid”.
Senior managers within DCIT said that instead of a “pyramid or conveyor belt” they would like
to see “everyone” without valid leave in the UK placed on digital reporting, supplemented
by other forms of reporting where this was considered beneficial. Instead of a “pyramid”,
an SCS with overall responsibility for reporting and absconder tracing described a “strategy
of differentiated reporting” in which people are put on a particular mode “based on their
circumstances”. In the view of the SCS, it was likely that more people would be placed on
face-to-face reporting in future rather than fewer.

Shifting from face-to-face to telephone reporting

7.16  Another SCS said that immigration reporting centres did not share ROM National’s ambition
for a “reporting pyramid” but accepted the need to shift towards more people reporting by
telephone. For example, people living too far away from a reporting centre to report face-
to-face but who are required instead to report at a police station should be moved onto
telephone reporting, given that face-to-face reporting is of limited value in such cases as IE
are seldom able to attend the reporting event.

717 ROM National senior management believed that reticence within immigration reporting centres
about telephone reporting was slowing down its spread. One senior manager acknowledged
that “there is more to do” to move appropriate cohorts onto IBTR. ROM National was “banging
the drum” but it “can’t compel” immigration reporting centres to change a person’s reporting
mode. An ROM National manager said that the numbers reporting by telephone were “quite
low” but ROM National was “still pushing” for further uptake and a small ‘flow management’
team had been tasked with identifying people who could be moved to IBTR.

Digital reporting

7.18  ‘Reporting and Offender Management’ guidance, published on GOV.UK and last updated on
31 January 2025, states that digital reporting “can be used on its own, or in addition to other
forms of immigration bail conditions such as face-to-face reporting or electronic monitoring.”*%!

7.19 The published guidance also sets out the “suggested reporting frequencies that it is considered
may be appropriate for a variety of case types”, which also refers to the mode of reporting.’°?
This suggests that “solely digital reporting” may be appropriate for a “family with dependants
under 18 years” and where the person is “elderly/vulnerable/ [or has any] medical reasons
preventing face-to-face reporting”. For both cohorts, this is caveated with “unless FNO/high

100 The Home Office’s primary caseworking system.
101 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’ (published 18 January 2023), p. 14. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/offender-

management
102 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’ (published 18 January 2023), p. 12.
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7.20

7.21

7.22

7.23

7.24

7.25

7.26

harm”, and the guidance makes it clear that all cases must be considered and reviewed on an
individual basis.

Inspectors found that there were different levels of awareness of the published guidance in
DCIT. One manager thought, wrongly, that digital reporting did not feature in the guidance.

A number of DCIT staff referred to “local guidance” about who should be on digital reporting.
Their understanding was that digital reporting was not just for people with medical issues and
other vulnerabilities, but also those who are not imminently removable. In fact, the published
guidance notes that solely digital reporting may be appropriate for the two specified cohorts
where “any” barrier to removal exists.

In November 2024, a senior manager with policy responsibilities told inspectors that people
with open asylum claims who might previously have been required to report in person every six
months were now more likely to be reporting digitally even if they had no specific vulnerability.
The published guidance does not refer explicitly to digital reporting in relation to this cohort,
but states that the type and frequency of reporting is “decided on a case-by-case basis”.1%

Staff in DCIT told inspectors that the team “takes a lot” of referrals from immigration

reporting centres, but that several other teams were also routinely bailing individuals with a
condition to report digitally. This included asylum intake teams, Foreign National Offenders
Returns Command, and NRPC caseworking teams. This was a source of annoyance for some
immigration reporting centre managers, who felt that decisions about the mode and frequency
of a person’s reporting condition should be theirs to make.

Inspectors noted that ‘Reporting and Offender Management’ guidance requires that, with the
exception of FNOs, “frequency and type (in person, or telephone or digital) of reporting are
decided by immigration reporting centre managers ... on a case-by-case basis as part of the
‘First Reporting Event’ interview”.** One immigration reporting centre manager described
the “confusion” created where individuals were placed on digital reporting without their
knowledge, which was being done by “multiple teams”.1%°

A DCIT senior manager meanwhile regarded it as “a problem” that immigration reporting
centres would sometimes vary a person’s reporting from digital to face-to-face without DCIT’s
knowledge. They suggested that where a variation from digital to face-to-face reporting was
requested by immigration reporting centre, they would urge the centre in question to maintain
the digital reporting condition in addition to face-to-face reporting.

People being placed on digital reporting without the knowledge of immigration reporting
centres has contributed to a sense that IBDR has “crept in”. A ROM National manager noted
that digital reporting had “surpassed” telephone reporting because, in their view, the criteria
to be on IBDR could easily be met by large numbers of people on immigration bail. Others
attributed the growth of digital reporting relative to telephone reporting as reflecting the
easier process for referring people onto IBDR.°®

Senior managers in DCIT acknowledged they were “not sure” why a person would be on
IBDR rather than IBTR. A ROM manager detected “a bit of competition” between the teams

103 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’, p. 12.

104 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’, p. 10.

105 The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “The ROM guidance only concerns a case being referred to a ROM for face-
to-face or telephone reporting — if a casework unit tasks the case directly to IBDR there would be no ROM intervention.” Inspectors noted that this is
not made explicit in the guidance.

106 The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2024, stated: “The process to align referrals for IBTR to IBDR was implemented 18th
November 2024.” Inspectors were not provided with any evidence of such an alignment.
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managing telephone and digital reporting, with each trying to “sell” the benefits of the
respective modes.

The reporting population

7.27

7.28

Inspectors asked the Home Office for details of all people on immigration bail with a reporting
condition as of 31 December 2024. The Home Office supplied details of 48,493 people. This
figure did not include those reporting digitally. Separate data supplied by the Home Office
showed that, as of December 2024, 13,783 people were complying with a digital reporting
condition. A further 5,135 people were subject to a digital reporting condition as of December
2024 but had no recent history of compliance with that condition.

The number of people reporting is therefore lower than when ICIBI last inspected reporting
arrangements. ‘An inspection of the Home Office’s Reporting and Offender Management
processes (December 2016 — March 2017)’ noted that “From April 2015 and September 2016,
the reporting population was between 74,960 and 84,722 individuals” who were reporting
face-to-face.’®” Meanwhile, a follow-up re-inspection in 2018-19 noted that “The data provided
to the re-inspection team indicated that for the 6 months to October 2018 there were 90,621
individuals in the reporting population” reporting face-to-face.1%®

107 Independent Chief Inspector of Borders and Immigration, ‘An inspection of the Home Office’s Reporting and Offender Management processes,
December 2016 — March 2017’ (published 2 November 2017), p. 10. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/inspection-report-on-the-
reporting-and-offender-management-system

108 Independent Chief Inspector of Borders and Immigration, ‘A re-inspection of the Home Office’s Reporting and Offender Management processes
and of its management of non-detained Foreign National Offenders’ (published 9 May 2019), p. 10. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/a-
re-inspection-of-the-home-offices-reporting-and-offender-management-processes-and-of-its-management-of-non-detained-foreign-national-

offenders
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8. Inspection findings: Face-to-face reporting

First Reporting Event (FRE) interviews

8.1 ‘Reporting and offender management’ guidance states that a First Reporting Event (FRE)
should always be scheduled when a person is first placed on immigration bail with a reporting
condition, or when their bail is first varied to include such a condition. The guidance does not
contain detailed instructions about what should be discussed at an FRE but stipulates that
deciding the frequency and type of future reporting should be “part of” the FRE interview.'®

8.2 The same guidance states that: “You must consider the specific facts of the case when deciding
an individual’s reporting schedule. Such considerations may include vulnerability, removability,
interventions necessary to facilitate case progression/conclusion or prompt enforcement
action, assessed risk of harm to the general public and risk of absconding.”*°

8.3 According to the guidance, the decision rests with the local immigration reporting centre
manager, except in the case of Foreign National Offenders (FNOs) where it rests with the
Foreign National Offenders Returns Command (FNORC).1**

8.4 A March 2023 internal Home Office document outlining a target operating model for Reporting
and Offender Management (ROM) stated that an FRE comprises a “mitigating circumstances
interview” and a decision about the person’s future reporting regime, and suggested that
“handling time” for an FRE was 60 minutes. New starter training material for immigration
reporting centre staff, dated October 2023, indicated that a mitigating circumstances
interview should cover a person’s “age, medical issues, pregnancy, family relationships and
domestic circumstances, time in and connections to the UK, vulnerabilities, personal history,
representations, and alcohol or drug dependency”.

8.5 ‘Reporting and offender management’ guidance states that a person subject to
immigration bail can be required to attend their FRE by serving them notice using form BAIL
201.1'2 However, inspectors were told that some people were being placed on digital reporting
without an FRE. This was a matter of concern for some immigration reporting centre managers,
who felt that management of the reporting population was being taken away from them.'*3

8.6 According to Home Office data, attendance at a scheduled FRE is lower than for face-to-
face reporting events overall. In the 2024-25 performance year, the FRE attendance rate was
45.86%, suggesting that the majority of people placed on immigration bail with a reporting

109 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’ (published 18 January 2023), p.10. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/offender-
management

The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “A template is in place on Atlas to guide the intervention.”

110 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’, p. 6.

111 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’, p. 10.

112 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’, p. 8.

113 The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “This guidance is specific to telephone and face-to-face reporting although
references digital reporting where relevant — digital reporting has its own guidance.” Inspectors noted that the ‘Reporting and offender management’
guidance contains nothing to indicate that it does not apply to digital reporting, nor any reference to separate digital reporting guidance. The guidance
makes several references to digital reporting.
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condition are dropping out of contact with the Home Office before they ever attend a
reporting event. An immigration reporting centre manager observed that FRE non-attendance
was particularly challenging to address because people who have only recently been bailed are
unlikely to have a large footprint in the UK.

8.7 Inspectors were told that staff at immigration reporting centres do not always conduct a
substantive interview at a scheduled FRE. A manager in one immigration reporting centre
acknowledged that, notwithstanding the guidance, some people attending their FRE are not
interviewed, or have their interview deferred, because of time pressures. But they added that
many people would have had a mitigating circumstances interview when bailed. A manager
in another immigration reporting centre said that ROM National provided a “large form” they
expected to be completed as part of an FRE. However, this would take 20 to 30 minutes, and
the immigration reporting centre was “not resourced” for such lengthy interviews, so staff
were instructed only to check identity and contact details and identify “anything massively
mitigating”. At the Croydon immigration reporting centre, resource pressures meant that
following an initial face-to-face event, some FRE interviews were conducted by telephone
at a later date.

Face-to-face reporting data

8.8 Inspectors asked the Home Office for details of all persons with a face-to-face reporting
condition as of 31 August 2024. See figure 4.

Figure 4: Numbers of FNOs and non-FNOs subject to face-to-face reporting at
different frequencies as of 31 August 20244

Reporting FNOs Non-FNOs Combined totals
frequency (% of FNO cohort) (% of non-FNO cohort) (% of combined cohorts)
Weekly 3,228 506 3,734
(41.32%) (1.58%) (9.36%)

Fortnightly or 2,288 11,282 13,570
twice monthly (29.29%) (35.18%) (34.03%)
Monthly 2,204 18,169 20,373
(28.21%) (56.66%) (51.08%)

Bi-monthly 25 298 323
(0.32%) (0.93%) (0.81%)

Quarterly 54 857 911
(0.69%) (2.67%) (2.28%)

Six-monthly 13 812 825
(0.17%) (2.53%) (2.07%)

Yearly 0 145 145
(0%) (0.45%) (0.36%)

Totals 7,812 32,069 39,881

114 Data supplied to inspectors also included 396 FNOs and 3,164 non-FNOs who were listed as reporting at an ‘ad hoc’ frequency. The Home

Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “The table [titled] as figure 6 ... states number reporting on an Ad Hoc basis — this is not a
frequency of reporting — the majority of those on Ad Hoc are the First Reporting Event that is always booked as Ad Hoc and then changed following the
interview to establish individual circumstances.” Individuals identified as reporting ‘ad hoc’ have therefore been excluded from the totals in figures 4,
5, and 6.
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8.9

8.10

The data supplied to inspectors included the date on which each person on immigration bail
with a face-to-face reporting condition had last attended a reporting event. This data can be
used to show how recently people required to report at different frequencies actually attended
a reporting event. See figure 5.

Figure 5: Days since last attended reporting event for people on immigration
bail with a face-to-face reporting condition as of 31 December 2024, broken
down by listed reporting frequency, with the cumulative number and
percentage that had reported by the next interval'®

Last attended a reporting event in the previous ... No event
Reportin attended
frep en g 180 within the
quency 7days 14days 31days 90 days revious
days P
365 days
2,638 2,947 3,139 3,409 3,484 3,512 54
Weekly
(74%) (82.6%) (88%) (95.6%) (97.7%) (98.5%) (1.5%)
Fortnightly 5349 9423 10,380 11,592 11,935 12,078 143
or twice
monthly (43.9%) (77.3%) (85.1%) (95.1%) (97.9%) (99.1%) (0.9%)
4,536 8,411 14,288 17,833 18,677 19,011 152
Monthly
(23.7%) (43.9%) (74.6%) (93.1%) (97.5%) (99.2%) (0.8%)
47 69 111 252 286 295 7
Bi-monthly
(15.6%) (22.8%) (36.8%) (83.4%) (94.7%) (97.7%) (2.3%)
85 143 238 681 784 824 27
Quarterly
(10%) (16.8%) (28%) (80%) (92.1%) (96.8%) (3.2%)
36 74 99 242 491 588 103
Six-monthly
(5.2%) (10.7%) (14.3%) (35%) (71.1%) (85.1%) (14.9%)
0 0 2 7 17 44 38
Yearly
(0%) (0%) (2.4%) (8.5%) (20.7%) (53.7) (46.3%)
12,691 21,067 28,257 34,016 35,674 36,352 494
Total
(34.4%) (57.2%) (76.7%) (92.3%) (96.8%) (98.7%) (1.3%)

‘Reporting and offender management’ guidance stipulates that a person’s removability should
be an important factor in determining the frequency with which they are required to report.'*®
The data supplied by the Home Office included details of whether each person listed possessed
a valid travel document, such as a passport, UK Letter, or emergency travel document (ETD), or
was in the process of obtaining an ETD. Figure 6 sets out the frequency with which non-FNOs
were required to report, broken down by their travel document status.

115 Data supplied to inspectors also included 396 FNOs and 3,164 non-FNOs who were listed as reporting at an ‘ad hoc’ frequency. The Home

Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “The table [titled] as figure 6... states number reporting on an Ad Hoc basis — this is not a
frequency of reporting — the majority of those on Ad Hoc are the First Reporting Event that is always booked as Ad Hoc and then changed following the
interview to establish individual circumstances.” Individuals identified as reporting ‘ad hoc’ have therefore been excluded from the totals in Figures 4,

5,and 6.

116 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’, p. 10.
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Figure 6: Face-to-face reporting conditions (with number and percentage by
frequency) for non-FNOs broken down by travel document status'!’

Number (and  Number (and Number (and Number (and Totals

%) reporting %) reporting %) reporting %) reporting

weekly/ monthly/ quarterly/ yearly

fortnightly bimonthly six-monthly

Passport 1,623 2,479 654 19
4,775

(33.83%) (54.3%) (13.7%) (0.4%)

UK Letter 5,016 6,644 1,709 38
13,407

(37.41%) (49.56%) (12.75%) (0.28%)

ETD 114 183 40 0
337

(33.83%) (54.3%) (11.87%) (0%)

ETD 707 1,605 702 8
application 3,022

in progress (23.4%) (53.11%) (23.23%) (0.26%)

No 4,324 7,544 3,265 80
document 15,213

(28.42%) (44.57%) (21.46%) (0.53%)
Totals 11,784 18,455 6,370 145 36,755

8.11  For those people with a travel document of some form (a passport, UK Letter, or ETD) the
proportions reporting at each reporting frequency are broadly the same, with around 80%
of these cohorts required to report at least bi-monthly. Meanwhile, proportionately fewer
of those without travel documents (an ETD in progress or no document) were required to
report weekly or fortnightly. Nonetheless, around 70% of these cohorts were required to
report at least bi-monthly, suggesting that removability was not the determining factor
when setting their reporting frequency, except insofar as it was the intention to use regular
reporting events to try to persuade the person to apply for travel documentation and make
themselves removable.

Face-to-face reporting observations

8.12  In order to understand how face-to-face reporting was working in practice, between
11 November 2024 and 15 January 2025 inspectors observed reporting at two large
immigration reporting centres, Croydon and Solihull (managed by West Midlands ROM),
and at police stations in Bristol and Edinburgh (respectively part of West of England ROM and
Scotland ROM).

8.13 The volumes reporting each day at these four locations were very different. At Croydon
immigration reporting centre, there were 800 to 900 appointments scheduled per weekday,
with opening hours between 9am and 4pm. The centre is also open for a shorter period on
Saturdays and Sundays. At Solihull immigration reporting centre, which opens to the public
between 10am and 3pm each weekday, the number was around 300. At Bristol, which
opens for reporting between 9.30am and 2pm each Wednesday, there are on average 170

117 Data supplied to inspectors also included 396 FNOs and 3,164 non-FNOs who were listed as reporting at an ‘ad hoc’ frequency. The Home

Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “The table [titled] as figure 6 ... states number reporting on an Ad Hoc basis — this is not a
frequency of reporting — the majority of those on Ad Hoc are the First Reporting Event that is always booked as Ad Hoc and then changed following the
interview to establish individual circumstances.” Individuals identified as reporting ‘ad hoc’ have therefore been excluded from the totals in figures 4,
5,and 6.
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8.14

8.15

8.16

8.17

8.18

appointments per day, while at Edinburgh, which opens for four hours once per week, the
number was closer to 100.

At both Croydon and Solihull immigration reporting centres, people attending a reporting
centre pass through metal detecting security arches before entering the waiting room.
Additionally, adults attending receive a ‘pat down’ search and their bags are checked.

Once passed through security, the person reporting takes a seat in a waiting area. At all four
locations it was observed that once called to a reporting counter, once called to a reporting
counter, the person required to report had to present their ‘BAIL 201’ letter to a member of
staff. At Croydon, Solihull, and Bristol, this was a member of Immigration Enforcement (IE).
At Edinburgh, the reporting counter was staffed by Police Scotland.

The BAIL 201 contains a Compliance and Enforcement Person Reference number. At some
locations, including Croydon, this number can be scanned from a barcode printed on the BAIL
201 or entered manually into the Manage Reporting Appointments (MRA) system by reporting
centre staff. The MRA then displays the person’s record, containing some basic personal
information and a photograph.

If there is no planned ‘intervention’ for the person reporting, such as an interview or detention,
MRA displays a text box, shaded in green, confirming that a successful reporting event has
occurred and showing the person’s next scheduled reporting date.

Where an intervention has been scheduled, MRA displays a text box, shaded in blue, with

a numeric code denoting the type of intervention. Depending on the type of intervention,

it might be dealt with immediately in the public area by the member of staff working at the
counter. Alternatively, the person reporting might be asked to take a seat in the waiting
area, from where another member of staff will escort them into a private interview room to
complete whatever intervention is required.

On the days that inspectors were observing, most of the appointments at the four locations did
not involve a planned intervention. Where the person reporting had nothing to raise, reporting
events were commonly concluded in under thirty seconds.

Making reporting events ‘meaningful’

8.19

8.20

Inspectors asked the Home Office about the prevalence of different types of intervention

at face-to-face reporting events. The data provided showed that during 2024, 94.82% of all
reporting events involved no substantive intervention, such as an interview or detention.!8
Where an intervention did occur, the most common type was an FRE interview. In 2024, 14,185
FRE interviews were conducted, amounting to 45.78% of all substantive interventions.

FRE interviews were first introduced in November 2017, following ICIBI’s ‘Inspection of
Reporting and Offender Management processes (December 2016 — March 2017)’, which
drew attention to the Home Office’s failure to follow its own guidance that “the reporting
event must have some value beyond compliance: it must be a means to progress a case
to conclusion.”**?

118 Inspectors treated any event marked ‘appointment only’ in the data supplied by the Home Office as involving no substantive intervention. The
Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “This percentage is based on events and not individuals — if you use the number of
individuals having an intervention during the same time period it would be 64.6%.”

119 Independent Chief Inspector of Borders and Immigration, ‘An inspection of the Home Office’s Reporting and Offender Management processes,
December 2016 — March 2017’ (published 2 November 2017), p. 9. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/inspection-report-on-the-reporting-
and-offender-management-system
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8.21 The 2017 inspection found that “this clarity of purpose, and the intention that reporting events
should be meaningful, were seriously compromised by the practical difficulties of managing a
large reporting population (c.80,000) and by poor communication and co-ordination between
staff responsible for the ROM system and other Home Office units responsible for managing
and making decisions about these individuals’ asylum or immigration cases.”*?°

8.22 In 2017, at the busiest of the immigration reporting centres, Becket House in London (since
closed), the numbers of individuals counter staff were expected to process in a day meant
that they had on average two to three minutes per interview.!?! Inevitably, opportunities for
meaningful interactions were limited.

8.23  In accepting all six of ICIBI’'s recommendations, which were aimed at “achieving the stated
purpose of the ROM system; concluding cases; and, managing non-compliance”, the Home
Office referred to its plans to transform reporting. As well as introducing FRE interviews,
it planned to use “biometric technology ... so that routine reporting events could become
‘self-service’, freeing staff up for more meaningful interactions, such as promoting voluntary
return, capturing intelligence, or responding to commissions from case workers.”'?? Guidance
and training for [immigration reporting centre] staff was being revised “so that staff would be
better equipped to conduct these interactions.”*?3

8.24  Between October 2018 and January 2019, ICIBI conducted a re-inspection of ROM
processes.'? This found that a FRE checklist had been introduced to encourage consistency
of data capture, with the hope that it would also bring more consistency to the way cases
were being managed. Also, MRA had reduced the time those reporting spent at the counter
“from an average nationally of 6 to 8 minutes to approximately 20 seconds”, which the Home
Office claimed had enabled immigration reporting centre staff to “focus on interventions in
support of IE’s strategic goals, such as increasing voluntary returns, compliance and enforced
removals.”**> However, inspectors were told by immigration reporting centre counter
staff and their managers that this was not translating into more meaningful interactions
and the reduced contact with most individuals meant fewer opportunities for ‘change
of circumstance’ conversations.

8.25 ICIBI concluded that while the Home Office had done most of what it had committed to do
in response to the recommendation this has not led to more meaningful interactions and
had reduced the opportunities for immigration reporting centre staff to have ‘change of
circumstance’ conversations with most of those reporting. As such, ICIBI believed there was
“still some work to do”.*?

8.26  All of the recommendations from the 2017 inspection and 2019 re-inspection have since been
closed by the Home Office. The relevant entry in the closure report referred to the rollout of
the Identify and Prioritise Immigration Cases (IPIC) system to all immigration reporting centre,
which was completed in January 2020. It was stated that IPIC would filter data and

120 ICIBI, ‘An inspection of the Home Office’s Reporting and Offender Management processes, December 2016 — March 2017/, p. 5.

121 The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “The reporting population and IE staff at Becket House largely transferred
to the Croydon ROM”.

122 ICIBI, ‘An inspection of the Home Office’s Reporting and Offender Management processes, December 2016 — March 2017/, p. 20.

123 ICIBI, ‘An inspection of the Home Office’s Reporting and Offender Management processes, December 2016 — March 2017/, p. 20.

124 Independent Chief Inspector of Borders and Immigration, ‘A re-inspection of the Home Office’s Reporting and Offender Management processes
and of its management of non-detained Foreign National Offenders’ (published 9 May 2019). https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/a-re-
inspection-of-the-home-offices-reporting-and-offender-management-processes-and-of-its-management-of-non-detained-foreign-national-offenders
125 ICIBI, ‘A re-inspection of the Home Office’s Reporting and Offender Management processes and of its management of non-detained Foreign
National Offenders’, p. 15.

126 ICIBI, ‘A re-inspection of the Home Office’s Reporting and Offender Management processes and of its management of non-detained Foreign
National Offenders’, p. 16.
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“[identify] cases that require a specific course of action, at the optimum time, to assist

in progressing to conclusion. The system clearly shows if a particular business area has
reviewed and/or worked a case first and referred it. A further check is then undertaken by
ROM staff before the case is accepted, rejected (with reason documented) or put on hold
(for further enquiries) before acceptance/rejection. IPIC is only part of the process. Prior to
the particular action identified being undertaken checks on relevant databases are carried
out by ROM staff to verify. Once this has been done cases are examined further via the
[Tasking and Co-ordination Group] process before acceptance/rejection.”

8.27  According to the data provided to inspectors for the current inspection, in 2024, other than FRE
interviews, the most common types of intervention conducted during face-to-face reporting
events were:

e conversations about the Voluntary Returns Service (VRS) (6,114 occurrences or 19.73%
of all substantive interventions)

* ‘mitigating circumstances’ interviews (3,621 or 11.69%)
e ETD interviews (2,710 or 8.75%)
e successful or attempted detentions on reporting (2,693 or 8.69%)

e queries related to electronic monitoring (920 or 2.97%)

8.28 This data described the vast majority of the face-to-face reporting events completed in 2024
as “appointment only”, indicating that no substantive interaction had occurred at them.
Despite improvements to systems, the speeding up of ‘appointment only’ reporting events,
and a significant reduction in the numbers reporting, the evidence suggests that most
face-to-face reporting continues to serve no purpose beyond enforcing compliance.

Staff perspectives

8.29 Inspectors asked a range of Home Office staff for their views on the purpose and value of
reporting. Reporting centre staff at all grades said that contact with persons without leave
to enter or remain was inherently valuable, regardless of the substance of any particular
interaction. Immigration reporting centre staff told inspectors that a major purpose of
reporting was to ensure that “we can say we have spoken to them”. Other staff identified
the purpose of reporting as to measure, test, or encourage immigration compliance.

8.30 ROM National staff suggested that reporting could help to progress a person towards the
resolution of their immigration status, through a grant of leave or removal from the UK.
Some immigration reporting centre staff observed that reporting events were often the only,
or the most accessible, opportunity people without leave have to contact with a member of
Home Office staff. However, immigration reporting centre staff were often unable to resolve
or refer queries raised by people reporting. During their visits to Croydon, Solihull, Bristol and
Edinburgh, inspectors did not observe any instances of immigration reporting centre staff
providing updates to individuals with open applications or soliciting information that would
assist caseworking.

8.31 Reporting events were also an opportunity to promote the VRS. Home Office data showed that
voluntary returns under the VRS or other methods accounted for the majority of the removals
completed between January 2019 and the end of June 2024. Despite this, in interviews
and focus groups with inspectors, only one immigration reporting centre identified VRS
conversations as a major aspect of the value of reporting.
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8.32  Immigration Compliance and Enforcement (ICE) staff regarded detaining a person during a
reporting event to be far more effective than attempting to do so via an ICE team home visit.
Senior managers agreed. While recognising that “only a small minority” of people reporting
would be detained at a reporting event, an SCS identified detention as “ultimately ... the
purpose” of reporting and its “end game”. Other senior managers identified detentions as
providing “the majority” or “virtually all” of the value of the reporting process.

FRE interviews in practice

8.33 Inspectors observed two FREs in Croydon and Solihull immigration reporting centres. In
Croydon, a manager told inspectors that FREs were conducted in a private interview room.
Staff in Solihull told inspectors that most of their FREs were conducted at the bank of public
counters. In fact, all three FREs that inspectors observed were conducted at public counters,
with staff and the people reporting separated by screens.

8.34 In Solihull, the identity of the people reporting was checked, and they were asked for their
email address and telephone number. These contact details were not checked, for example
by calling the number or emailing or by requesting supporting evidence. Nonetheless, the
details were entered into Atlas and marked as “verified”. One of the two people reporting
gave an address in Stoke and was advised that they would need to attend the Manchester
reporting centre, where staff would decide their future reporting regime. The other person
was placed on fortnightly reporting. The staff member who made this decision indicated that
this frequency was chosen on the basis that the person reporting was an Albanian national. No
further questions were asked in either case. Both appointments lasted well under ten minutes.

8.35 At Croydon, the member of staff checked the person’s identity and took their contact details.
They tried to verify the telephone number provided by making an outbound call but after
several attempts could not get the number provided to work. The person reporting was asked
to sit in the waiting area until a more senior member of staff could see them.

8.36  Animmigration reporting centre senior manager told inspectors that the FRE interview was
“a chance to map out what that person’s journey looks like, identify vulnerabilities” and plan
“future interventions”. They said that if this was not done, aspects of a person’s immigration
and personal circumstances, such as childcare responsibilities, may be misunderstood or
missed entirely, with the risk that ROM fails to discover a barrier to eventual detention.
The senior manager diagnosed a “fundamental misunderstanding” about how to conduct
an FRE interview and attributed this to a lack of effective centralised training.

Voluntary Returns Scheme

8.37  Staff at one immigration reporting centre told inspectors that one purpose of an FRE is to
promote the VRS. The VRS was not mentioned in the three FREs inspectors observed.

8.38 Managers in ROM South identified the number of VRS conversations conducted by staff
as a key performance measure. Managers in Solihull immigration reporting centre told
inspectors that they give staff “bi-weekly” reminders that they should “periodically” conduct
VRS conversations. A manager in West of England ROM said that ROM National expected
VRS conversations to be held with individuals on a quarterly basis, but they felt that this was
unrealistic, given the volumes of people reporting.’?” Others agreed. Staff in another area

127 The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “There is no expectation from ROM National to conduct a VRS
conversation every quarter.”
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suggested that even though conversations might take only five minutes it was not practical to
hold them regularly because of the number of people queueing to report.

The immigration reporting centres visited by inspectors had taken steps to target VRS
conversations where they expected them to be most productive. At Croydon, a Higher
Executive Officer (HEO) was tasked with pre-planning VRS conversations with specific
individuals, generally those “who had reached the end of the line”, had limited prospects of
being granted leave, and were potentially struggling financially. A manager in West of England
ROM said they targeted VRS conversations at nationalities most likely to be documentable
and therefore actually to be returned. Despite these local efforts, a senior manager in ROM
National felt that the overall approach to the promotion of VRS was “scatter gun”.

A number of ROM senior managers told inspectors that VRS conversations were simply not
productive and questioned their value. A ROM National staff member referred to an analysis
they had done that showed that less than 1% of VRS conversations held during reporting
resulted in a return. Senior managers in ROM North said that various approaches had been
tried, but nothing appeared to have increased take-up of VRS appreciably. They felt that

if a person wished to return to their country of origin, they would pursue this themselves.

A senior manager in London concurred, commenting that the vast majority of offers of VRS
were refused. A manager in a smaller immigration reporting centre suggested that initiating a
conversation about VRS could be irritating to the person reporting, damaging any rapport that
might exist.

Data provided by the Home Office showed considerable variation in the rate at which
immigration reporting centres conducted VRS conversations. For example, in the 2024-25
performance year, which runs from April to March, staff in Northern Ireland conducted VRS
conversations in 11.58% of face-to-face reporting appointments; in the South Central area

the rate was 7.65%. By contrast, in West Midlands and West of England immigration reporting
centres, it was 0.58% and 0.48% respectively, and at Merseyside it was 0.31%. Nationwide data
shows a downward trend in the overall number of VRS conversations between 2021-22 and
2023-24, followed by a significant increase in 2024-25. See figure 7.
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Figure 7: Number of VRS conversations by reporting year 2021-22 to 2024-25
(end December 2024)

A senior manager in the VRS team said that promoting VRS was not a “priority” in the
“transactional” environment of a reporting centre and lack of quality training and high staff
turnover inhibited effective promotion of the VRS. While it was generally acknowledged that
the impact of VRS conversations was hard to measure, as decisions to depart may not result
directly from a specific intervention or event, VRS senior managers said that a person was most
likely to engage with the VRS following a negative decision on an immigration application or
after learning about the VRS at a community engagement event.

Detention on reporting

8.43

While immigration reporting centres can identify people suitable for detention on reporting
themselves, most potential detentions on reporting are referred to centres by National Returns
Progression Command. FNORC can also refer detentions specifically of FNOs to immigration
reporting centres. Planned detentions must be agreed at weekly regional Tasking and Co-
ordination Group (TCG) meetings, at which both ICE and immigration reporting centres are
represented in the North. Immigration reporting centres in the South, meanwhile, conduct
their own TCG meetings. These meetings consider any barriers to a person’s removal and
how they can be resolved. A proposed detention is either accepted or rejected at TCG

and, if accepted, a proposed date is also agreed. Prior to a planned detention taking place,
immigration reporting centre staff will carry out a risk assessment in respect of the detention
itself. This involves establishing whether a person earmarked for detention has a history of
violence, and so what training (such as arrest training or a specific level of Personal Safety
Training) those conducting the detention will require. Immigration reporting centre staff

also again check on caseworking systems that the person concerned does not have any
outstanding barriers to removal, such as a medical issue, open application, open appeal,

or childcare responsibility.
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Inspectors observed a detention on reporting at a police station in Bristol and heard accounts
of how the process was working at Solihull and Croydon immigration reporting centres. Once
the person comes to the counter and their details are entered into MRA, the system will flag
that they have been earmarked for detention by displaying a numeric code. They will then

be taken to a private room and interviewed to determine whether there are any outstanding
barriers to removal and whether the person has any specific needs, such as medication,

that must be addressed before they are detained. This ‘mitigating circumstances’ interview
may be conducted by a immigration reporting centre Executive Officer (EO) or HEO or, if

the person has been assessed as posing a heightened risk, by an arrest-trained officer. If no
barriers are identified, authorisation to detain is received from an HEO or Senior Executive
Officer (SEO) and then from the Detention Gatekeeper (DGK). The DGK considers whether the
detention is “lawful and proportionate” and considers whether, for example, a person has

a medical condition or need, or an outstanding application or ongoing casework procedure,
that means detention is not appropriate. The DGK also seeks to confirm that detention
bedspace is available. If the detention is authorised by the DGK, a ‘movement order’ is issued
and the prospective detainee is moved to a holding room to await transfer to an immigration
removal centre.

According to Home Office data, in the 2024-25 performance year ROM planned a total of 3,851
detentions on reporting and successfully completed 2,367, a success rate of 61.46%. Staff told
inspectors that, apart from the person not turning up to report, there were several reasons
why a planned detention might fail. These included barriers that had not been identified or
were not recorded on caseworking systems, recent lodging of an appeal or request for judicial
review, difficulties in obtaining medication a person requires, a person electing to depart
voluntarily instead, and a lack of detention bedspace. Staff in Solihull immigration reporting
centre picked out appeals as a “frustrating” barrier to removal in the sense that sometimes
appeals have not been registered on Atlas and so are not known about until the person arrives
to report.

The Home Office provided inspectors with data for the number of detentions on reporting
completed in each ROM performance year since 2017-18. See figure 8.
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Figure 8: Number of detentions on reporting completed 2017-18 to 2024-25 (to
end December 2024)

Between 2017-18 and 2019-20, the numbers detained on reporting fell away sharply.

They reached their lowest point in 2020-21, for part of which face-to-face reporting was
suspended due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Since then, the trend has been upwards. The total
for the 2024-25 performance year was only 41.39% of the 2017-18 total; however, the face-to-
face reporting population is also only around half of what it was at that time.

Safeguarding interventions during reporting

8.48

8.49

Some immigration reporting centre staff told inspectors that they saw reporting as having a
role to play in safeguarding vulnerable people. ‘Reporting and offender management’ guidance
notes that where a person is “elderly/vulnerable/ [or has any] medical reasons preventing face-
to-face reporting” the suggested type of reporting is “generally, solely digital reporting unless
FNO/high harm”.12 The same type of reporting is suggested for “family with dependants under
18 years”. However, one immigration reporting centre manager told inspectors they thought
vulnerable people should report face-to-face to enable staff to check on their welfare and
make safeguarding interventions where necessary.

In Croydon, inspectors observed instances where counter staff enquired about the parentage
of children accompanying the person reporting, including requesting birth certificates as proof.
This was done tactfully but persistently. This was in contrast to inspectors’ experience when
inspecting reporting events at Becket House immigration reporting centre in October 2021
when such enquiries were not routinely made.!?® In Bristol, inspectors observed a man who

128 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’, p. 13.

129 Independent Chief Inspector of Borders and Immigration, ‘A short inspection of reporting events at Becket House Immigration Reporting Centre
based on onsite observations. October 2021’ (published 20 October 2021), p. 16. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/a-short-inspection-of-
reporting-events-at-becket-house-immigration-reporting-centre-based-on-onsite-observations-october-2021
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said during his reporting event that he was experiencing suicidal ideation. Staff provided him
with a card containing details of local charities but took no further action. Managers in Croydon
said in November 2024 they had noticed an increase in people claiming to be destitute when
reporting and had engaged with the Homelessness Escalations Service, a team within the Home
Office, for advice about how to approach such cases.

A senior manager in ROM National felt confident that staff across ROM were “adept” at
spotting safeguarding issues. The Home Office provided inspectors with training material
delivered to new starters in ROM as part of their induction. This material covered a range of
safeguarding and vulnerability topics, including the Home Office ‘Adults at risk in immigration
detention’ policy, dealing with self-harm and suicidality, modern slavery, protecting vulnerable
children, and female genital mutilation.!*° Staff reported that they had also completed relevant
training provisions that are mandatory across the entire department, such as ‘Safeguarding
children and adults’. However, EO staff in Croydon said that they had not had any training
related to safeguarding vulnerable individuals beyond such new starter and mandatory
training.'3!

A manager in West of England ROM reported that their staff had not had training on modern
slavery. Volunteers from Bristol Reporting Solidarity, a charity with a presence at police
stations where people report in southwest England, said that although staff on the reporting
desk were “really nice” they had a “tricky” job, and the volunteers were “not confident” staff
would identify vulnerabilities. Administrative Officers (AOs) in Croydon acknowledged that it
is “a bit hard to pick up on” safeguarding risks given the number of people reporting and time
pressures. A senior manager in ROM North said that, given the many priorities competing for
ROM staff’s time and attention, “we do what we can”.'*?

Inspectors requested data for the number of safeguarding referrals made by each immigration
reporting centre. The Home Office responded that “this information is not available in a
recordable format that can be retrieved from Home Office systems”.

Communication at face-to-face reporting events

8.53

Effective communication is sometimes challenging during face-to-face reporting events. The
difficulties created by language barriers are compounded by the busy and noisy environments
in which much of the reporting occurs, and in some immigration reporting centres, including
Croydon and Solihull, hard plastic screens separate the counter staff from the people reporting.
This muffles the speech of counter staff and people reporting, compounding difficulties in
verbal communication.

130 Home Office, ‘Adults at risk in immigration detention’ (published 21 May 2024). https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/offender-
management

131 The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “Further face-to-face training has since been rolled out at the Croydon
[immigration reporting centre] and Eaton House [immigration reporting centre], West London, in 2025.”

132 The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “IE is currently in the process of embedding more focus on safeguarding
and vulnerabilities in [immigration reporting centres], through training programmes and identifying ‘knowledge gaps’ in teams. The introduction of the
new Exploitation & Modern Slavery Team is key to this. Team leaders have been asked to nominate individuals across all areas to become E&MS single
points of contact to upskill staff and address any queries that arise.

We are also in the process of introducing a ‘safeguarding form’ alongside training to assist colleagues in highlighting concerns that they may have.
Putting the focus well and truly on the importance of dealing effectively and recording incidents of safeguarding and vulnerabilities. Also ensuring staff
confidently provide service users with the help and support that they require. We are awaiting sign off at policy to agree a rollout of the 6-point plan,

a desk aid to assist officers with Suicide and self-harm— Supporting Vulnerable persons. It is expected that this will be agreed by end of April 2025.

The EMS training is being piloted with IE staff in April 2025 and once signed off, will be delivered to both ICE and ROM staff as a priority. We are also
reviewing the systems and processes in place that [immigration reporting centres] use to record and Modern Slavery and safeguarding work in order to
provide consistency across regions. This will also assist with auditing and reviewing safeguarding cases.”
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The Home Office provided inspectors with a training slide pack for “ROM Desk Functions”.
This told staff that for “complex or private questions, you must use an interpreter (this is
essential for interviews for documentation or to progress a case)” and “you must not allow
any unauthorised individual to interpret for a full reporting event, voluntary departure
discussion, or as part of case progression”. However, “interpretation of simple questions may
be conducted using a member of staff or telephone translation service”.

Immigration reporting centre staff have access to ‘The Big Word’, an interpreting service that
operates over the telephone. Managers at Croydon immigration reporting centre said they
“really encourage” its use and it is “used every day” by counter staff.

Inspectors did not observe any use of The Big Word by counter staff on their visits to
immigration reporting centres and noted that there would be some practical difficulties in
staff using the service. Counter staff were not equipped with landline telephones at their desks
and even if they were installed it is likely that the person reporting would struggle to hear the
interpreter where screens were in place.

Private rooms used for more substantive interventions were more likely to be equipped with
landline telephones, making it easier to use The Big Word. Inspectors observed it being used at
one immigration reporting centre and saw that its use contributed to the effectiveness of the
intervention.

In Bristol, Croydon, and Solihull, inspectors observed counter staff using Google Translate on
personal mobile phones, typing messages into the phone and showing the translation to the
person reporting. Staff identified this as one of the primary tools at their disposal to overcome
language barriers. A senior manager in Croydon confirmed that Google Translate was being
used as a primary means of communicating.

Inspectors also observed informal interpreting by friends or family of people reporting, by
support workers who happened to accompany those reporting, and by bilingual members of
immigration reporting centre staff. Where no such support was available, staff sometimes
relied on talking more loudly or more slowly, or miming.

Inspectors witnessed several interactions where the person reporting did not seem to
understand what they had been told. This included the date of their next reporting event, the
fact that they should have reported by telephone not face-to-face, and that they no longer
needed to report. Inspectors also observed people reporting seemingly not understanding that
they needed to supply evidence regarding medical conditions, or their parental relationship
with a child, or what form of evidence was required. Inspectors also saw an instance in which
verification by a staff member of a telephone number provided by a person reporting was
made more difficult by the language barrier involved.

Some efforts had been made to overcome difficulties with verbal communication by using
simple visual aids. For example, the larger immigration reporting centres used a printed
calendar on which the dates of a person’s future reporting events could be marked or circled.

Queries raised by migrants when reporting

8.62

In both Croydon and Bristol, inspectors observed several instances of people reporting asking
for updates regarding open applications. Staff in Solihull immigration reporting centre agreed
that the most common queries they received were for updates on a person’s case. In Croydon,
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counter staff asked the person reporting to submit these queries in writing. Likewise, people
who volunteered information about changes to their contact details, particularly outside of
FREs, were generally asked to submit the new information in writing.

In Croydon, inspectors noted that, generally, counter staff could not provide people with an
update on the progress of their case. Staff in Solihull told inspectors they were “not supposed
to” do this. Staff in Croydon said they might “try to chase the caseworker” or they would tell
the person reporting they would need to contact the relevant caseworking team themselves.

In Croydon, Solihull, and Bristol, inspectors observed several people, mostly FNOs, raise with
staff the very long period of time they had been reporting without any apparent purpose or
end in sight. These complaints generally took the form of expressions of frustration rather
than queries.

A common query from FNOs concerned electronic monitoring. At Solihull and Bristol,
inspectors witnessed several FNOs asking questions related to tagging. This included people
whose tag was broken or was apparently causing them medical problems. A member of staff
from the electronic monitoring provider, Serco, periodically attended the Solihull immigration
reporting centre to fix or replace malfunctioning tags and respond to queries about devices.

Staff in both Bristol and Solihull said they often received queries about tagging but were
unlikely to be able to resolve a query or problem related to a tag themselves. Except when a
Serco representative was present, ROM staff advised the person to contact FNORC or did so
on the person’s behalf. However, they told inspectors that FNORC rarely responded to queries
about tagging or about FNO caseworking in general. An immigration reporting centre manager
described the situation as “frustrating”.

Inspectors spoke to staff in FNORC teams responsible for tagging. They did not perceive any
barriers to effective working between FNORC and immigration reporting centres. The FNORC
staff tended to see immigration reporting centres as a convenient and secure place to fix or
change a tag as part of a pre-planned appointment, rather than as somewhere for people
who were tagged to raise and resolve queries. A FNORC senior manager said they were aware
immigration reporting centre staff might feel that FNORC could do more to assist them and
suggested that “the next step” would be to place FNORC staff in centres to respond to any
queries that arose.

Police station reporting

8.68

8.69

Most people who report face-to-face do so at an immigration reporting centre. However, in

the East of England, South Central, and West of England ROM regions there are no immigration
reporting centres and face-to-face reporting events are managed at police stations. Elsewhere,
police station reporting may be used to avoid people having to make very long journeys to their
nearest reporting centre. For example, in Scotland the only reporting centre is in Glasgow and
people who live in other parts of the country report at police stations. Police station reporting
may also be used for people with a history of violence or other challenging behaviours at
immigration reporting centres as a way of protecting others.

In March 2023, the Contact Management Programme Board initiated a project looking at
a ‘Future ROM Operating Model’. As part of this, ROM National talked to reporting centre
staff at all grades about “current processes, pain points and options for future working”.
The project identified that, as of June 2023, 131 police stations across the UK were being
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used for reporting. ROM staff regularly attended 35 of the 131 to complete basic reporting
functions, interviews, and detentions on reporting. At the remaining 96, “police officers or their
designated civilian contractors ... complete basic reporting functions and nothing else”.

As of June 2023, 4,612 people were required to report at a police station. However, the 91
police stations with the smallest numbers reporting had a combined reporting population of
only 496. The project therefore recommended that the 91 police stations were no longer used
for reporting, and that IE staff should attend the remaining 40 to carry out the full range of
ROM functions, at the same time reducing the reporting frequency for those required to travel
greater distances to report or moving them to telephone reporting.

This was not entirely new thinking. During the course of ICIBI’s 2017 ‘An inspection of the Home
Office’s Reporting and Offender Management processes (December 2016 — March 2017)’ ROM
senior managers told inspectors of plans to transform ROM, as part of which:

“It was ROM senior managers’ intention to reduce the proportion of the reporting
population that reported at police stations and bring these individuals into Reporting
Centres as this would be a more efficient use of Home Office staff resources.”**

The numbers reporting at a police station in 2023 were just over half (56%) of what they

were in 2016, showing some progress in that regard. However, according to Home Office data
provided to inspectors, by the end of 2024 the numbers reporting at police stations had grown
to 7,923, which was 16.3% of the reporting population.

ICIBI’s 2017 inspection report also noted:

“Despite its importance [to the functioning of the reporting system], there were no formal
agreements underpinning the use of police stations for immigration reporting events. Such
agreements as did exist were described by ROM staff and senior managers as ‘historic’ or
‘legacy’, dating back to a time before Home Office Reporting Centres existed.”*%

The current inspection found that it was still the case that it was left to immigration reporting
centres to agree the arrangements for reporting at police stations in their region with their
police contacts. These arrangements differed between locations. Some police stations were
open for reporting on one or more days per week, when they were routinely staffed by IE.
Some of those locations had reporting populations of over 500 people. Luton and Bristol were
examples of this type of arrangement. In other locations, even in some large cities, for example
Edinburgh, only one police station is open for reporting, and this is only once per week
between the hours of 9.30am and 1.30pm.

In 2023, the ‘Future ROM Operating Model’ project team reported that it was also attempting
to establish a ‘memorandum of understanding’ (MoU) with the National Police Chiefs’ Council
to provide a “starting point” for the governance of reporting in police stations. It was unclear to
inspectors how far the idea of an MoU had progressed.'*> A police Chief Inspector responsible
for a city centre police station used for reporting told inspectors that they were just told by IE
when a person was now required to report at the station; there was no discussion:

133 ICIBI, ‘An inspection of the Home Office’s Reporting and Offender Management processes, December 2016 — March 2017/, p. 16.

134 ICIBI, ‘An inspection of the Home Office’s Reporting and Offender Management processes, December 2016 — March 2017/, p. 15.

135 The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “The MoU has been drafted and shared with National Police Chief’s Council
(NPCC) for comment.”
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“We’ve always been doing this ... we’ve just accepted we do the immigration bail reporting,
and it’s not been really discussed. They’re doing their thing, we’re doing our thing, but there
are no meetings [to discuss any issues], no process for that.”

Meanwhile, a manager in ROM area heavily reliant on police reporting told inspectors that they
had significant responsibility for the operation of police station reporting in their area and they
were considering approaching their local police force to discuss using more police stations for
reporting. A senior manager in the same region emphasised that IE relied on the goodwill of
the police for their continued use of police stations.

The facilities for reporting differ from police station to police station. In Bristol, space was
limited. |IE staff worked at seats in a room separated from the public waiting area, where
people were queuing up to report, by a table pushed into the doorway of a meeting room.
The bulk of interactions took place in this doorway area, but there was also a private office
that could be used if required.

ROM National staff told inspectors that where there was no IE presence at a police station
reporting could be “a tick box exercise”. In Edinburgh, inspectors observed reporting events
conducted in the public area of a police station by a Police Scotland Public Enquiry Support
Assistant (PESA).1%*¢ The PESA did not have access to Home Office systems, or to any other IT.
They recorded the reporting event on paper and the paper records were forwarded to IE once
per month. The PESA felt that IE did not pay much attention to Police Scotland’s returns.

A senior police officer acknowledged that the police “do not fully understand” reporting.

They said that the Edinburgh police station was “not an appropriate environment” for reporting
owing to the lack of technology available in the public area. Front desk staff suggested that
reporting could be a “hindrance” in that it pulls staff away from other duties, which might
include assisting someone who is reporting a crime. When asked what improvement they
would like to see to the process of police station reporting, they replied “not to be doing this”.
Meanwhile, the numbers reporting in Edinburgh were growing.

ROM senior managers recognised that police station reporting, whether or not IE staff were
involved, was “not ideal”. However, there was no money to create new immigration reporting
centres. Therefore, ROM National had been exploring changes that would improve the quality
of reporting at police stations where there was no IE presence. It had introduced a ‘police
reporting tool’ in some locations, essentially a spreadsheet that allowed police and IE staff to
share live data about reporting events. This was of limited value in Edinburgh because there
was no access to IT in the public area of the police station. However, in Aberdeen, where
computers are available to police staff conducting reporting events, the tool had been more
successful. A senior manager in Scotland ROM suggested that ROM National had not been
aware when designing the tool that some police staff involved in reporting in Edinburgh do not
have access to computers. The result of this was that the tool had “not been as successful as
[ROM National] expected”. A PESA in Edinburgh said that their team was not consulted about
the introduction of the tool.

136 A PESAis a public-facing member of Police Scotland staff responsible for responding to basic queries from members of the public at a police
station and for administrative duties. In Scottish police stations that operate immigration reporting without IE staff onsite, this is typically undertaken

by PESAs.
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Migrant experiences of reporting
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Most of the 14 responses to the inspection’s ‘call for evidence’ that referenced face-to-face
reporting reflected on the experiences of people required to report in this way. A few themes
were prominent in these submissions.

Travel time and costs
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At the time of the inspection, there were 13 immigration reporting centres in the UK: Croydon,
Hounslow, Loughborough, Solihull, Sheffield, Middlesbrough, Salford, Leeds, Liverpool, Cardiff,
Swansea, Glasgow, and Belfast. Notwithstanding the use of over 100 police stations in addition,
some people are required to travel long distances in order to report.

‘Reporting and offender management’ guidance emphasises that there is no upper limit on the
distance that people can be asked to travel for reporting, though factors like age, vulnerability,
and medical issues should be considered.’*” ROM training material suggests that no person
should be expected to travel for more than 2 hours to report on more than an ‘ad hoc’ basis.

In its submission, one stakeholder organisation wrote that reporting “can have an extremely
negative impact” on people’s quality of life because of the amount of time it takes up. Another
emphasised the challenges involved in travelling to reporting events created for those with
childcare responsibilities.

Several submissions drew attention to travel costs, which many of those reporting were having
to meet from their own pockets. The Immigration Act 2016 (Schedule 10, paragraphs 9(4) and
(5)) empowers the Secretary of State to “make a payment to a person on immigration bail in
respect of travelling expenses which the person has incurred or will incur for the purpose of
complying with a bail condition”, “But ... only to the extent that the Secretary of State thinks
that there are exceptional circumstances which justify the making of the payment.”*38

‘Reporting and offender management’ guidance refers to “the provision of travel expenses to
enable attendance at a reporting event” with a link to the Immigration Act 2016 sections.!*
It further states:

“Where a reporting centre or police station does not facilitate the payment of travel
expenses, consideration will be given on a case-by-case basis to the amendment of
reporting regimes for individuals experiencing difficulties with compliance. If, however,
the person has no basis of stay and is non-compliant with re-documentation or voluntary
departure, the reporting regime should normally not be reduced ...”

The published guidance stipulates that applications for financial support are to be considered
in relation to certain factors: “Article 3 of the European Convention on Human Rights, health
issues, destitution, unwillingness on the part of the person to leave the UK, childcare and other
carers, amending the reporting frequency”.14°

The guidance advises that anyone living within a three-mile radius of their reporting
location will not be eligible to apply to receive assistance with travelling expenses “except
in cases where an individual demonstrates an exceptional need such as medical grounds”.

137 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’, p. 9.

138 Immigration Act 2016, Schedule 10, section 9. https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2016/19/schedule/10
139 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’, p. 41.

140 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’, p. 42.
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Asylum seekers in receipt of asylum support and other reporting persons living outside of a
three-mile radius may apply.**

The training slide pack for new ROM staff references the Immigration Act 2016 and the three-
mile radius eligibility test, but it does not offer any advice on how to assess any potential
“exceptional circumstances”.

Inspectors observed local variations in the way the travel expenses guidance was applied. Staff
at Croydon immigration reporting centre told inspectors that “98% of people” reporting there
lived more than three miles away. Inspectors were told, and observed, that FNOs reporting in
Croydon very often had their travel paid for by the immigration reporting centre. Travel tickets
were sent to the person, usually by email, prior to their next reporting event. Meanwhile,
asylum seekers in receipt of asylum support had money loaded onto their Aspen card. Staff
said that they did not raise the possibility of financial assistance unless a person referred to
the cost of travel being a barrier to their attendance. They suggested that they might deal with
a request for travel assistance by reducing the person’s reporting frequency rather than by
paying travel expenses.

In West Midlands ROM, staff informed inspectors that people might have the money they
had spent on travel loaded onto their Aspen card or be provided with money through their
Aspen card in advance of reporting. A manager suggested there were sometimes issues with
payments onto Aspen cards being duplicated and acknowledged that there was no way to
verify that payments were actually being used to pay for travel. Some people were provided
with train tickets. Prepaid tickets could be provided only for train travel, but many of the
people reporting travelled by bus.!*

In West of England ROM, payments to cover travel expenses could be made only to asylum
seekers with Aspen cards. A manager estimated that this cohort made up about 10% of the
reporting population in the area. West of England ROM had “no means” to issue travel tickets
to people in advance. The manager said that most people got lifts from friends or family or
came by bus. Some local bus companies did not accept Aspen cards, but fare caps meant bus
journeys were inexpensive. However, the manager said that the local situation with travel
payments was “not good enough”, and other staff identified travel issues as a common source
of queries or complaints from people reporting.'*?

In the submissions to the ICIBI’s ‘call for evidence’, some respondents described the rules
around travel costs as “unclear”, “confusing and arbitrary”, and “not working”. One referred
to local inconsistencies and suggested that some individuals had received travel expenses for
one appointment but not for the next, with clear no reason being given. Another described
the “struggle to get even basic financial support to travel to report” and of people being told
they will receive travel tickets but them not being provided. Another suggested that promised

reimbursement onto an Aspen card “often does not happen”.

141 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’, p. 42.

142 The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “When a payment for travel is added to an Aspen card, the Counter officer
should ask to see the ticket used for that event as proof it was used for that purpose and confirming cost. Many [immigration reporting centres] have
contracts in place with local travel companies. If the reportee does not have the cash to pay for the travel, paying in advance is the only option.”

143 The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “It might be possible or more accessible in some areas but not all. For
example, the current North West travel company used for issuing bus tickets to those who report outside of a three-mile radius and can be issued in
advance of the next event, provided proof of travel is presented. The current contract was set up once the travel company that was previously used
ceased issuing paper save away travel tickets to go digital which would have been difficult to manage with customers.”
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Feelings about reporting
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Several respondents to the ‘call for evidence’ emphasised the general distress caused by having
to report, especially due to the fear of being detained at a reporting event. Others raised

the re-traumatising effects for those who had previously been victims of torture, trafficking,

or other forms of persecution in their home countries. Reporting was described as having
negative effects on mental health and wellbeing, particularly for people with existing mental
health conditions.

One organisation suggested that these feelings were compounded by the conduct of staff at
immigration reporting centres, which was often “confrontational and unwelcoming”. Inspectors
observed front-line staff at work at each of the locations they visited. They were generally
courteous and welcoming to the people reporting and attempted to assist with any queries,
though the general environment, language barriers, and the limitations on the help they

were able to provide meant that communication was sometimes difficult. Inspectors did see
occasional instances of frustration and brusqueness, particularly where a member of staff was
having difficulty making themselves understood.

Inspectors also saw staff show resilience and remain calm when faced with angry complaints
from those reporting. These complaints often concerned how long the person had been
reporting without any apparent progress in their case or status. Responding to the ‘call for
evidence’, one organisation observed that people might have to report “for a very long time ...
with no opportunity for meaningful interactions”. It suggested that this made reporting appear
“purposeless and cruel”. Another organisation suggested that even people who had a lengthy
history of compliance were unlikely to be de-escalated to a lower reporting frequency or less
intrusive reporting mode.

As part of their file sampling exercise, inspectors looked at sampled cases in which the person
reporting had been reporting for a long period of time. The sample of 95 files examined by
inspectors included nine people who had been reporting for at least four years at the time the
data was supplied. Four of those nine people were FNOs (44.44%). For context, 13.68% of all
files sampled related to FNOs. Of the four FNOs who had been reporting for at least four years,
three had only ever reported face-to-face. By contrast, all of the non-FNOs who had been
reporting for at least four years had been reporting for at least some of that period by modes
other than face-to-face.

‘Failure to report’

8.98

8.99

The Home Office provided inspectors with data for the attendance rates at scheduled face-
to-face reporting events for the 2024-25 performance year. The overall attendance rate was
78.45%. The attendance rate excluding FREs was 80.04%. The attendance rate in this period
was slightly higher for FNOs (80.81%) than for non-FNOs (77.38%).

Attendance rates varied by immigration reporting centre location. The highest attendance rates
were in Cardiff (88.5%), Lancashire (87.4%), and Northern Ireland (85.59%), while the lowest
attendance rates were in Scotland (70.47%), West Midlands (70.65%), and Swansea (71.01%).

In a large immigration reporting centre like West Midlands the 29.35% non-attendance rate
meant that 24,160 scheduled reporting events were missed in performance year 2024-25. At
Lunar House, the reporting centre used in South London before 11 November 2024, the non-
attendance rate was 21.74% and the number of missed reporting events was even higher, at
28,190. Data supplied by the Home Office to inspectors also listed the number and proportion
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of reporting events that were attended at ‘ROM — Croydon’. Inspectors assumed this was a
reference to appointments at Ruskin Square, the facility that replaced Lunar House from 11
November 2024. At that location, the attendance rate up to the end of performance year 2024-
25 was 76.8%, meaning that 26,547 events were missed during that period at that location.

At the end of each day, MRA generates a list of people who failed to attend their scheduled
reporting event. A ‘BAIL 204’ message, notifying the recipient that they have breached a
condition of their immigration bail, is sent weekly to everyone who fails to attend a reporting
event; in most cases this is done via a Short Messaging Service (SMS) message to people’s
mobile phone.

‘Reporting and offender management’ guidance sets out further actions immigration
reporting centres should take when a person has missed a reporting event.}** Firstly, they
should check Atlas to determine whether there is any reason, such a grant of leave, why the
person has not reported. If there is nothing on the system to explain the non-attendance,
immigration reporting centres are required to telephone the person at their listed telephone
number. If this is unsuccessful, staff should telephone relevant third parties, including legal
representatives, accommodation providers, family members, guardians, and other responsible
adults. If the person is receiving asylum support, the relevant team should be notified of the
non-attendance. The completion of each step should be recorded on Atlas. ROM new starter
training advises that these steps should be completed within 72 hours of the missed event.

This process was launched in March 2023. A ROM National senior manager said that prior to

it being introduced “there was an inconsistent approach” to non-attendance at reporting,

and in some areas no response at all. Some local immigration reporting centre staff told
inspectors that the new process was too time-consuming. Staff in Solihull estimated that

it could take 15 to 20 minutes, or even up to 40 minutes. A senior manager suggested that
immigration reporting centres are being “set up to fail” and “cannot keep up” with the “really
lengthy process”. Another said, “it’s all a bit Sisyphean — it’ll never end”. A ROM National senior
manager told inspectors that the failure to report process was a “challenging” aspect of the
relationship between their team and immigration reporting centres.*

In both Croydon and West Midlands immigration reporting centres, by early 2024 large
backlogs of failures to report had built up. These comprised instances in which a person had
not attended a reporting event, but no subsequent effort had been made to contact them.

In both locations, additional staff were drafted in from other business areas, along with some
agency staff, and had cleared the backlogs by July 2024 in Croydon and November 2024 in West
Midlands. By the time inspectors were onsite in November 2024, these additional resources
were no longer in place.*®

The evidence suggested that the larger immigration reporting centres were finding it difficult
to manage the failure to report process at their current staffing levels. By the time inspectors
were onsite, immigration reporting centre had already fallen two weeks behind in its

processing of failures to report. A manager in Solihull expressed “doubts” that his team would

144 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’ (published 18 January 2024), p. 21.

145 The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “ROM National are looking into technological solutions to make the

FTR process a less time consuming activity. Efforts have been made by ROM National to try and improve the process and have recently trialled the
automated message system at the early part of the process to try and reduce the impact on [immigration reporting centres]. ROM National have also
introduced a Collaboration tool for police colleagues to record reporting events at police stations in real time so FTR action can be picked up sooner.”
146 The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “There was effort to follow the Failure to Report process (including
contacting individuals) but numbers exceeded capacity. Overtime was offered across [immigration reporting centres] to assist with clearing backlogs
and this exercise concluded end of December 2024. Agency staff were situated in various [immigration reporting centres] to assist in keeping backlogs
down thereafter. There are currently no agency staff within [immigration reporting centres]. In Croydon staff were supported by colleagues from
Asylum who remained in place (in limited numbers) until end February 2025.”
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be able to cope with the volumes of failures to report since it no longer had agency staff to
support it. ROM National was considering ways to automate parts of the process or to take
a “more strategic” approach to determining which cohorts to focus on. However, inspectors
were not told of any firm plans.**’

In addition to concerns about its efficiency, some staff considered that the failure to report
process was not effective at bringing people back into compliance with their reporting
conditions. One senior manager told inspectors that “relatively limited” numbers responded.
The Home Office provided inspectors with data for the number of people who attended a
subsequent reporting event following a failure to report. Between June and August 2024,
39,946 scheduled face-to-face reporting events were missed. Most, 22,318 (55.9%), were
missed by people who had still not attended a reporting event as of 3 October 2024.

BAIL 201 letters
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The requirement for a person to report is first communicated to them in writing in a BAIL 201
letter. Where a person is being bailed from detention, or by the Irregular Migration Intake Unit
(IMIU) following arrival by small boat, the BAIL 201 is likely to be handed to them. In other
cases, such as when a person is identified through IPIC as someone who should be subject to
immigration bail, it is likely that the BAIL 201 letter will be posted to them. Different Home
Office business areas follow different processes when posting BAIL 201 letters. Some send
them recorded delivery, some send them by standard first-class mail.

The ICIBI ‘call for evidence’ in August 2024 asked for written submissions from anyone with
knowledge of Home Office contact management. One organisation responded that BAIL 201s
“not infrequently” failed to reach their intended recipient when sent by post. Managers at
Croydon told inspectors that rates of “return to sender” responses had decreased over time
and were now under 10%. Inspectors asked the Home Office for data for the different methods
of serving BAIL 201s and how often they did not reach their intended recipients. Inspectors
were told that “this data is not reported on our systems and cannot be provided”.

Where BAIL 201s are received, recipients can sometimes find the contents confusing. One
organisation said that written communications about bail conditions needed to be clearer,
while another suggested that BAIL 201s sometimes contained conflicting information.
Inspectors examined 95 files for people who were either on immigration bail or marked as

an absconder as of 31 August 2024. Of these, 87 people had been served with a BAIL 201. Of
the 87, 71 (81.6%) had two or more bail conditions applied, and 43 (49.4%) had at least three
conditions. Inspectors found that some of the letters contained errors. For example, seven (8%)
listed bail conditions that were not being applied to the individual, in some cases marking these
conditions with a cross. Such a marking is intended to indicate that the relevant condition is
being applied. In three (3.4%) cases, the letters themselves or case notes indicated that a bail
condition should have been applied, but that condition was not marked with a cross on the
BAIL 201 letter.

147 The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “ROM National has now automated the Bail 204 process and plans are

in place to automate the phone call and the 274 process on Atlas. Those [immigration reporting centres] with large daily footfalls find it difficult to
manage their FTR numbers resulting in the creation of backlogs. Going through the FTR is time-consuming but closely managed and ROM National
continue to look at ways to improve this process. ROM National are looking into technological solutions to make the FTR process a less time consuming
activity. Efforts have been made by ROM National to try and improve the process and have recently trialled the automated message system at the early
part of the process to try and reduce the impact on [immigration reporting centres]. ROM National have also introduced a Collaboration tool for police
colleagues to record reporting events at police stations in real time so FTR action can be picked up sooner.”

73



8.109

8.110

8.111

8.112

In addition to specifying the bail conditions being applied, BAIL 201 letters contain sections
informing the recipient about how to report a change of conditions, how to contact the VRS,
what happens if conditions are not complied with, and under what circumstances they will
cease to be on immigration bail. A manager involved in identifying absconders told inspectors
that in their opinion the BAIL 201 letters were “lengthy and not very user-friendly”, while a
manager involved in digital reporting suggested they were “not fit for purpose” and “very,
very complicated”.

The development of new modes of reporting, that can operate in parallel and that people can
be moved between, has increased the complexity of the information contained in some BAIL
201s. A senior manager in the Digital Caseworking and Interactions team told inspectors that
the way the scheduling of face-to-face and telephone reporting events is communicated “can
be very confusing for the users” and that their team had tried to “keep it simple”. Managers

in different immigration reporting centres acknowledged that the arrangements for blended
reporting “can be a bit confusing” and that the complexity of communications in general could
be a driver of unintentional non-compliance.

Inspectors observed several people attending immigration reporting centres and police
stations when they variously should have been reporting by telephone, having had their
reporting condition varied to digital reporting, or having been told that they no longer needed
to report.

Inspectors heard that clear communications about reporting requirements were further
frustrated by difficulties in the ‘hand-offs’ between Home Office teams. Inspectors saw one
instance in Solihull where a person had been granted asylum but not told that they no longer
needed to report. A member of the counter staff told inspectors that this was a “common”
occurrence. Managers said that this could also occur when appeals were allowed but no
action had been taken to record this on Atlas and end the person’s requirement to report.

A senior manager at another immigration reporting centre described such issues as a particular
“bugbear”. Meanwhile, staff in West Midlands immigration reporting centre told inspectors
that staff granting or removing a person’s permission to work sometimes issued a BAIL 201
that referenced only the bail condition related to employment. This led to some people
wrongly believing that their reporting condition had also been removed or varied.
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9. Inspection findings: Immigration bail
telephone reporting

The introduction of immigration bail telephone reporting

9.1 In March 2020, the Home Office suspended all face-to-face reporting as an emergency
response to the COVID-19 pandemic. Instead, Reporting and Offender Management (ROM)
attempted to maintain informal contact by telephone with all people required to report. As
social distancing requirements were relaxed, people were required to resume face-to-face
reporting. Interim internal guidance, published in December 2020, instructed immigration
reporting centres to prioritise returning people to face-to-face reporting based on the risk
the person posed to the community and their removability. This included Foreign National
Offenders (FNOs) and high harm individuals, those who had shown an interest in voluntary
return, and those identified for detention on reporting and removal.

9.2 In addition to resuming face-to-face reporting for priority cohorts, Immigration Enforcement
(IE) took steps to replace informal telephone contact with immigration bail telephone reporting
(IBTR), making it a formal condition of immigration bail with which people were required to
comply. Ministerial approval for an IBTR pilot was received in April 2021 and the pilot was
conducted between July and October 2021.

9.3 ROM National took the lead on the pilot, taking responsibility for setting the strategy for IBTR,
implementing reporting systems, and managing IBTR delivery and performance. The pilot
was designed with input from Home Office policy, legal, and teams responsible for managing
IT systems, as well as from staff in immigration reporting centres and non-governmental
organisations.

9.4 The cohort chosen for the pilot comprised 302 people who were not FNOs and were not
imminently removable. Those elected for the pilot were first issued with “an explanatory note”
providing them with details of what the Home Office would require of them during the pilot.
During the pilot, a total of 863 telephone calls were made by immigration reporting centres
to the pilot cohort. Those participating were told to expect a telephone call from immigration
reporting centre staff during a specific time window on a given day. Immigration reporting
centres were permitted to determine the frequency at which people reported during the pilot
and required to communicate this to those participating.

9.5 The compliance rate for calls was 80%, which compared favourably with the rate for informal
telephone calls made to people before the pilot began (66%). During the period the pilot ran,
the attendance rate for face-to-face reporting events was 77%.

9.6 In evaluating the IBTR pilot, ROM emphasised the potential for meaningful interactions in the
less pressured and more private setting of a telephone conversation. Evidence provided for
this inspection regarding this pilot showed 71% of people had a conversation with Home Office
staff about the Voluntary Returns Scheme (VRS) and 17.9% of people volunteered information
about changing contact details or new personal circumstances.
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ROM carried out a survey of migrants who had taken part in the pilot. 97 of the 300
participants in the pilot responded to the survey. There were some negative comments: 46%
of respondents said they would have preferred to receive calls from a “known” rather than a
withheld telephone number and 32% would have liked to have continued with face-to-face
reporting alongside telephone reporting. However, all but one of the 97 migrants surveyed said
they found telephone reporting easier than face-to-face reporting. The biggest positives were
the costs and time saved.

Immigration reporting centre staff who had taken part in the pilot were also surveyed.

Only four out of 14 staff surveyed regarded IBTR as a “successful alternative” to face-to-face
reporting. A number expressed concerns about the inability to confirm a person’s identity
over the telephone or, more generally, that telephone calls were not effective in ensuring
compliance. However, staff also highlighted the advantages of telephone reporting, such as
the potential for longer conversations and the less onerous demands made of migrants.

From June 2022, IBTR was adopted as “business as usual”. IE senior management expected

to see a number of benefits flow from the rollout of IBTR: the option of remote reporting
would provide flexibility and resilience in the event of a large or sudden increase in the volume
of people reporting or a crisis like the COVID-19 pandemic; by having people who were not
removable and did not pose a risk to the community report via IBTR, face-to-face reporting
could focus more effectively on removable and high-risk cohorts; and, there were also savings
of around £250,000 per annum to be made from reducing the number of people who received
financial assistance to enable them to travel to report in person.

Talking to immigration reporting centre managers in November and December 2024, inspectors
found that, in addition to concerns about how IBTR operates, some of them remained unhappy
with the way IBTR had been implemented by ROM National. One senior manager claimed that
since its introduction as an emergency response to the COVID-19 pandemic there had been no
consultation with immigration reporting centres about its wider use. Another senior manager
observed that there are “a lot of disagreements” about IBTR and that it was “led by” ROM
National which immigration reporting centres “generally opposed”.

‘Reporting and offender management’ guidance refers to IBTR being “blended with less
frequent face to face appointments”.’*® This blended approach was identified by a ROM
National senior manager as a response to “pushback” from immigration reporting centres
concerned about the robustness of telephone reporting. Another manager told inspectors that
most of those on blended reporting report every three months, alternating between face-to-
face and telephone reporting.

The Home Office provided details of each person on immigration bail with a reporting
condition as of 31 December 2024. This included details of the mode of reporting. Of those
reporting by telephone, 4,725 (93.5%) were listed as reporting on a “six-monthly” basis.
Inspectors interpreted this to mean that they were subject to a blended reporting regime,
with face-to-face reporting events also scheduled “six-monthly”. Of the remaining 327 people
reporting by telephone, most (315 people or 6.2% of the entire IBTR cohort) were recorded as
reporting on an “ad hoc” basis.

148 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’ (published 18 January 2024), p. 14. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/offender-
management
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The cohort of people reporting by telephone
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‘Reporting and offender management’ policy guidance instructs ROM teams responsible for
making decisions about the “mode and frequency” a person is required to report to consider
“vulnerability, removability, interventions necessary to facilitate case progression ... or prompt
enforcement action, assessed risk of harm to the general public, and risk of absconding”. 4
The guidance suggests that a ROM manager might also take resources in the immigration
reporting centre into consideration.

Non-removability appeared the key factor when deciding that a non-FNO could be managed
by some element of IBTR. See figure 9. A policy senior manager confirmed that this was the
policy intention. However, several senior managers in immigration reporting centres told
inspectors that, in practice, large proportions of their face-to-face reporting populations were
not imminently removable. One referred to “ridiculous” cases in their area where people were
being required to attend the reporting centre but were unlikely ever to progress to removal.
Another, in a different region, commented that in their area “a lot of the population are not
removable”. A Senior Civil Servant observed that “there is no prospect of a large proportion
of these people being removed” and asked “what is the point” of them being asked to report
regularly face-to-face rather than by telephone.

Figure 9: Suggested reporting modes and frequencies involving an element
of IBTR

Cohort Barriers to removal Suggested mode and frequency

of reporting

Adult non Foreign No [travel] document — no Generally, telephone reporting —

National Offender realistic timescales for outcome rotated telephone reporting and

(FNO) face-to-face every 3 months
Outstanding application Generally monthly or bi-monthly
depending on timescale for face-to-face — telephone
outcome reporting if no imminent outcome
Open appeal or judicial review Generally, telephone reporting —

rotated telephone reporting and
face-to-face every 3 months

Open asylum claim Reporting decided on a case-by-
case basis
Family with adult Any Treat in line with single adult
dependants non-FNO

Size of IBTR population

9.15

A review of telephone reporting produced in February 2023 by ROM National noted that
the number of people on IBTR was “5,838 and growing rapidly”. However, in June 2024 the
Home Office told inspectors that the number was 4,364, which constituted 7.43% of the
overall reporting population at that time. Inspectors later asked the Home Office for details
of all people on immigration bail with a reporting condition as of 31 December 2024. The
data supplied listed 5,052 (10.4%) people as reporting by telephone out of a total reporting
population of 48,493. The data did not include anyone reporting digitally.

149 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’, p. 12.
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To understand the use of different modes of reporting over time, inspectors requested data for
the numbers reporting face-to-face, by telephone and digitally on the final day of each month
from January 2020 to December 2024. The Home Office told inspectors that no “consolidated
dataset” existed for the period January to June 2020. The data supplied for the period from July
2020 to December 2024 reflected the numbers reporting at least once in the month.

The monthly data does not reflect all of the people with a reporting condition at that point, as
some people (especially those reporting by telephone) were required to report less frequently
than once per month. Nonetheless, figure 10 suggests that, after an initial surge in 2022,
telephone reporting did not grow significantly during 2023 and 2024.

Figure 10: Number of people who had at least one telephone reporting event in
each month shown, and percentage of people reporting that month who had at
least one telephone event*®

The percentage of the monthly reporting population reporting by telephone appears to have
been trending downwards since early 2023. However, this is at least in part due to an increase
in digital reporting, as all of those reporting digitally have a reporting event each month while
those on telephone reporting report typically once a quarter. Meanwhile, a separate dataset
provided to inspectors showed that in the first quarter of 2025, ROM National averaged around
237 telephone reporting events per week.

Makeup of the telephone reporting population

9.19

‘Reporting and offender management’ guidance is clear that telephone reporting is intended
primarily for people who are not assessed as posing a risk to the community.’>* Consequently,
few FNOs report by telephone. According to Home Office data, as of 31 December 2024, only
26 FNOs (0.4% of those reporting) were reporting by telephone.

150 The data for people reporting by telephone includes people who had a telephone reporting event or a ‘telephone — in-person’ event, the term the
Home Office uses to describe face-to-face reporting events scheduled for people who report by a blend of face-to-face and telephone appointments.
151 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’, p. 13.
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The guidance also focuses on removability. Here, it is less clear how consistently the

guidance is being followed. The details provided to inspectors of the reporting population

as of 31 December 2024 included whether or not each person held a valid travel document.
People were identified as holding a passport, emergency travel document (ETD), or a UK Letter,
or as having an “ETD application in process”, or not being documented.

The data provided in evidence to the inspection suggested some relationship between a person
possessing, or being in the process of obtaining, a travel document, and the mode by which he
or she reported. Nevertheless, all cohorts, regardless of whether they have a travel document,
were considerably more likely to report face-to-face than by telephone. See figure 11.
Nevertheless, all cohorts, regardless of whether they have a travel document, are considerably
more likely to report face-to-face than by telephone.

Figure 11: Number and percentage of non-FNOs with and without travel
documents reporting face-to-face and by telephone as of 31 December 2024

Travel document Number (and %) reporting Number (and %) reporting by
face-to-face telephone
Emergency Travel Document 330 (91.67%) 31 (8.59%)
Passport 4,710 (89.9%) 529 (11.1%)
UK Letter 13,349 (91.85%) 1,185 (8.15%)
ETD application in progress 2,589 (81.67%) 581 (18.33%)
No document 14,226 (84.1%) 2,699 (15.95%)
Totals 35,204 (87.51%) 5,025 (12.5%)

The data supplied by the Home Office included the nationality of each person listed.

This showed that for the 20 largest reporting populations by nationality, the majority of each
cohort reporting were required to do so face-to-face rather than by telephone. This included
nationals from Afghanistan (88.3% face-to-face), Eritrea (80.3%), Iran (78.2%), and Syria (74.6%).
The percentage of Ukrainian nationals reporting by telephone was higher, but even so 65.6%
were required to report face-to-face.

According to separate Home Office data, the department effected a total of 14 enforced
removals to these five countries in the twelve months from July 2023 to June 2024. All 14
were FNOs.

In November 2024, staff in the Illegal Migration Intake Unit (IMIU) informed inspectors of a
practice currently in place whereby documented Albanian and Indian nationals arriving by small
boat are bailed immediately with a telephone reporting condition. In some cases, the Home
Office supplied them with a mobile phone for this purpose. The staff told inspectors that a
telephone reporting condition is applied because the Home Office does not yet know where in
the UK the person will settle. Given that most of these new arrivals will have lodged an asylum
claim, they are also unlikely to be imminently removable, despite the returns agreements in
place with Albania and India.'*?

In January 2025, the Home Office provided evidence to inspectors indicating that this practice
had been extended to nationals of Iraq, Bangladesh, Pakistan, Turkey, China, Vietnam, Brazil,

152 UK Parliament, House of Commons Library, Research Briefing, ‘Unauthorised migration: UK returns agreements with other countries’ (published
5 December 2024). https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/cbp-10157
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and Nigeria. Anyone who does not have a mobile phone will be provided with one by the
Home Office.

Referrals
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‘Reporting and offender management’ guidance requires that everyone placed on immigration
bail with a reporting condition attends a ‘First Reporting Event’ immigration reporting

centre staff will decide the mode and frequency of future reporting.’*®* Thereafter, ROM
National might also identify people whose personal and immigration circumstances mean
that they are appropriate to move from face-to-face reporting to IBTR. Since October 2024,
immigration reporting centres have been able to refer people who might be suitable for
telephone reporting to ROM National, who will decide whether or not to accept the referral.
Immigration reporting centres often use the system Identify and Prioritise Immigration Cases
(IPIC) to identify people who are suitable for movement from face-to-face reporting to IBTR.
In November 2024, a manager with responsibility for IBTR told inspectors that the quality of
referrals from immigration reporting centres had improved and rejections were rare.

The Home Office supplied inspectors with data regarding the number of people who were
switched between telephone and face-to-face reporting in 2024. Overall, more people were
moved to rather than from telephone reporting, but the data shows a flow in both directions.
See figure 12.

Figure 12: Movements of people between face-to-face and telephone reporting
in each quarter of 2024

Number switched from face-to- Number switched from telephone

Period in 2024

face to telephone reporting to face-to-face reporting
January—March 2,058 1,798
April-June 2,085 1,685
July—September 1,933 1,841
October—December 2,470 1,973
Totals 8,546 7,297

Inspectors requested data for the number of people who were switched between IBTR and
digital reporting in the same period, but the Home Office was unable to provide this.

A ROM National manager with responsibility for IBTR told inspectors that most referrals for
people to move from face-to-face to telephone reporting were generated from within ROM
National. However, staff in immigration reporting centres said they did not have the capacity

to review everyone’s reporting conditions routinely. An immigration reporting centre manager
confirmed this. Inspectors were told that in South London this was done sporadically, when
resources permitted, while a ROM senior manager described the task of matching people to
the correct mode and frequency of reporting as “like painting the Forth Road Bridge”. The West
of England ROM reported that it reviewed its entire population’s reporting arrangements every
six months, but this was possible as the number of people reporting was relatively low.

In addition to not having the time to review reporting conditions, immigration reporting centre
staff described the IBTR referral process as lengthy and having unclear timescales for a decision

153 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’, p. 18
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9.32

about whether the referral has been accepted and the person informed of the change to their
reporting conditions. In November 2024, managers in ROM National told inspectors that there
was “no set” service level agreement for responding to referrals but they were “working on
about 24 hours at the moment”. Meanwhile, one immigration reporting centre was telling
individuals that they were likely to hear about any change “within three weeks”.

Regardless of any resource pressures or deficiencies in the referral mechanism that might

have slowed the movement of people onto telephone reporting, some immigration reporting
centre staff took a narrow view of who should be on IBTR. One ROM senior manager told
inspectors that IBTR was appropriate only for elderly people or those with “complex or serious”
medical issues, whereas “the general reporting population” should be reporting face-to-face.

A manager in another ROM region identified IBTR as a useful tool to apply to people with
childcare responsibilities or medical issues. Staff in different immigration reporting centres said
that telephone reporting was primarily for a person who had a vulnerability or medical need.

Many immigration reporting centre staff therefore saw IBTR as fulfilling the function that the
published ‘Reporting and offender management’ guidance suggests should fall “generally”

and “solely” to digital reporting, that is reporting by “family with dependants under 18

years” and “elderly/vulnerable/medical reasons preventing face-to-face reporting” where
there is any barrier to removal and where the person reporting is neither an FNO nor poses
“high harm”.2>* ICIBI’s ‘call for evidence’ in August 2024 received 21 responses. Of these, six
referred to telephone reporting. Some respondents said that people with mental health issues,
“severe disabilities”, or childcare responsibilities were being asked to report face-to-face. One
organisation referred to the “impossibly high” threshold to be moved to telephone reporting,
and others said that Home Office staff did not proactively seek to move people onto IBTR

and were slow to respond to requests from people reporting and their legal representatives

to change to IBTR. Another organisation referenced a pregnant woman being asked to make
90-minute journeys to report face-to-face. A further submission referred to several cases of
individuals who were victims of torture being required to report face-to-face. One respondent
to the ‘call for evidence’ suggested that it should be the “default” mode of reporting in view of
the high rate of compliance. Another said that IBTR was “less intrusive” and, perhaps because
of this, it had prevented absconding more reliably than face-to-face reporting.

The process during a telephone reporting event

9.33

9.34

At the beginning of each day, the telephone numbers for people with appointments that day
are loaded into Genesys, the call handling system used by ROM National to operate IBTR.

A person will have been notified of the date of their next IBTR and whether it is scheduled
for the morning (9am to 1pm) or the afternoon (1pm to 5pm) at their previous reporting
event. Genesys automatically dials each number on the list in turn until a person answers.
At this point, the call is connected to a member of ROM staff who conducts the telephone
reporting event.

The ROM call handler is shown the person’s details (including name, sex, date of birth,
residential address, and contact details) and might also view their record on Atlas and on the
Manage Reporting Appointments system. The call handler begins by asking the person who has
answered the call some questions, about their personal particulars or about their immigration
status, with a view to verifying their identity. Some staff and managers in immigration
reporting centres said that this process for establishing a person’s identity was inadequate.

154 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’, p. 13.
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9.36

9.37

9.38

9.39

9.40

They felt that there was no reliable way to determine that a person reporting by telephone was
who they claimed to be.**

Once a person passes this verification process, call handlers proceed to substantive questions.
A manager in ROM National told inspectors that at this point the call handler should “conduct
a basic mitigating circumstances interview” with the person reporting. The manager suggested
that this would include checking their contact details, asking about any medical issues, asking
about any changes in their circumstances, a discussion of family circumstances, and an enquiry
about any vulnerabilities. There is a script available for use by call handlers outlining questions
to ask, though managers suggested that more experienced staff asked questions in a more
targeted way and adapted the script.

A senior manager suggested that these general questions might be followed by a discussion
about the VRS. Call handlers should consider the person’s immigration and personal
circumstances when deciding whether or not to conduct a VRS conversation. The call

handler should also provide the person reporting with an opportunity to ask questions.

The appointment finishes with a reminder about the date and location of the person’s next
reporting event, which is likely to be a face-to-face appointment. A manager with responsibility
for telephone reporting emphasised that, regardless of the specific questions asked, telephone
reporting offered a chance to have “meaningful interactions” without staff feeling the
“pressure” of a large queue as at immigration reporting centres.

Inspectors observed nine telephone reporting appointments. In one instance, the person
contacted was telephoned in error having already reported earlier in the day. In the other eight
calls, the contact details of the person reporting were checked. In some cases, this was only

by asking whether the person’s contact details had changed, and the person reporting was

not required to provide current contact details, nor were contact details read out for them to
confirm. In five of the eight calls, some elements of a mitigating circumstances interview took
place. This included questions about medical conditions and medication, and about family
circumstances. Practice varied. Some staff asked questions about these topics during every call
they conducted, while others said that guidance required them to ask mitigating circumstances
questions only if these questions had not been asked of the person reporting within the
previous six months.

Of the eight substantive interactions inspectors observed, two involved a conversation about
the VRS. In four of the other six cases, staff explained that the circumstances of the case made
such a conversation inappropriate. This was primarily because the person reporting had an
open application or other barrier to removal.

During two of the eight calls, the person reporting asked for an update about the status of an
open application. In both cases, the ROM call handler instructed them to refer this query to
their legal representative. In one of the two cases, the call handler made a check of Atlas and
informed the person reporting that caseworkers were “still looking” at the application.

Data supplied to inspectors by the Home Office indicated that in the 2024 to 2025 performance
year, the average call time was 4 minutes and 46 seconds. This was considerably longer than
the average length of face-to-face appointments, which usually lasted less than 30 seconds.

155 The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “This identity verification process was agreed by the HO identity
capabilities board at the time IBTR was designed.”
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Once the call has ended, the call handler makes a record on a local spreadsheet and on Atlas
that the reporting event was completed and records the content of the call on Atlas.

Communications during telephone reporting

9.42

9.43

A manager with responsibilities for telephone reporting informed inspectors that call handlers
can use ‘The Big Word’, a translation service that operates over the telephone, where language
barriers present a problem during a telephone reporting event. Inspectors did not observe any
instances of The Big Word being used. However, in three of the nine calls, a family member
assisted the person reporting with translation. Inspectors were not aware of any fundamental
failures of communication during the telephone reporting events they observed.

Inspectors did witness some confusion about whether a person was required to report by
telephone or face-to-face. There were two instances where a person reporting by telephone
told ROM staff they believed that they were supposed to report face-to-face that day. One was
travelling to a reporting centre at the time they were contacted by telephone. Inspectors were
told that most people reporting by telephone received two reminders about their telephone
reporting event by Short Messaging Service (SMS) in the days leading up to the appointment.
Operational managers in ROM National acknowledged that, even with these reminders,
language barriers and the relatively complex nature of blended reporting conditions could lead
to misunderstandings.

‘Failure to report’ by telephone

9.44

9.45

9.46

9.47

Where a person cannot be reached by telephone, ROM staff can use Genesys to leave a
pre-recorded voicemail asking them to call the Home Office back.

Genesys makes two attempts to call a person on the day on which they are scheduled to
report. If these are both unsuccessful, a further attempt is made on the following day. If a call
is not completed within this window, the person is regarded as having failed to report. Every
Friday, the IBTR team in ROM National attempts to contact each person who has missed an
appointment that week. If the person attended their previous event, which is likely to have
been face-to-face, no further action will be taken at this point. If the person did not attend
their previous event, they are sent an SMS message informing them that they have breached
their immigration bail conditions (a ‘BAIL 204’ communication) and referred for absconder
action. A manager told inspectors that where a person regularly complies with telephone
reporting but fails to attend face-to-face events, they are likely to have their bail conditions
varied to solely face-to-face reporting.

Several immigration reporting centre staff and managers expressed doubts that IBTR’s
compliance requirements are sufficiently stringent. Many were concerned that people placed
on telephone reporting would abscond. One ROM manager reported that they were “not
sure how likely people are to come in” to report face-to-face after being put on telephone
reporting. A manager in another region suggested that when people are on IBTR “the second
they are refused [leave to remain] they disappear”.

Managers with responsibility for telephone reporting, meanwhile, expressed pride in the
“very high” rates of compliance with IBTR. One regarded it as “very important” that the level
of compliance with telephone reporting be understood. Managers in ROM National said that
compliance was the primary metric for evaluating the success of telephone reporting.
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The Home Office supplied data about the rate of compliance with different types of reporting
event in the 2024 to 2025 performance year. This included both telephone reporting events
and ‘telephone —in person’ events (a face-to-face reporting event for someone on blended
reporting). During this period, the compliance rate for telephone reporting was 84.5%. The rate
for ‘telephone —in person’ events was 77.55%. In the same period, the rate for those reporting
solely face-to-face was 78.45%.

Future plans for telephone reporting

9.49

9.50

9.51

9.52

Since it was introduced as ‘business as usual’ in June 2022, some technological improvements
to IBTR have been trialled and adopted. The Genesys outbound dialling system was introduced
in 2024. Prior to this, staff were required to make calls manually and to wait to be connected
to the person reporting. Genesys has also improved and automated the collection of relevant
management information.

Looking ahead, ROM National staff told inspectors about an intention to direct incoming
telephone calls to IBTR staff through Genesys. This would mean that immigration reporting
centres would no longer be required to deal with such telephone calls.*>®

The Home Office provided inspectors with a presentation, dated February 2023, outlining
potential future developments in telephone reporting. One possible development being
considered was the introduction of video calling. This was said to be aimed at “enhancing the
verification process” and helping staff to “identify vulnerabilities” and was considered to be
implementable within 12 months. However, when inspectors asked Home Office staff about
future plans for reporting in November and December 2024, video calling was not mentioned.
The 2023 presentation also suggested exploring the use of voice recognition technology

to assist with the verification of people reporting by telephone. However, in November

2024, Home Office staff told inspectors that voice recognition would be impractical with

a cohort that largely does not speak English as a first language and might be calling from a
noisy environment. Given this, a manager in ROM National explained, the current system of
verification, reliant on asking questions about a person’s biographical details and immigration
status, is likely to continue.

When interviewed by inspectors in November and December 2024, Home Office staff were
focused on the potential to automate aspects of telephone reporting appointments. For
example, consideration was being given to automated, live translation with a text output as

a quicker alternative to The Big Word not reliant on the ability to connect to an appropriate
interpreter. ROM National staff also described plans to present people reporting by telephone
with automated menus offering responses that can be selected by pressing particular numbers
on a telephone. However, a previous attempt to implement such a system was unsuccessful
owing to many people reporting being unable to understand the menu options they were being
presented with in English.

156 The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “The incoming telephone line went live on 17th March 2025.”
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10. Inspection findings: Immigration bail
digital reporting

Guidance in relation to immigration bail digital reporting

10.1 ‘Reporting and offender management’ guidance, published on GOV.UK, suggests that two
cohorts of people are suitable “generally” for “solely digital reporting”. These are “family with
dependants under 18 years” and “elderly/vulnerable/medical reasons preventing face-to-face
reporting” in both cases “unless FNO [Foreign National Offender]/high harm”.**’

10.2  ‘Immigration bail’ guidance, last revised (version 21.0) on 31 January 2025, outlines additional
considerations for digital reporting:

“There are no general exclusions to any individuals in relation to a digital reporting bail
condition. However, it is more likely to be suitable where a person has demonstrated continued
compliance with immigration bail and processes.

Consideration must be given to the risk of harm, absconding, and case status/progression
weighed up against the extent of any known vulnerabilities.”*>®

10.3  In addition, ‘Immigration bail’ guidance states an individual considered for digital reporting
must have a valid mobile phone number and/or a valid email address.**® This is because those
with a digital reporting bail condition are required to acknowledge their bail conditions at
regular intervals by responding to a Short Message Service (SMS) message or email.

Introduction of IBDR

10.4 IBDR was first used as a mode of immigration bail reporting in November 2021. The
Immigration Enforcement Board tasked the National Returns Progression Command (NRPC)
earlier that year to consider how the Home Office could use digital means to increase contact
with the population of migrants in the UK without leave to remain, and also bring people
who had stopped attending face-to-face reporting appointments back into contact with
the department. NRPC’s proposals for the formal bail condition of digital reporting were
subsequently agreed by the Board.

10.5 In November 2021, 15 individuals reported by IBDR. Figure 13 shows the number of people on
IBDR in each month between November 2021 and December 2024. The numbers rose sharply
in 2023, and more so in 2024. As of December 2024, there were 18,918 individuals reporting
digitally. This figure included 5,135 individuals in the ‘non-compliant’ cohort.

157 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’ (published 18 January 2023), p. 13. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/offender-
management

158 Home Office, ‘Immigration bail’ (published 31 January 2025), p. 23. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/offender-management

159 Home Office, ‘Immigration bail’, p. 22.
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10.6

10.7

10.8

Figure 13: Number of individuals on immigration bail digital reporting
November 2021 to December 2024

Digital reporting was expanded to include FNOs in April 2024. A standard operating procedure
(SOP) document describing the IBDR process for FNOs, published for Home Office staff on
14 October 2024, lists the following persons as “not suitable” for IBDR:

e anyone with an outstanding European Union Settlement Scheme (EUSS) application, or an
active appeal against a refused EUSS application

e anyone with an outstanding Voluntary Returns Service (VRS) application

e anyone who is on remand or in prison

Between January and December 2024, IBDR was by far the fastest-growing mode of reporting.
Its growth by over 250% compares with a 20% growth in face-to-face reporting and a 6%
growth in telephone reporting.

Digital Casework and Interactions Team (DCIT) staff attributed this growth to the team raising
awareness of IBDR across the Home Office and “word of mouth”. They told inspectors that
there was an ambition to have 40-50,000 individuals on IBDR by the end of 2025.

IBDR record keeping and data

10.9

10.10

10.11

All of the data regarding IBDR comes from local DCIT records, which are not integrated with the
main caseworking system, Atlas. As such, the data has not been assured by the Home Office
Performance Reporting and Analysis Unit and is heavily caveated.

DCIT staff told inspectors that digital interactions did not “feed [automatically] into Atlas”,
which meant that compliance with IBDR must be recorded manually onto Atlas for each
person individually.

Inspectors asked for data about the age, nationality, and sex of the people on IBDR; what type
of outstanding immigration application they had (if any); whether they wore an electronic
monitoring device; and how many people had their bail conditions varied from IBDR to include
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face-to-face reporting or telephone reporting. DCIT was unable to provide this data, as it could
not be “pulled” from Atlas and was not recorded locally by DCIT.

Separately, inspectors asked for a list of all persons on bail with a reporting condition.
The Home Office return did not include anyone on IBDR.

Referrals to IBDR

10.13

10.14

10.15

10.16

10.17

10.18

10.19

10.20

An Inflow Team within DCIT assesses referrals received from other Home Office business areas
proposing that a person is placed on IBDR. Staff said referral quality could be “poor” but was
generally “improving” thanks to feedback loops.

If a person has neither a phone number nor an email address the referral will be rejected.
Where the referral includes an email address for the person, the Inflow Team must be satisfied
that the email account can be accessed only by that person before accepting the referral.

A person will not be placed on IBDR if the Inflow Team believes others have access to the
email address.

Where a contact telephone number has been provided, the Inflow Team must be satisfied that
it is a UK mobile phone number. Landline telephone numbers and foreign mobile numbers are
not accepted for IBDR.

DCIT staff told inspectors that common reasons for rejecting referrals included a lack of
contact details or contact details that were for a family member of the person or their legal
representative. If an email address contains another person’s name, the referral will be
rejected. DCIT staff also said that they received referrals from immigration reporting centres
for individuals who were “not removable”, whereas ‘Reporting and offender management’
guidance suggests that people who are not removable but do not have medical issues or other
vulnerabilities should report by telephone.®°

If the referral is accepted by DCIT, the person will be notified of their IBDR bail condition on a
BAIL 201 letter. The form should stipulate the frequency of reporting. In addition to the ‘BAIL
201’ letter, a person being placed onto IBDR for the first time will be sent a cover letter with
guidance explaining how digital reporting works.

IBDR is used as either a sole mode of reporting or ‘blended’ with face-to-face reporting or
IBTR.*®* DCIT staff told inspectors that the decision as to whether a person reports solely
digitally, or in combination with face-to-face reporting, does not rest with DCIT but with the
referring party.

In addition to receiving referrals from other Home Office business areas, DCIT can also ‘self-
refer’ individuals. DCIT self-referrals are for IBDR only. The Identify and Prioritise Immigration
Cases system enables DCIT to review individuals, based on factors that include the risk of the
person causing harm, their removability, and whether they have outstanding barriers. Relevant
individuals can then be assessed by the Inflow Team for suitability for IBTR.

DCIT staff told inspectors that digital reporting was suitable for people with “mobility”,
“safeguarding” or “psychological” issues, including those who may find face-to-face reporting

160 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’, p. 13.
161 Inspectors were told by a senior operational manager during the onsite phase of this inspection that IBDR and IBTR are never blended together.
The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “IBDR can be combined with face-to-face and telephone reporting”.
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10.22

intimidating. Pregnant women and the elderly were cited as examples of where digital
reporting was appropriate.

The ‘Reporting and offender management’ guidance states that:

“Frequency and type (in person, telephone or digital) of reporting are decided by the local
ROM manager (except for deportation restricted access cases where the frequency and type
are determined by the [Foreign National Offenders Returns Command] FNORC or specialist
caseworker), for all cases on a case-by-case basis as part of the ‘First Reporting Event’
interview.”?62

However, inspectors found that in practice some people were bailed directly onto IBDR without
the agreement or knowledge of ROM managers. Furthermore, it was unclear to inspectors how
“the specific facts of the case”, including any vulnerabilities, are established and the suitability
of IBDR is assessed.

In 2024, there were 23,142 IBDR referrals, including those generated by DCIT. Of these, 16,273
(70.32%) referrals were accepted. See figure 14.

Figure 14: Referrals for digital reporting between January and December 2024,
broken down by the referring unit

. . Referrals Referrals rejected  Total number of
Referring unit

accepted by DCIT by DCIT referrals
Asylum and Human Rights 809 265 1,074
Organisation
Customer Services Group 3,700 1,865 5,565
Digital Casework and 310 152 462
Interactions Team ‘self-referrals’
National Returns Progression 10,286 4,106 14,392
Command (not including DCIT
‘self-referrals’)
Reporting and Offender 1,168 481 1,649
Management
Totals 16,273 6,869 23,142

Stakeholder concerns that IBDR is not being used where it
should be

10.23

10.24

Of the 21 stakeholder submissions to the ICIBI’s ‘call for evidence’ for this inspection, four
referred to IBDR.

These stakeholders suggested that the Home Office was ignoring its own ‘Reporting and
offender management’ guidance regarding eligibility for digital reporting.’®® Three of the four
stakeholders said that people were being set face-to-face reporting bail conditions when,

162 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’, p. 10.

The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “The guidance only concerns a case being referred to an [immigration reporting
centre] —if a casework unit tasks the case directly to IBDR there would be no ROM intervention. IBDR don’t consider any other types of reporting.”

163 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’, p. 13.
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according to the published guidance, their vulnerabilities and/or personal circumstances made
them eligible for digital reporting.

10.25 All four stakeholders cited examples where requests from people to vary their bail conditions
to IBDR rather than face-to-face reporting were initially ignored or refused and were granted
only after the stakeholder had intervened.

DCIT structure

10.26 DCIT’s operational activity is led by a Grade 7, supported by three Senior Executive Officers.
As of 12 July 2024, 10 Higher Executive Officers, 30 Executive Officers, and 14 Administrative
Officers were responsible for case inflow, cycle management, data quality and assurance,
development, digital communications, and line management.

Digital Contact Confirmation (DCC)

10.27 The Digital Contact Confirmation (DCC) team within DCIT aims to verify contact details before
an individual is placed onto IBDR. This process is intended to increase rates of compliance
with IBDR and to determine the accuracy of contact details held by the Home Office. The
DCC function was introduced by DCIT shortly before the onsite phase of this inspection, as a
response to the volume of digital reporting messages being sent via email ‘bouncing back’,
implying that the email address provided in the referral was incorrect or no longer in use.

10.28 ‘Immigration bail’ guidance places the onus on whoever is making the IBDR referral to
ensure the “the email and phone number have been previously verified or used for previous
communications between the individual and the Home Office”.*** The guidance does not
define “verified”, but states that if verification has not taken place, DCIT will “consider the next
appropriate steps”. DCIT staff told inspectors that a verified contact detail is one the Home
Office has “tried and tested”. However, staff said that many of the referrals they receive from
other business areas contain unverified contact details. One commented: “I [think there is] a
misunderstanding about what a verified contact detail is.”

10.29 Where DCC are confident an email address or phone number is not used solely by the person
being referred (for example, because it is a shared email address, or the contact details are
for a legal representative) the referral will be rejected. But where unverified contact details
are provided it will not reject the referral immediately. Instead, DCC will attempt to verify the
details by emailing and/or texting the person. The DCC message states that the person has
interacted with the Home Office and asks them to confirm their contact details by clicking
a button found on a link in the message. If after two days there is no response, DCC sends a
reminder message.

10.30 Where DCC has been provided with a person’s email address but no phone number, and
their verification message to the email address is undeliverable, the referral will be rejected.
However, if both the initial verification message and the reminder message sent by DCC are
delivered successfully, but no response is received, the person will still be placed onto their first
IBDR reporting cycle.

164 Home Office, ‘Immigration bail’, p. 23.
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The operation of IBDR

10.31

10.32

10.33

10.34

10.35

10.36

10.37

10.38

IBDR works in reporting cycles. According to ‘Immigration bail’ guidance, IBDR frequency can
be either weekly, fortnightly, or monthly.®> However, as of 31 December 2024, no-one was on a
weekly reporting cycle.

A person is required to acknowledge their bail conditions digitally once per cycle and they are
sent digital reminders at regular intervals if they have yet to acknowledge their bail conditions
in that cycle.

On the first day of a reporting cycle, a person is sent a message, either by email or text
message, asking them to acknowledge their bail conditions. Someone who has both a phone
number and an email address will be sent a message by both methods.

To acknowledge their bail conditions digitally, a person must click a link found in the message.
This must be done during the reporting cycle (within 12 days of receipt for non-FNOs and
within four days of receipt for FNOs). The link takes them to a GOV.UK landing page which
states that the person has a digital reporting condition. The page also provides the person with
the number of days they have left to respond before that month’s digital reporting cycle ends.
To comply with their digital reporting condition, the person must click on a button labelled

“I acknowledge my bail conditions” on the GOV.UK landing page. Alternatively, they can click a
separate button labelled “not for me”.

A person who clicks the “l acknowledge my bail conditions” button is taken to a new page
thanking them for their response. At this stage, they can notify the Home Office about a
change of contact details (email address and/or phone number).X®® Only changes to email
address and/or phone number can be submitted.®’

Once a person has acknowledged their bail conditions, they will be sent a ‘receipt’ message
confirming that their response has been received, and that they will not receive any further
messages during that cycle.

A person who clicks “not for me” is taken to a new page that asks them to select why they
believe the message is not relevant to them. Through these options, the individual can indicate
that they “have recently left the UK”, “have recently obtained permission to stay in the UK”,
“have been informed by a Home Office employee that they no longer have digital reporting
conditions”, “believe they have a right to reside in the UK”, or have “any other reason” for
believing IBDR should not apply to them.*®® Each option also provides a free text box enabling
the person to provide further details.

For those required to report digitally on a monthly basis, the reporting cycle begins on the first
day of each month and remains open for 12 days. They are sent an initial message at 10.00

on the first day of the month and can respond at any time during the next 12 days. Reminder
messages are sent at regular intervals (see figure 15). On the twelfth day, those who have

yet to respond are sent a message informing them they have breached their bail conditions.
However, they may still respond to a previous message up until midnight on that day, at which
point the cycle closes and anyone who has not acknowledged their digital reporting condition is
deemed to be in breach.

165 Home Office, ‘lmmigration bail’, p. 23.
166 Home Office, ‘Immigration bail’, p. 24.
167 Home Office, ‘lmmigration bail’, p. 24.
168 Home Office, ‘Immigration bail’, p. 25
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Figure 15: Timeline for monthly reporting cycle

Cycle Message

Day 1 Initial message

Day 4 First reminder message
Day 9 Second reminder message
Day 12 Breach message

FNOs on IBDR must report on a fortnightly basis. Fortnightly cycles begin every second
Wednesday of the month. The intervals between messages are shorter and an FNO is deemed
in breach of their bail conditions if they have not responded to the messages by midnight on
the fourth day (see figure 16).

Figure 16: Timeline for fortnightly (FNO) reporting cycle

Cycle Message

Day 1 Initial message

Day 2 First reminder message
Day 3 Second reminder message
Day 4 Breach message

Cycle management team

10.40

IBDR response data is analysed by a cycle management team within DCIT.1%°

“Not for me” responses

1041

10.42

10.43

10.44

The cycle management team analyses “not for me” responses and conducts follow-up action
prior to the next cycle. The team checks Home Office systems, including Atlas, to ascertain
whether the person’s digital reporting condition is still applicable, or whether they should be
removed from future IBDR cycles. Where relevant, DCIT will then update the referring unit.

Between November 2021 and November 2023, there were 288 “not for me” responses.

The most common reason selected (23%) was that the person believed they had a right to
reside in the UK. DCIT staff told inspectors that the wording of this option was “ambiguous”
and was often selected by people who “felt” they had a right to reside in the UK. Selecting this
option did not usually result in termination of digital reporting conditions.

Most commonly, where someone made a “not for me” response, they did so by selecting
an option indicating that “I have recently obtained permission to stay in the UK” or “I have
recently left the UK”.

During the two years to November 2023, a “not for me” response resulted in 42 (16% of the
total) individuals being removed from IBDR.

‘Change of contact’ submissions

10.45

The cycle management team also checks all ‘change of contact’ submissions and
cross-references the details with existing Home Office records to see whether they differ.

169 The ‘SMART’ system is used by DCIT to import contact data from which lists of people to be contacted can then be generated.
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If the submitted details contain new information, DCIT’s SOP document states that the
cycle management team must update Atlas in the ‘Manage Person’ and ‘View & Record
Communications’ sections.

Reporting compliance

10.46

10.47

10.48

10.49

10.50

DCIT operates four IBDR reporting cycles. There are compliant and non-compliant cycles for
both non-FNOs and FNOs. DCIT introduced the non-compliant cycles in March 2024. A person
is moved to a non-compliant cycle if they fail to respond to their digital reporting messages for
three consecutive compliant cycles. If that person subsequently responds to a message they
are returned to the next round of the compliant cycle.

Most people on IBDR comply with the requirement to respond on Day 1. In 2024, almost 85%
of those people on a compliant cycle did so on Day 1. For those on a non-compliant cycle the
figure was 55%.

For each of the four cycles the numbers of people responding generally reduced as the
cycle progressed.

For the two non-FNO cycles, the numbers responding spiked on Day 4, Day 9, and Day 12,
coinciding with first and second reminders, and the breach message.

Figure 17 shows the number of persons on each type of cycle between January
and December 2024.

Figure 17: Number of persons on each type of cycle between January
and December 2024

IBDR compliance rates and effectiveness

10.51

Figure 18 shows the compliance rate for each of the four IBDR cycles during each
month in 2024.
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10.52

10.53

10.54

10.55

Figure 18: Compliance rate for each cycle type between January
and December 2024

Between November 2021 and December 2024, an IBDR condition was imposed in 31,446
instances. Inspectors asked what actions were taken in relation to these people. See figure 19.

Figure 19: Number of people placed on IBDR between November 2021 and
December 2024 who were subject to further action

Cohort Number % of 31,446
Placed in immigration detention 145 0.46%
Subject to enforced removal from the UK 213 0.68%
Departed the UK voluntarily 1,690 5.37%
Regularised their stay in the UK 1,898 6.04%
Total 3,946 12.55%

As of 12 July 2024, there were 58 staff in DCIT. In December 2024, 18,918 people were
reporting digitally. In discussions with inspectors, DCIT staff repeatedly emphasised IBDR’s
ability to contact thousands of individuals “at the click of a button”, contrasting this with the
more labour-intensive nature of face-to-face and telephone reporting.

DCIT staff told inspectors that the value of IBDR was evident from its compliance rate.

They said it was a way to retain contact with people who would otherwise “fall out of contact
with the Home Office, especially people who found face-to-face or blended reporting too
onerous, or the environment of a reporting centre or police station intimidating.

”

However, Home Office staff outside DCIT told inspectors that IBDR’s effectiveness was limited,
as the department could not be 100% certain that the person responding to the digital
messages was the person on IBDR. They also told inspectors that digital reporting could not
progress people to an outcome, unlike face-to-face reporting, where different interventions
enabled case progression.
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Tackling non-compliance

10.56 The cycle management team might telephone a non-FNO on their first ever IBDR cycle if
they have not responded to their digital messages by Day 8. This is the only time the cycle
management team would try to contact a person during a cycle. DCIT staff told inspectors
that they were not resourced to call everyone who may be about to breach their digital
reporting condition.

10.57 DCIT staff said the phone calls had mixed success. Where the call is answered, it sometimes
incentivises the person to comply. DCIT staff told inspectors that individuals often tell
DCIT they thought the digital reporting message was ‘spam’, or that it had been directed
automatically into a ‘junk’ folder.

10.58 Where a person has failed to respond to their digital reporting messages for three consecutive
cycles, and moved to a non-compliant cycle, DCIT staff mark them as ‘out of contact’ on Atlas.

10.59 DCIT does not refer people who are non-compliant with their IBDR condition for absconder
action. DCIT staff told inspectors that this was because policy colleagues had said that ignoring
a digital message was not a valid reason to classify someone as an absconder.

Digital Messaging Service

10.60 In addition to digital reporting, DCIT operates a Digital Messaging Service (DMS) function,
which enables the team to send other messages to individuals. DCIT staff told inspectors
that they saw DMS as a way of sending targeted messages unrelated to digital reporting to
particular cohorts of people who are on IBDR.

10.61 At the time of this inspection, there had been two DMS ‘pilot” operations. The first operation,
which was completed on 27 January 2025, involved 2,130 messages being sent (either by
SMS or email) to 1,065 Albanian and Bangladeshi nationals who were reporting digitally.
The messages featured a link to a GOV.UK page promoting the VRS.°The second operation,
which commenced on 27 January 2025, involved 200 messages being sent (either by SMS or
email) to 100 Bangladeshi nationals who were subject to IBDR; the messages featured a link
to a page promoting the International Returns and Reintegration Assistance programme.

10.62 Where email was used, DCIT was able to monitor when messages were opened by the
recipient. SMS does not have this facility. DCIT was also able to see the ‘click-through’ rate,
that is where the recipient clicked on the GOV.UK link in the message. See figure 20.

Figure 20: Engagement from recipients of DMS

DMS operation Emails opened  ‘Click-through’ rate
Voluntary Returns Service pilot 89% 26%
International Returns and Reintegration 72% 24%

Assistance pilot

10.63 DCIT staff told inspectors in November 2024 that DMS “is massively underutilised” and they
hoped to “ramp up” the number of operations and the services or schemes promoted.

170 Home Office, ‘Collection — Voluntary return to your home country’ (published 4 October 2022). https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/
voluntary-return-to-your-home-country
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Geolocation data

10.64

10.65

10.66

10.67

10.68

10.69

Geolocation data sharing requests were introduced into IBDR messages in November 2024.
As of 31 December 2024, all FNOs on IBDR (on both the compliant and non-compliant cycles)
are asked to consent to geolocation data sharing. No requests to share geolocation data are
made to non-FNOs.

A person who receives a geolocation data sharing request is not obliged to consent and they
are not regarded as non-compliant with IBDR if they do not do so.'”*

‘Immigration bail: digital reporting’ guidance, published on GOV.UK, states:

“We will only access any location data stored in the event that you breach one or more of your
immigration bail conditions.

Whilst you are compliant with digital reporting and other immigration bail conditions, we will
not access the location data.” 172

Even where a person consents to sharing their geolocation data, it does not necessarily mean
DCIT will be able to access the data, as a person’s device settings could block the sharing of
such data.

In December 2024, 953 FNOs complied with their digital reporting condition. Of the 953, 675
(70.83%) consented to sharing their geolocation data. However, on the basis of this consent,
DCIT obtained the location data in relation to only 361 individuals (37.88% of those complying
with IBDR).

As of 31 December 2024, DCIT had received only two requests from other Home Office
business areas to share geolocation data for a person on IBDR. Both requests were accepted.

171 Home Office, ‘Immigration bail: digital reporting’ (published 26 October 2021). https://www.gov.uk/guidance/immigration-bail-digital-reporting
172 Home Office, ‘lmmigration bail: digital reporting’.
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11. Inspection findings: Electronic monitoring

Introduction

11.1

Alongside the various modes of immigration bail reporting, the Home Office also uses
electronic monitoring as a form of contact management. This is the most intrusive form

of contact management routinely used by the department. Electronic monitoring is applied
to a relatively small cohort of the reporting population, almost all of them Foreign National
Offenders (FNOs).

Electronic monitoring legislation

11.2

11.3

11.4

The Immigration Act 2016 placed a duty on the Home Secretary to apply electronic
monitoring as a condition of immigration bail for FNOs who are subject to a deportation

order or deportation proceedings, except where it is “impractical” or “contrary to the person’s
Convention rights to impose such a condition”.}”*174175 The provisions were brought into force
on 31 August 2021, via a Statutory Instrument, for those being released on or after that date
in England and Wales.!’®

The legislation defines an FNO as “a person who is not a British Citizen and has been convicted
in the UK of any criminal offence, or abroad for a serious criminal offence. The removal or
deportation of an FNO is pursued when an individual:

¢ has received a custodial sentence of 12 months or more
e has committed an offence that caused serious harm, or

e s a persistent offender”””

A second Statutory Instrument extended the electronic monitoring provisions of the
Immigration Act 2016 beyond FNOs to include any person already on immigration bail in
England and Wales and subject to deportation proceedings or a deportation order as of 31
August 2021. This change came into effect on 31 January 2022.178 The Statutory Instrument
further extended the scope of legislation to include all persons already on immigration bail

in Scotland and in Northern Ireland, and subject to deportation proceedings or a deportation
order on 31 August 2022. This took effect from that date.'”® Again, the duty applied except

173 Immigration Act 2016, Schedule 10, paragraph 2(7). https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2016/19/schedule/10
174 The European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) is an international human rights treaty between the 47 states that are members of the Council

of Europe.

175 Immigration Act 2016, Schedule 10, paragraphs 2(2) and 2(3).
176 The Immigration Act 2016 (Commencement and Transitional Provisions No. 1) (England and Wales) Regulations 2021. https://www.legislation.gov.
uk/uksi/2021/939/made

177 Immigration Act 2014 c.22, Part 2, section 19. https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2014/22/section/19/enacted
178 The Immigration Act 2016 (Commencement No.1 and Transitional Provisions) (England and Wales) Regulations 2021. https://www.legislation.gov.
uk/uksi/2021/939/made

179 The Immigration Act 2016 (Commencement No.1 and Transitional Provisions) (Scotland and Northern Ireland) Regulations 2022 https://www.
legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2022/863/contents/made
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where the Secretary of State determined that electronic monitoring was not practical or would
breach a person’s Convention rights.

11.5 ‘Immigration bail’ guidance, last updated on GOV.UK on 31 January 2025, sets out that:

“Where the duty applies to a person already subject to immigration bail due regard shall
be given to the length of time which has elapsed since release and the person’s compliance
with immigration bail during that period. Those persons who are considered to pose less
risk of harm, have been consistently compliant with bail conditions, and have been subject
to immigration bail for over 12 months are likely to be prioritised whilst those persons who
are considered to pose a high risk of harm, have failed to comply / consistently comply with
their bail conditions may be considered a priority irrespective of the length of time they
have already spent on immigration bail.”8°

11.6  The legislation also provides for an electronic monitoring condition to be applied to any person
on immigration bail if justified by the circumstances of the case.’®® Home Office guidance
sets out that:

“Where the duty does not apply, electronic monitoring is more likely to be appropriate as
a condition of bail where a person poses a high risk of harm to the public on the basis of
criminality and/or in cases concerning national security but is not limited to those cases

... It is not usual practice to seek an electronic monitoring condition where a person is not
subject to the duty. However, there may be occasions where the individual is considered to
be of such risk of absconding and to pose such risk of harm that an electronic monitoring
condition would be necessary and proportionate.”!8?

Electronic monitoring ‘pilot’

11.7 On 15 June 2022, the Home Office began a ‘pilot’ to test the expansion of the use of electronic
monitoring as a condition of immigration bail in England and Wales. The Home Office chose as
its pilot group asylum seekers arriving in the UK via “unnecessary and dangerous routes”.'®3

11.8 The cohorts chosen for the pilot were set out in the ‘Equality impact assessment: GPS
electronic monitoring expansion pilot’. This document states that those selected for the pilot
would be chosen from amongst adults who had made “an illegal and dangerous journey” to the
UK and been placed on immigration bail. Specifically, the pilot included people whose asylum
claims were potentially inadmissible under the Illegal Migration Act 2023, whose claims were
eligible for consideration under the Detained Asylum Casework process, and/or whose claims
had already been refused.

11.9  Pregnant women from week 18 of their pregnancy to three months post-partum, children
under the age of 18 years old, and all people who had been detained under the Mental Health
Act 1983 and remained subject to a supervision order, were excluded from the pilot.'8

180 Home Office, ‘Immigration bail’ (published 31 January 2025), p. 36. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/offender-management

181 Immigration Act 2016, Schedule 10, paragraph 2(1)(e).

182 Home Office, ‘Immigration bail’, p. 30 and p. 37.

183 Home Office, ‘Immigration Bail conditions: electronic monitoring (EM) expansion pilot’ (published 23 June 2022), p. 5. https://www.gov.uk/
government/publications/offender-management

184 Home Office, ‘Equality impact assessment: GPS electronic monitoring expansion pilot’. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/offender-
management
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11.10

11.11

11.12

The pilot was originally due to run for 12 months but was later extended until
31 December 2023.%8>

In March 2024, the Information Commissioner’s Office (ICO) issued an enforcement notice

and warning to the Home Office for failing to assess the privacy risks posed by electronic
monitoring to the migrants selected for participation in the pilot.'®¢ The pilot had ended by this
point, but the ICO was concerned about how data collected during the pilot would be used.

In January 2025, the Home Office published its evaluation of the pilot.’®” The evaluation
found that GPS tagging did not improve the compliance of participants with immigration bail
conditions. In fact, it found that individuals who had been tagged tended to go out of contact
more quickly than with those in the ‘control group’ who had not been tagged.

“Compliance rates dropped over time following a similar trend across tagged and control
groups; however, individuals in the tagged group tended to go out of contact more quickly
than in the control group. After 16 months, there was no statistically significant difference
between the proportions of individuals out of contact (66% in both groups).

The use of an electronic monitoring tag does not appear to be a barrier to absconding.

At the end of the pilot, 14% individuals in the control group were marked as absconders
against 16% in the tagged group. It took on average 219 days for individuals to be officially
declared absconders, this timeframe was similar across both control and tagged groups.”*8®

Electronic monitoring as a licence condition
for released prisoners

11.13

11.14

11.15

11.16

Outside of the pilot, the Home Office has not routinely applied electronic monitoring to
anyone other than non-detained FNOs. Home Office staff told inspectors that this was because
applying it to other cohorts is generally impractical, unnecessary or not proportionate.

Anyone, including FNOs, who is released from prison on licence before expiry of their sentence
will have conditions attached that include informing their probation officer (and in some cases
also the police) of any change of address. In some cases, they must live at a specified address
as a condition of their licence. Other licence conditions can include wearing an electronic
monitoring tag or device. Where an FNO is released on licence they are likely also to remain
subject to immigration bail conditions, which might include an electronic monitoring condition.

Where a person is released on licence with an electronic monitoring condition this is
typically set at six months from the date of release, but may be extended to 12 months
where this is assessed to be “necessary and proportionate”. Where an FNO is subject to
electronic monitoring as a condition of their immigration bail there is no limit to how long
this may apply.®°

In England and Wales, both HM Prison and Probation Service (HMPPS) and the Home Office
access electronic monitoring through the Ministry of Justice (MoJ), which holds the contract for

185 Home Office, ‘Immigration Bail conditions: electronic monitoring (EM) expansion pilot, p. 3.
186 Information Commissioner’s Office, ‘Home Office migrant tagging enforcement notice and warning’, (published 21 March 2024). https://ico.org.
uk/action-weve-taken/enforcement/2024/03/home-office/

187 Home Office, ‘GPS expansion pilot evaluation’ (published 13 January 2025). https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/gps-expansion-pilot-

evaluation

188 Home Office, ‘GPS expansion pilot evaluation’.
189 Immigration Act 2016, Schedule 10.
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electronic monitoring across government and the criminal justice system. Where the HMPPS
and Home Office both have an interest in an FNO, one tag or device is used to collect the data
for both, and the contracted provider gives each only the data to which it is legally entitled.

11.17 The justice systems in Northern Ireland and Scotland have their own separate electronic
monitoring contracts, and the Home Office does not have access to the devices provided
through these contracts. ‘Immigration bail’ guidance states that, “for practical reasons”, “the
imposition of two separate electronic monitoring devices should be avoided.” However, if no
exemptions apply, the Home Office will look to impose electronic monitoring as an immigration
bail condition as soon as it ceases to be a condition of the person’s licence.!°

11.18 On 12 July 2024, the Lord Chancellor took action to ease the mounting pressure on the UK
criminal justice system and to free up prison capacity.’®* MoJ and HMPPS published guidance
around changes to automatic release dates for some prisoners in England and Wales, with the
first tranche of 1,889 releases beginning 10 September 2024 and the second tranche of 1,223
releases beginning 22 October 2024.19%%3 A similar scheme in Scotland came into effect in
February 2025.1%4

11.19 Inline with other prisoners, FNOs who were not convicted of offences specified in the
guidance were eligible for early release and to serve the rest of their sentence on licence in the
community. This created a large pool of FNOs newly eligible for release. The Home Office had
to consider whether the electronic monitoring duty applied to each one.’*®

Previous ICIBI inspection

11.20 The ICIBI conducted ‘An inspection of the global positioning system (GPS) electronic monitoring
of foreign national offenders’ between March and April 2022 (‘the 2022 electronic monitoring
inspection’). This inspection found that despite recruitment challenges and operational delays,
the Electronic Monitoring Hub (‘the Hub’) had managed to fit over 1,600 individuals with
electronic monitoring devices by the end of March 2022, though it struggled with processing
information and addressing breaches in a timely manner. Due to fragmented IT systems, Hub
staff relied heavily on Microsoft Excel spreadsheets for managing caseloads, which limited
data assurance and management, and data sharing. The inspection also found that Hub staff
received limited training and relied on previous experience and colleague support. The Hub
lacked a performance management framework, making it difficult for managers to assess
efficiency, effectiveness, and individual staff performance. While spot checks were conducted,
a formal quality assurance framework was needed but had been delayed until full staffing
was achieved. Additionally, as a third party to the Mol electronic monitoring contract, there
were challenges with the performance of the contract for immigration purposes, and staff felt
frustrated by their limited influence to secure necessary improvements. Hub managers lacked
a clear plan for staff resources, service volumes, and device availability, resulting in an inability

190 Home Office, ‘Immigration bail’ p. 41.

191 Ministry of Justice, HM Prison and Probation Service, Youth Custody Service and The Rt Hon Shabana Mahmood MP, Press release, ‘Lord
Chancellor sets out immediate action to defuse ticking prison ‘time-bomb’’ (published 12 July 2024). https://www.gov.uk/government/news/lord-
chancellor-sets-out-immediate-action-to-defuse-ticking-prison-time-bomb

192 Ministry of Justice and HM Prison and Probation Service, ‘New change to some offenders’ automatic release dates’ (published 9 September 2024).
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/new-change-to-some-offenders-automatic-release-dates

193 Ministry of Justice and HM Prison and Probation Service, ‘Standard Determinate Sentences (SDS40) Tranche release data’ (published 7 November
2024). https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/standard-determinate-sentences-sds40-tranche-release-data

194 Scottish Government, Justice Directorate, ‘Short-term prisoner release’ (published 18 February 2025). https://www.gov.scot/publications/short-
term-prisoner-release/pages/overview/

195 Being ‘on licence’ means that a person has been released from prison, but must still adhere to certain conditions until the end of their sentence,
and remain under the supervision of HM Prison and Probation Service.
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11.21

11.22

11.23

to fully implement key policies and procedures. The inspection made recommendations around
data and quality assurance, training and business planning, and provider performance.

The 2022 electronic monitoring inspection report explains that “Prior to January 2021,
the Home Office used radio frequency-based electronic monitoring. This relied on a home
monitoring unit, which ‘records the proximity of a device fitted to the ankle of the person
being monitored (an ankle tag)’. This method relied on the use of a curfew.’'%

From January 2021, the Home Office began to use fitted GPS devices, or “tags”, which were
secured around the ankle and used GPS tracking to record location data. ‘Immigration bail’
guidance states that “In very limited cases the Home Office may make an operational decision
to use a Radio Frequency (RF) device rather than a GPS device but only where the Home Office
deem it necessary to ensure public safety.”?’

At the time of the 2022 electronic monitoring inspection, the MoJ had nine contracts in place
for the provision of electronic monitoring across government and the criminal justice system

in England and Wales. The main contractors were G4S (providing physical devices) and Capita
Electronic Monitoring Services (providing field services, including the fitting and monitoring

of electronic monitoring devices, initial response to breaches, and collection and sharing of
electronic monitoring data).'*® The Home Office received electronic monitoring services as a
third party to the contract let by the MoJ, with whom it had a memorandum of understanding.
These contracts were due to expire in November 2024.

The new contract

11.24

11.25

11.26

In March 2023, the Home Office conducted an internal review of the electronic monitoring of
FNOs to help inform the decision as to whether to continue in partnership with the MoJ when
they re-tendered the electronic monitoring contracts. The review made findings in relation

to the rollout of devices, data, how the contract helped deal with breaches and absconding,
value for money and the effectiveness of electronic monitoring, and recommended

how improvements could be made. The Home Office decided to continue in partnership

with the Mol.

On 23 October 2023, the MoJ awarded new contracts for electronic monitoring throughout
the UK, reducing the number of contracts from nine to two. Allied Universal (who acquired
G4S) were awarded the contract for the provision of physical devices and the running of the
associated device management system.'® Serco were awarded the contract to run the service
management system, contact centre, and field services.?®° The two companies took over the
running of the existing contracts and legacy systems from May 2024. New electronic devices,
as well as a new management system, were introduced from July 2024.

The new contract is designed to be more automated, with the introduction of an online form to
refer people to the provider to be tagged, request variances such as a change in device type, or

196 Independent Chief Inspector of Borders and Immigration, ‘An inspection of the global positioning system (GPS) electronic monitoring of foreign
national offenders March — April 2022’ (published 7 July 2022), p. 5. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/an-inspection-of-the-global-
positioning-system-gps-electronic-monitoring-of-foreign-national-offenders-march-april-2022

197 Home Office, ‘Immigration bail’ p. 29.

198 ICIBI, ‘An inspection of the global positioning system (GPS) electronic monitoring of foreign national offenders March — April 2022, p. 7.

199 GOV.UK, Ministry of Justice, ‘Electronic Monitoring — MDSS contract’(published 8 November 2023). https://www.contractsfinder.service.gov.uk/
notice/0e7ad9b3-c6fb-46ea-8f67-0a9f0391e22¢c

200 GOV.UK, Ministry of Justice, ‘Electronic Monitoring Field and Monitoring Service (FMS)’ (published 8 November 2023). https://www.
contractsfinder.service.gov.uk/Notice/f88c4dcb-1403-4bda-9ccd-b987d75db8f1
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11.27

11.28

cancel electronic monitoring. The Home Office believes the online referral form will speed up
administrative processes and reduce human errors.

Home Office staff told inspectors in November 2024 that since the 2023 contracts had been
in place they had been “firefighting and reacting to issues coming our way”. There had been
problems with inaccurate and missing data, and a backlog of FNOs awaiting visits to fit or
fix devices.

Inspectors discussed these concerns with Home Office staff responsible for managing the
‘new’ contract. They said the relationship with the Mol worked well and that the MoJ was
responsive when the Home Office raised issues regarding the contract, but there was a huge
list of “competing priorities” for service improvements. In September 2024, as a result of

the early releases from prison, 1,000 new people had been placed on electronic monitoring

as a condition of their licence. These cases had been given priority over some Home Office
requirements in line with wider prioritisation decisions in the use of electronic monitoring
across Government. Nevertheless, Home Office senior management felt that “once the
contracts were being delivered properly” they would provide value for money, “as the provider
only receives payment for visits during which a tag is successfully fitted”.

Process of electronic monitoring for FNOs

11.29

11.30

11.31

11.32

11.33

11.34

The Hub was established to manage the process for arranging the fitting of tags or devices and
managing ongoing compliance or equipment issues arising. The Hub’s primary purpose was “to
improve contact management with those subject to electronic monitoring”.?*

At the time of this inspection, the Hub remained the interface between the Foreign National
Offenders Returns Command casework teams, the MoJ, and the electronic monitoring
providers Allied Universal and Serco.

When an FNO is about to be released into the community, the FNORC team makes a referral to
the Hub. The Hub then arranges for the provider to fit a tag or device.

Data provided for this inspection showed that the Home Office began using non-fitted devices
(NFD) in November 2022. Initially, these were small devices, similar in appearance to a large
key fob, that read fingerprints to confirm biometric data and used GPS to record location
data. A phone that did not connect to the internet was also issued to the person. The person
was required to carry the device at all times and scan their fingerprint at regular intervals
throughout each day.

The Home Office’s 2023 review noted that the rollout of electronic monitoring had been
delayed due to the original NFD failing security checks, meaning more expensive fitted devices
had to be used. Under the 2023 contracts, non-fitted equipment consists of a single device
that can both read fingerprints and receive calls. The new NFDs have limited facilities to make
telephone calls, restricted to the provider contact centre, and are unable to access the internet.
In order to reduce costs, the Home Office bought these NFDs rather than lease them as it had
been doing previously.

While the Home Office still has the ability to issue an FNO with an NFD, data provided to
inspectors showed that in 2024 every FNO with a newly imposed electronic monitoring
condition was fitted with a device.

201 ICIBI, ‘Aninspection of the global positioning system (GPS) electronic monitoring of foreign national offenders March — April 2022, p. 31.
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According to Hub staff, the new fitted devices are broadly similar to the old devices but easier
to charge and slightly smaller. They can be used like mobile phones to receive telephone calls
from the Home Office.

At the time of writing this report, the new and legacy devices and systems were dual running,
but everyone subject to electronic monitoring was expected to have been migrated onto the
new devices and systems by June 2025.

Whenever possible, the fitting of the tag or device takes place “at source” (the prison or
immigration removal centre where the FNO is detained) within 72 hours of the Hub receiving a
referral from the FNORC caseworker. The Hub aims to have 75% of FNOs suitable for electronic
monitoring tagged at source.

Several factors can prevent tagging at source: the referral may not be received in time, or the
Home Office may not be able to fit the device within the 72-hour window to release a person
from detention where this is ordered by an Immigration Judge. Inspectors were told that fitting
at source had sharply reduced to around 50% since the start of the new contract.

Where tagging at source is not possible, the Hub arranges for the provider to complete the
fitting in the community, either by visiting the FNO at their release address or coinciding the
fitting with a probation appointment or immigration reporting event.

The Home Office provided data about FNOs newly supplied with an electronic monitoring
device between 1 January and 31 December 2024. Of 2,865 FNOs fitted with an electronic
monitoring device, 1,910 (66.67%) were fitted at source, and 952 (33.23%) were fitted in the
community. Only 3 (0.10%) were fitted at a reporting centre.

Where an attempt to fit a device is unsuccessful, the provider will automatically arrange a
second attempt to fit the device. If the second attempt fails, the case will be referred to the
Hub to investigate.?®?

The Home Office told inspectors that failure to fit a device at source could be due to the
provider failing to attend, the FNO being released ahead of the provider attending, lack of
equipment, or signal issues (when a device is fitted, the provider makes sure the device is
transmitting a signal). Where a home visit has failed it could be that the provider did not attend
or that the FNO was not at home.

The Hub aims to confirm tagging has taken place within five days of release. Where this is
not possible, cases are “paused”. The Hub works with the person and the provider to resolve
issues to allow tagging to take place. The expectation is that paused cases will be resolved
within 42 days.

During an interview in November and December, Home Office staff told inspectors the number
of paused cases had increased and was between 160 and 180 cases. The staff attributed this to
late referrals and issues with the provider not turning up for appointments, or turning up late,
or without the necessary equipment. However, they also acknowledged that a lot of FNOs were
being released to no fixed abode.

“It’s hard enough getting people to be tagged in the community when we know where they
live ... for no fixed abode cases they are even more difficult ... Those cases end up being
paused while we try and work out where they are.”

202 Home Office, ‘Immigration bail’, p. 44.
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Inspectors asked how many non-FNOs and FNOs had been released to no fixed abode.
The Home Office responded that “this data is not reported on our systems and cannot
be provided”.

Once a device is fitted, it ‘pings’ a location position every minute, providing GPS location data
to the provider every hour. The new system allows the Hub to see live battery data and the
date and time of missed status checks, but the Home Office is not able to monitor location data
in real time. Location data can be accessed by the Home Office only in specified circumstances,
in line with its Data Protection Impact Assessment (DPIA) for electronic monitoring. As noted in
the 2022 electronic monitoring inspection,

“.. authorised Home Office staff may request access to GPS trail data for a specified period
and review that data in the event of any of the following occurrences:

e breach of immigration bail conditions
e individual absconds
e Article 8 representations/further submissions from the individual

e allegations of electronic monitoring breaches or intelligence of immigration bail
condition breaches received

e subject access requests (SAR) or legal challenge”?*

The Home Office can share electronic monitoring data captured by devices fitted as a condition
of immigration bail in line with the UK General Data Protection Regulation and the Data
Protection Act 2018. This requires that data is shared for law enforcement purposes where

it is necessary and proportionate to do so. Law enforcement purposes include prevention,
investigation, and detection of criminal offences, and safeguarding against and preventing
threats to public security.?°#2%> Generally, any such requests come from police or probation
officers and go directly to the provider. The provider has been given criteria which enable them
to establish whether it is appropriate to release the data itself. Decisions taken by the provider
to release or withhold data are subject to assurance checks by the Home Office.

In addition to location, the pings inform the provider’s computer system that the device is
working. Missed pings suggest an issue; for example, with the signal or the battery. Devices also
alert the computer system to potential tampering and have a non-movement sensor that sends
an alert if the device has no movement. The provider will make a wellbeing visit if there has
been no movement for three days. All this data is reported to the Hub, which uses it to identify
potential breaches of the electronic monitoring bail condition to be investigated.

The Hub is responsible for reviewing the electronic monitoring condition for individuals
in to ensure “that the individual remains suitable both for electronic monitoring and any
supplementary condition or conditions” and that these continue to be “necessary and
proportionate”. The review also considers “whether the device type remains the most
appropriate in light of the facts of the case at the date the review is undertaken.”

The ‘Immigration bail’ guidance states that reviews are intended to be completed:

e every four months

203 ICIBI, ‘An inspection of the global positioning system (GPS) electronic monitoring of foreign national offenders March — April 2022, p. 20.
204 UK General Data Protection Regulation, Regulation (EU) 2016/679 of the European Parliament and of the council. https://www.legislation.gov.uk/
eur/2016/679/contents

205 Data Protection Act 2018. https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2018/12/contents/enacted
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e when any representations are received from the individual, or a person acting on their
behalf, including requests to vary the condition

e when arequest is made by another decision maker?°

Training slides provided in evidence for this inspection still suggested reviews should be
completed “quarterly” and additionally “when considering the response to a breach of
immigration bail”. Likewise, Home Office managers involved in electronic monitoring provided
inspectors with different information about how often reviews were being conducted: some
suggested they were being done quarterly, others every four months, and one manager
suggested reviews took place every five months.

‘Immigration bail’ guidance also states that “It is expected that a person who will be subject

to electronic monitoring will spend a minimum period on both a fitted and non-fitted device,
unless it is indicated during a review at an earlier point that there is a Convention reason why
electronic monitoring is no longer suitable.”?*” The guidance sets out indicative time periods

to be spent on electronic monitoring, ranging from four months to “indefinitely”. These are
determined with reference to the specifics of the case, including the person’s offending history,
risk of harm, sentence length, and compliance with immigration bail conditions.

Where a review determines that a person should be moved to an NFD, the Hub arranges a
visit by the provider to transition the person to such a device. This can be done at the person’s
home or at a probation appointment or reporting event. The provider enrols the person’s
fingerprints to the device. The device then gives sound and vibration alerts several times
throughout the day at random intervals to request fingerprints. This helps ensure the person
is carrying the device with them at all times and collects biometric and location data.

Any missed requests for fingerprints are dealt with in the same way as missed pings from fitted
devices. Requests to access the data from non-fitted devices are dealt with in the same way as
requests related to fitted devices.

Prevalence of electronic monitoring of FNOs

11.55

11.56

11.57

Immigration Enforcement (IE) transparency data, published by the Home Office on 27 February
2025, showed that in Q4 of 2024 (October to December), there were 19,244 FNOs living in the
community who were subject to deportation action.?® This figure has steadily increased from
Q4 of 2022, when it was 14,640.

While it has grown over time, the total number of FNOs subject to electronic monitoring has
always been considerably lower than the reported number of FNOs living in the community.
On 1 September 2021, there were 348 electronically monitored FNOs. On 1 December
2024, there were 3,198. In between, the number peaked at 5,018 FNOs tagged as of

1 September 2024.

Of the 4,850 FNOs subject to electronic monitoring on 1 December 2024, 3,996 (82.39%) were
being monitored via a fitted device and 854 (17.61%) by a non-fitted device. See figure 21.

206 Home Office, ‘Immigration bail’, p. 46. Version 19 of the Immigration Bail guidance, published for Home Office staff on 18/03/2024, changed the
timeframe for reviews from quarterly to every four months.

207 Home Office, ‘Immigration bail’, p. 54.

208 Home Office, Transparency data, ‘Immigration Enforcement data: Q4 2024’ (published 27 February 2025), FNO_08a: FNOs subject to deportation
action living in the community: criteria and non-criteria. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/immigration-enforcement-data-q4-2024
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Figure 21: Number of FNOs subject to electronic monitoring between
1 September 2021 and 1 December 2024

11.58 Not all FNOs are liable for removal, and in some cases the Home Office will have determined
that electronic monitoring would breach an FNO’s Convention rights. The Home Office also
needs to consider in each case whether it is practical to impose an electronic monitoring bail
condition.

11.59 ‘Immigration bail’ guidance identifies circumstances in which electronic monitoring may be
impractical:

“Paragraph 2(9) of Schedule 10 of the Immigration Act 2016 sets out matters that the
Secretary of State may in particular have regard to, when considering whether it would
be impractical to impose electronic monitoring ... where a person is subject to the duty.
These are:

e any obstacles to making electronic monitoring arrangements in relation to the person

e the resources that are available for imposing electronic monitoring conditions on
persons to whom the electronic monitoring duty applies ...

* the need to give priority to the use of those resources in relation to particular categories
of persons to whom the electronic monitoring duty applies

e the matters listed in paragraph 3(2) as they apply to the person (as set out in Exercising
the power to grant immigration bail)”20%210

11.60 ‘Immigration bail’ guidance goes on to discuss the number of devices available for electronic
monitoring: “There will be fewer devices available than the number of individuals subject to

209 Home Office, ‘Immigration bail’, p. 36.

210 The matters listed at paragraph 3(2) of Schedule 10 include the likelihood of the person committing an offence while on immigration bail, causing
a danger to public health or a threat to public order, or has failed to co-operate with any process to determine a grant of leave or their removal from
the UK.
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the duty, and fewer fitted devices available than non-fitted devices. As a result, there will be
a need to regulate the use of devices”.?!! It then sets out how cases for electronic monitoring
should be prioritised, giving consideration to the person’s assessed risk of harm to the public.?*?

11.61 In October 2024, the Director General of IE told the ICIBI that there was “no upper limit” to
the capacity to electronically monitor. Home Office staff made the same point to inspectors,
explaining that under the new contract the Home Office was able to buy devices as needed, to
give it the capacity it required.

Breaches of electronic monitoring

11.62 The Hub is responsible for considering any potential breaches of electronic monitoring.

11.63 When a ping is missed or the system suggests a person has tampered with a device, the
provider is responsible for following this up with the person being electronically monitored to
ascertain if the device is faulty and requires replacement. The provider will make up to three
attempts to contact or visit the person, reporting back to the Hub.

11.64 Home Office staff told inspectors that equipment should be checked regularly, but this had not
been a priority for the provider as their focus had been on fitting tags or devices for both the
Mol and the Home Office, and rectifying performance issues. A Home Office staff manager
said that there were people who had been waiting for up to six months for an equipment check
and Hub staff reported that “the number of breaches we are getting [has increased] tenfold”
under the new contract.

11.65 Inspectors asked for data on any breaches of an electronic monitoring condition between
1 January and 31 December 2024, broken down by device type, and to include the type of
breach, the number of breaches by that person, and any action taken in response to the
breach. The Home Office replied that it was “unable to access data which would enable us
to provide a response to this question without manually examining the case records of all
individuals who were subject to electronic monitoring as a condition of bail during the course
of 2024.” It “hoped” future updates to their casework and information systems might provide
this functionality.

11.66 The Home Office’s 2023 internal review of electronic monitoring of FNOs noted that, while
performance under the original MoJ contract was “mostly positive”, some Home Office data
was not being captured correctly and service levels were not being tracked. It suggested that
improvements to the contract, such as including “important missing service levels” would
help the programme understand whether breaches and absconding were being dealt with
effectively.

11.67 Under the original contract, the provider supplied the Hub with a daily report, containing the
details of everyone who was being electronically monitored, whether their device was “live
or not live” and the last time it had pinged (for fitted devices) or that fingerprints had been
scanned (for NFDs). A daily report of any breaches was also provided. The Hub used these
reports to identify persons who had breached an electronic monitoring condition and to look
out for any outcomes reported by the provider.

211 Home Office, ‘Immigration bail’, p. 36.
212 Home Office, ‘Immigration bail’, p. 36.
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Under the new contract, as of December 2024 when inspectors were onsite, the provider had
been unable to provide the data that the Hub required to identify breaches and determine who
is or is not out of contact. Hub staff did not entirely trust the data that had been provided; for
example, where it had indicated that every person’s tag had pinged or ‘dialled in” at the same
time of day, which was implausible. They also told inspectors about incorrect personal details
linked to devices, ceased cases appearing as a live case, and an instance of a person dropping
off the report for no obvious reason.

The impact of the failure to provide data was considerable. In November and December 2024,
when inspectors were onsite, Hub staff were struggling to respond to breaches, and it was
difficult for them to ascertain if the breach was deliberate, accidental, or the result of faulty
equipment. This impacted their ability to review cases and to respond to questions from legal
representatives. While they were still able to refer cases for absconder action, they were
unable to say with confidence that the person had absconded.

In March 2024, the Upper Tribunal of the Immigration and Asylum Chamber considered the
case of a person whose GPS tag had not been sending any GPS signal for six months, which the
Home Office had initially denied was so. The Tribunal found that the Home Office had not been
conducting reviews in line with its published policy and that regular reviews were “an integral
part of the legal framework” for electronic monitoring, and, as such, failure to do so was

not “in accordance with the law”. It determined that requiring the person to wear the [non-
functioning] tag was “essentially pointless” and could not fulfil the “legitimate aims” of the
legislation.?!® The failure occurred under the old contract; however, a Hub senior manager told
inspectors that, following the Tribunal, it had needed to cease some cases “where [we] didn’t
know if it was a genuine breach or an equipment fault”.

As a workaround to obtain the required data, the Hub had requested access to the provider’s
computer system to extract the data. However, this was resource intensive and time-
consuming. The staff involved told inspectors: “We found we could pull a report ourselves
selecting certain parameters to get data, but it is fiddly. We are working on a guidance manual
... It involves a lot of [Excel formulas] that we have to stitch together. It’s quite manual and we
need to make sure it is right before sending it to the Hub. There are human errors, so we need
to look at data integrity.”

Hub staff had mixed views about this manual report. One said: “About 80% of the time that
report works ... But 20% of the time there might be issues, such as no NFDs on the report.”

A member of staff involved in producing the manual report said it “now provided as much
operational information as the old report” and the Hub is “not missing data, though there
might be a delay”. Furthermore, the exercise had created “opportunities to identify additional
data Serco could provide” which would be useful to the operation in the future.

The Hub had raised this data issue with Serco and the MoJ. From September 2024, the Home
Office had paused migration to new devices to allow time for Serco to address these data
issues. The Home Office said that migration over to new devices for all users is due to be
completed by May/June 2025.

213 Matrix Chambers, ‘Upper Tribunal gives judgement in first challenge to Home Office policy of GPS tagging migrants’ (published 13 March 2024).
https://www.matrixlaw.co.uk/news/upper-tribunal-gives-judgment-in-first-challenge-to-home-office-policy-of-gps-tagging-migrants/
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Stakeholder impressions of electronic monitoring
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ICIBI’s 2022 electronic monitoring inspection found that stakeholder concerns regarding
electronic monitoring “fell into four broad categories: use of location (trail) data, technical
issues with devices, stigma of wearing device, and increased anxiety and traumatisation for
those subject to electronic monitoring”.?*

Stakeholders responding to the ‘call for evidence’ for this inspection highlighted similar issues
but also noted that electronic monitoring is often used alongside other forms of immigration
bail reporting.

Stakeholders were concerned about the data collection and use. In support of their concerns,
they pointed to the decision of the ICO in respect of the ‘pilot’ to test the expanded use of
electronic monitoring as a condition of immigration bail in England and Wales.?*®

Stakeholders identified technical issues with devices, such as them not charging properly due
to faulty equipment, and messages that the device needed to be updated at a home visit, with
no further information supplied. Meanwhile, someone released to no fixed abode often had
nowhere to charge the device. In response to queries about this, the Home Office had said they
should “charge them in McDonalds”.

Stakeholders described electronic monitoring as “dehumanising”. They also suggested that the
impact on mental health was disproportionate to any supposed benefits. A report published
jointly by Medical Justice, Bail for Immigration Detainees, and the Public Law Project in
December 2023 considered the expansion of GPS tagging and the rollout of NFDs. Stakeholders
observed that the report pointed to those subject to electronic monitoring feeling “a constant
state of alertness and in a heightened sense of being under constant surveillance”.

The report noted that the use of GPS tagging as a condition of immigration bail had expanded
and there had been an increase in the use non-fitted devices. The report raised concerns that
reviews of decisions to impose a GPS tag were not being conducted in sufficient volumes, at
the quarterly review point required as per the published ‘Immigration bail’ guidance at that
time. The report stated that as of June 2023, 622 quarterly reviews were overdue.

The immigration outcomes of electronic monitoring

11.80
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In January 2025, inspectors asked the Home Office for data on the number of people subject to
an electronic monitoring condition between September 2021 and December 2024 who, while
subject to the condition, had:

* been placed in immigration detention
e been subject to an enforced removal from the UK
e departed the UK voluntarily

e been subjected to or had done none of the above

The Home Office responded that it was currently “unable to access data which would enable
us to provide a response to this question without manually examining the case records of

214 |CIBI, ‘An inspection of the global positioning system (GPS) electronic monitoring of foreign national offenders March—April 2022’, p. 8.
215 Information Commissioner’s Office, ‘Home Office migrant tagging enforcement notice and warning’, (published 21 March 2024). https://ico.org.
uk/action-weve-taken/enforcement/2024/03/home-office/
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all individuals who were subject to electronic monitoring as a condition of bail during the
course of 2024”.

11.82 The Home Office’s 2023 internal review of electronic monitoring of FNOs noted that it was not
possible to evidence that electronic monitoring was providing value for money, and that “due
to significant gaps in the data that has been captured and a limited evidence base” there was
“almost no evidence on the benefits that the programme has delivered so far”. Nevertheless,
the review said that evaluations were ongoing to assess effectiveness.

11.83 Inspectors asked the Home Office to provide any business cases, reviews, or evaluations
relating to immigration bail reporting, or management of contact between the Home Office
and migrants, produced since August 2019. From the evidence provided, it appeared that the
only evaluation in relation to electronic monitoring that had taken place since the 2023 internal
review was the published review of the GPS expansion pilot.?®

11.84 Inspectors asked Home Office staff about the benefits of electronic monitoring. Some staff
suggested that the primary purpose was to comply with the statutory duty. Beyond that,
electronic monitoring “drives home the importance of immigration control” and “reminds
people” that they are liable to removal. Others emphasised that it enables the Home Office
“to understand where FNOs are in the community for when an immigration intervention is
needed” and is about “keeping contact and knowing where people are”.

11.85 Some staff told inspectors that electronic monitoring enabled the department to “keep and
maintain closer contact and have an early view on whether [a person] might be planning to
abscond”. However, it was acknowledged that having a tag or device did not prevent a person
absconding or committing a crime.

11.86 A senior manager explained that the Home Office DPIA that covered electronic monitoring set
out when location data could be accessed within “quite narrow” parameters. Location data
could be accessed only after these events, and if a person removed or stopped carrying their
tag or device it was only useful in identifying their last known location, and suggesting locations
the person might frequent based on the device’s historic data. The senior manager added,

“we haven’t used [location data] it as much as we could have. We want to be cautious about
using it.”

Electronic monitoring as a form of contact management

11.87 Despite the purpose of the Hub being to improve contact management with persons subject
to electronic monitoring, inspectors found that contact was mainly with the provider and
occurred during the issuing or fitting of a device or where a breach was suspected.

11.88 Staff working in the Hub explained that its contact with a person once a breach was suspected
fell into two stages. ‘Stage one’ begins once a person has been in breach for seven days or
more. The Hub will try to establish contact with the person. This will include using contact
details provided by Serco, using contact details found on the Home Office Atlas casework
system, contacting any known legal representatives, contacting their offender manager within
the Mol or probation service, sending a letter notifying the person that they have breached
their bail conditions (a ‘BAIL204’), and/or issuing a ‘BAIL 206’ outlining an intention to conduct a
provider visit.

216 Home Office, ‘GPS expansion pilot evaluation’.
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‘Stage two’ involves determining if contact has been re-established, and appropriate next
actions. If contact has been re-established, the Hub will try to establish what has happened,
arrange an equipment check if required, or refer for consideration of legal action if it appears
the person has no intention of complying.

If contact has not been re-established, Hub staff will consider whether an intervention at a
reporting event may be appropriate, or whether a referral to FNORC for absconder or legal
action is appropriate.

Hub staff told inspectors that it is sometimes difficult to find correct contact details on Atlas.

It is not always obvious which details are current, and often they receive an error message
when trying to look at the part of the system where details of legal representatives and
probation officers should be held. As a result, the Hub undertook an exercise in late 2024 to
try to call every person on their caseload, to ensure they had the correct telephone numbers
and addresses. This was done as overtime. Staff described the outlay of cost and effort as
“huge” but with “relatively little outcome” in terms of improving their ability to contact people.
They added that “poor [contact] details stops us from bringing people back into compliance,
which is the whole point of our team.”

Hub staff also reported that they could not remove or update incorrect contact details on
Atlas. Instead, they are required to contact the relevant casework team to request this action
be taken. However, they were not confident Atlas was being updated promptly, as casework
teams had large caseloads. Incorrect addresses on Atlas have a consequential effect where
the Hub is sending letters or has directed Serco to visit an address. A staff member explained
that even a small difference such as “1 High Street to 1A High Street can throw everyone
off”, as it means the letter may be posted to the incorrect address and not received, or that
time and resource are wasted visiting an incorrect address. They provided another example
in which a supposed residential address supplied by the Home Office for Serco to visit was in
fact a cinema.

Where Hub staff were able to speak to the person being electronically monitored by telephone,
they could encounter language issues. They did not have access to The Big Word. They had
asked for this “loads of times, but we keep getting pushed back because of the cost involved.”
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12. Inspection findings: Absconder tracing

Definition of “absconder”

12.1 The Home Office’s definition of “absconder” is broader than the dictionary definition of
“someone who goes away from a place suddenly, especially in order to escape from it”.?'’
While it incorporates the notion of fleeing detention or supervision, it extends to those
who breach their immigration bail conditions by failing to report as directed. Home Office
‘Non-compliance and absconder process’ guidance, published in January 2018, describes
two types of absconders: “port absconders” and “in-country absconders”. 28 See figure 22.

Figure 22: Home Office “absconders”

Term Definition

‘Port absconder’ A person who either “proceeds through the immigration control
without obtaining leave to enter” or “leaves the border control
area or Border Force accommodation without permission ... and,
in all cases, whose whereabouts are unknown and all mandatory
procedures to re-establish contact with the migrant have failed.”

‘In-country absconder’ A person who either “escapes from Immigration Enforcement
detention” or “breaches one or more of the conditions imposed
as a condition of immigration bail ... and, in all cases, whose
whereabouts are unknown and all mandatory procedures to
re-establish contact with the migrant have failed.”

“Disengaged” and “Out of contact”

12.2 The Home Office does not classify every person it knows to be in the UK without leave to enter
or remain but with whom it is not in contact as an absconder. A person who overstays a valid
grant of leave to enter or remain does not become an absconder until or unless they are placed
on immigration bail and then breach a condition of that bail. ‘Non-compliance and absconder
process’ guidance uses the terms “disengaged” and “out of contact” to define persons who are
not recorded as “absconders” but are of interest.?'° See figure 23.

217 Cambridge Dictionary, ‘absconder’, https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/absconder (accessed 4 April 2025).

218 Home Office, ‘Non-compliance and absconder process’, (published 30 January 2018), https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/offender-
management

219 Home Office, ‘Non-compliance and absconder process’, p. 6.
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Figure 23: “Disengaged” and “Out of contact” persons?*°

‘Disengaged’ A person who “has no valid leave to remain” or who “fails to leave the
UK following an adverse decision on a valid in-country application and
any associated right to an appeal or administrative review are deemed
exhausted, and has not been placed into a reporting regime” and “the
migrant’s whereabouts are known [and] no action has been taken either by
the migrant or the Home Office to re-establish whereabouts”.

‘Out of contact’” Anybody who is a port or in-country absconder, or who is disengaged.

Recording and referring absconders for further action

12.3

124

12.5

12.6

The GOV.UK version of ‘Non-compliance and absconder process’ guidance has sections where
information “has been removed as it is restricted for internal Home Office use.” This includes
instructions to staff about ‘data checks and [absconder] referrals’. It was unclear to inspectors
precisely why the Home Office considered this information to be sensitive. However, from an
inspection standpoint the details of how the process is intended to work are of less interest
than the fact that the guidance has not been updated since 2018 and refers to systems that are
no longer in use, including the Case Information Database (CID),, which has been replaced by
Atlas as the main caseworking system and will be decommissioned at the end of April 2025.

Where a person has been referred and accepted as an absconder by the Home Office PNC
Bureau (which sits within Customer Services Group) their details are circulated on the Police
National Computer (PNC).

Not everyone who meets the definition of an absconder is immediately referred for further
action. ‘Reporting and offender management’ guidance also has certain sections removed, but
under “Failure to comply with a reporting event: 3 step process — Step 1: telephone contact”
the GOV.UK version instructs staff:

“If no reasonable explanation is given, or contact cannot be made with the person, the
officer should:

e notify the case owner of the failure to report
e record the failure to report on Manage Reporting Appointments and Atlas

¢ in all cases, where the individual’s whereabouts are unknown, who have missed two
consecutive reporting events (unless it was a First Reporting Event) and all mandatory
procedures to re-establish contact with the migrant have failed, make a referral to the
PNC”2%2!

Inspectors were told by staff in immigration reporting centres that, in practice, referrals were
not always made after two consecutive missed reporting events. In some cases, this was in the
interests of overall operational efficiency as immigration reporting centre staff were too busy
dealing with those who were reporting. In several immigration reporting centres, staff told
inspectors that someone might be referred as an absconder after two missed events but then

220 Home Office, ‘Non-compliance and absconder process’, p. 6.
221 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’ (published 18 January 2023), p. 21. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/offender-

management
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12.7

spontaneously attend a later appointment. Referring a person as an absconder and then having
to ask for them to be unflagged and removed from the PNC was described as “a hassle”.?

ROM staff also told inspectors that failing to report on one occasion would not normally count
against a person if they had a specific reason for not attending, such as a medical problem or
appointment. Staff acknowledged that they would not always ask to see documentary evidence
before discounting a failure to report on this basis. One ROM manager suggested that staff
could also consider their general knowledge of an individual’s personal circumstances and
history when deciding how to deal with non-compliance.

“Whereabouts not known”

12.8

129

‘Non-compliance and absconder process’ guidance does not specify what actions should be
taken before determining that a person’s whereabouts are not known.?*® However, the second
step of the ‘three-step process’ set out in ‘Reporting and offender management’ guidance is
headed ‘enforcement visits’ and instructs ROM staff that they “should consider referral for

an enforcement visit” except where there is confirmation from a trusted third party that the
person is not at the [recorded] address.??* Meanwhile, in March 2023, the Terms of Reference
for the ‘Out of Contact and Absconder Steering Group’ noted that where individuals “have
been recorded as absconders because they have failed to comply with their bail conditions, it is
not routine for checks to be made at their last known address.”

Absconder referrals are made using an ‘1S274’ form. The absconder form requires a referring
team to tell the PNC Bureau whether or not an enforcement visit has been conducted prior
to referral and, if not, why not. A manager in the PNC Bureau told inspectors that resourcing
constraints are commonly identified as the reason for no enforcement visit being conducted.
Where this explanation was provided, the PNC Bureau would not challenge this explanation
and was likely to accept the referral if the form was compliant. A Senior Civil Servant (SCS)

in Immigration Enforcement (IE) noted that while it might be “helpful” if enforcement visits
were routinely conducted before a person is referred as an absconder, it was unlikely to be
“proportionate”.

Issues with absconder referrals

12.10

12.11

Inspectors heard different views from Home Office staff about whether the ‘Non-compliance
and absconder’ guidance needed updating.?”® Among IE senior managers there was a
widespread desire to revisit the definition of an absconder, which they felt was being used too
broadly. One SCS suggested that many people were referred as absconders despite probably
still being resident at their last known address. Another identified a specific issue with people
being referred as absconders because they had been non-compliant with an aspect of the
asylum application process, such as attendance at a substantive interview, despite still living in
asylum accommodation.

Managers in different parts of IE described the guidance as “not clear” and “confusing”. Others,
however, felt that the definitions themselves were clear but they were not being properly or

222 The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “Some individuals do drift in and out of compliance and where they do
come back into contact their PNC flag should be removed. This is a further issue with the FTR process in that it is extremely common to issue an 15274
to have somebody placed on the PNC, only for the applicant to then turn up. An 1S.274A then must be issued to have that person removed from the
PNC. The same person then subsequently fails to report again, and the process recommences.”

223 Home Office, ‘Non-compliance and absconder process’.

224 Home Office, ‘Reporting and offender management’, p. 21.

225 Home Office, ‘Non-compliance and absconder process’.
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12.12

12.13

12.14

12.15

12.16

12.17

consistently applied across the department. A senior manager in a policy team observed that
there was “some confusion” about when to refer someone as an absconder, with the term
being used “in a generic way”. Another, who was involved with absconder tracing, suggested
that the primary need was to separate out genuine absconders, whose whereabouts were not
known, from those who had failed to comply with a specific requirement.

In anticipation of changes to compliance and absconder processes following the passage of the
2023 lllegal Migration Act, the Home Office conducted two reviews of absconder tracing.?®
One was a ‘peer review’ of the absconder referral and tracing process conducted for the Home
Office by Essex Police. It identified a need for “clarification” of the “subjective” definition of an
absconder. The second, an ‘Absconder Trace and Locate’ project involving external consultants,
made several recommendations, including that the Home Office should “develop more labels
for absconders” that could be applied more consistently by policy and operations, in order to
enable it to remove cohorts of absconders that were never likely to be traced from a growing
absconder pool.

However, speaking to inspectors, an SCS cautioned that the Home Office should not try to
“define its way out of a problem” and must be clear what operational activity should be
directed at any newly defined cohorts. They observed that the policy regarding what steps
should be followed before a person is referred as an absconder “isn’t being followed on
the ground”.

Many of the staff to whom inspectors spoke acknowledged that there were or inconsistencies
and inefficiencies in the processes for referring absconders. Some suggested that the problem
was essentially one of training and awareness. Others said that time pressures were preventing
thorough checks from being conducted or processes being properly followed. A policy manager
made the general point that caseworking teams were often not sufficiently resourced to

make all the checks that might be required to determine that a person’s whereabouts were

not known.

Staff told inspectors that some of these training and resourcing issues were compounded by
problems with IT systems. For example, cases flagged with a note that there was “no evidence
of absconding” could be pulled through into the ‘work in progress’ queue for absconder tracers
because they contained a flag that included the text “abscond”.

More broadly, some senior managers in the Home Office felt that weaknesses in the processes
for referring absconders reflected the lack of a migration and borders system-wide perspective.
A senior manager in absconder tracing suggested that there was “a piece [of work] right across
the Home Office” that needed to be done to promote more joined-up working.

Speaking to inspectors in December 2024, staff working in absconder tracing drew attention

to people recently referred to them by the Illegal Migration Intake Unit (IMIU) who did not
meet the definition of an absconder. Inspectors were told that IMIU staff had flagged people

as absconders on Atlas in instances where they had left the Manston site “unscreened” or had
departed asylum accommodation “prematurely”. As such, they might not have breached any
condition of immigration bail. And where they were living in asylum accommodation while
awaiting a screening interview their whereabouts was known. Staff estimated that they had
received about 500 such cases. In many cases, an Atlas absconder flag had been opened for the
person, but no 15274 had been completed. Both managers and staff commented that receiving

226 lllegal Migration Act 2023. https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2023/37/contents
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12.18

12.19

and returning absconder referrals that should not have been made was a poor use of staff
time, which was also true for those making these referrals.

A senior manager in absconder tracing told inspectors that IMIU had been “receptive” to a
request that these cases be referred back to IMIU, which removed the relevant absconder flags
from Atlas. An IMIU senior manager confirmed that their team will no longer flag absconders
but will refer cases to the Central Absconders Referral Team (CART) within Asylum and

Human Rights Operations (AHRO). CART will attempt to establish whether a person meets the
definition of an absconder, conducting basic inquiries and checks in an effort to establish a
person’s whereabouts and make contact with them.

Inspectors were told that CART has a broader remit to act as a “gatekeeper” in relation

to potential absconders within the asylum system. One member of CART described the
team as being set up to prevent the flow of “false absconders” into the absconder pool by
distinguishing who had merely been non-compliant with an aspect of the asylum process.

A large proportion of the people referred to CART from within AHRO had failed to attend a
substantive asylum interview. Some were still resident in asylum accommodation, but there
was no indicator on a person’s address screen on Atlas that their address was Home Office-
provided asylum accommodation. Staff from CART had to refer to a list of accommodation
addresses held by Asylum Support Resettlement and Accommodation. However, when
inspectors were onsite in December 2024, only two members of CART had access to the list.

Foreign National Offender referrals

12.20

12.21

Where a Foreign National Offender (FNO) was suspected of absconding, including based on
non-compliance with reporting, they were likely to be referred for tracing to the FNO Tracing
Team (FNOTT). The local standard operating procedure (SOP) document for the tracing of
FNOs, produced in November 2024 by senior managers in FNOTT, requires that Foreign
National Offenders Returns Command (FNORC) staff undertake “initial checks”, including
trying to contact the FNO “by all available means”, before referring them as an absconder. The
referral form (ICD 4362) for FNO absconder tracing requires confirmation that such checks have
been completed. However, FNOTT staff felt that FNORC caseworkers often did little to check
the whereabouts of a person before referring them, and they had the impression that FNORC
caseworkers were particularly overworked.

A FNOTT manager told inspectors that it was “common” for referrals not to meet the criteria,
with perhaps as many as 40% not meeting the definition of absconder. FNOTT had a process
in place whereby it quickly returned rejected referrals to FNORC. A FNORC senior manager
acknowledged that FNOTT sometimes rejected referrals where FNORC “probably should have”
completed particular steps before making the referral.

Absconder tracing teams

12.22

The Home Office’s primary means of re-establishing contact with a person who has been
referred as an absconder is through the process of absconder tracing. Each recorded absconder
is subject to regular tracing attempts, which entail checking the person’s details against
multiple systems and data sources. The frequency with which a person is traced reflects their
removability and the assessment of their risk of causing harm in the community. In general,
FNOs are assessed as posing a higher risk, so a larger range of checks, including more intrusive
checks, is used to trace them. The much bigger non-FNO cohort is subject to a smaller range of
generally less intrusive checks.
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12.23 When inspectors were onsite in December 2024, separate Grade 6-led teams within the
Immigration, Sanctions and Compliance (ISC) directorate were responsible for FNO tracing
(FNOTT) and for non-FNO tracing (Central Support Tracing Hub (CSTH)). FNOTT had moved
from FNORC into ISC in late 2023. As of August 2024, FNOTT had a staffing complement of 11,
whereas CSTH had a complement of 42.

12.24 While onsite, inspectors were informed of plans to bring CSTH and FNOTT closer together.
In March 2025, the two teams were merged to create the Absconder Tracing Unit.

Absconder numbers

12.25 In December 2024, several senior managers in |E told inspectors that the total number of
absconders at that time was around 50,000. They explained that FNOs made up about 1,200
of the 50,000, with just under 49,000 absconders therefore the responsibility of CSTH.

12.26 The Home Office provided inspectors with multiple pieces of documentary evidence related to
the overall size of the absconder population.

12.27 The April 2024 Terms of Reference document for the ‘Out of Contact and Absconders,
Migration and Borders Steering Group’ noted that “over 47,000 individuals [are] currently listed
as absconders on our systems” and that recent modelling “on non-compliance with [the Illegal
Migration Act] IMA reporting and absconding estimates that, as a worst-case scenario, by July
2025 there could be as many as 35,000 additional non-compliant individuals”.

12.28 The “Absconder Trace and Locate” project, which recommended developing more labels for
absconders, noted that at the end of 2023 the absconder population was “roughly 40,000” and
growing at a rate of “several hundred ... each week”, and expected to grow substantially bigger
as a result of the 2023 lllegal Migration Act.?*’

12.29 The Home Office provided inspectors with data for the numbers of people added to the
absconder population in each month from September 2023 to August 2024. The average across
these twelve months was 1,260, with a peak of 2,253 in January 2024. Of the total of 15,124
people added as absconders, 15,096 (99.8%) were in-country absconders.

12.30 Home Office data showed that of 22,318 people who missed a reporting event between June
and August 2024 and had not subsequently re-engaged with reporting as of 20 September
2024, 5,461 (24.5%) had been referred as absconders.

12.31 The Home Office also provided details of the number of non-FNO absconders whose “cases”
had been reviewed in 2024 by CSTH, plus the number of these that were closed as the
individual was no longer an absconder. The data did not show how many of the latter had been
wrongly recorded as an absconder in the first instance. See figure 24.

227 lllegal Migration Act 2023.
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12.32

Figure 24: Number of non-FNO absconder cases reviewed in 2024 by quarter,
number closed as no longer an absconder

Period in 2024 Total number of cases reviewed Number closed as no longer an

absconder
January—March 5,046 1,193
April-June 6,038 2,640
July—September 8,173 3,391
October—-December 5,403 2,653
Totals 56,960 9,877

CSTH staff told inspectors of instances of large, short-term spikes in referrals into the
absconder pool, including at times when immigration reporting centres had taken steps to clear
their backlogs of unprocessed ‘failure to report’ cases. An SCS also mentioned the rapid flow of
large numbers of people into the absconder pool in 2023 when an increased number of asylum
claims were withdrawn for non-compliance. PNC Bureau managers reported that such spikes

in referrals could place a strain on their resources, but that referring teams had improved in
highlighting expected increases in 1S274 submissions.

Prioritisation for absconder tracing

12.33

12.34

12.35

12.36

Absconders are prioritised for tracing with reference to their removability and risk of causing
harm in the community. FNOTT staff told inspectors there had been an understanding that

for high-harm individuals an initial attempt at tracing would be made within four weeks of the
referral being accepted. For FNOs who were not assessed as high harm, the understanding
was that it would be done within eight weeks. At the time inspectors were onsite in December
2024, however, FNOTT staff confirmed that no specific expectations existed about how quickly
an initial trace would be completed in relation to an FNO newly referred as an absconder.??

Where the initial attempt at tracing failed, further attempts would be made to trace both FNOs
and non-FNOs. The intervals between these attempts were also based on a harm assessment.
High-harm absconders were traced once every twelve months, as was anyone under the age
of 18. Those judged to pose a low risk of causing harm were traced every 24 months. If an FNO
absconder had not been traced within ten years of being referred as an absconder, further
attempts would be made only every five years.

FNOs who have been convicted of certain offences, as well as FNOs and non-FNOs in whom
there is particular “political” or media interest, are prioritised for tracing regardless of their
assessed risk of causing harm. Meanwhile, some cohorts of non-FNOs, such as people over the
age of 70 or family groups with children under the age of 18, are prioritised on the basis of their
presumed vulnerability.

Other factors can influence which absconders are prioritised for tracing. In 2023, the Home

Office looked to return a large number of people to Albania. To support this initiative, Albanian
small boat arrivals were prioritised for tracing regardless of their assessed risk of causing harm.
Staff involved in tracing FNOs recalled that they “did a year on Albanians”. Managers in FNOTT

228 The Home Office, in its factual accuracy response of May 2025, stated: “This understanding was never formalised in guidance but was a local
understanding.”
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and CSTH felt that this had not been an effective use of their resources as that cohort did not
have a significant “footprint” in the UK. Periodic tracing of non-Albanian FNOs had slipped,
creating a backlog, which CSTH staff were redeployed to assist with. In December 2024, when
inspectors were onsite, FNOTT and CSTH staff said that priority was now being given to an
operation focused on ten nationalities that make a high volume of asylum claims and with
whose governments the UK enjoys good co-operation in relation to returns.

The process for tracing absconders

12.37

Each attempt to trace an absconder involves a large number of separate checks. The SOP
documents for tracing both FNOs and non-FNOs stipulate that checks must in some cases be
done in a particular order and that some checks are mandatory and must be done in every case
while others are discretionary. Some checks are performed by Administrative Officers (AOs)
and some only or largely by Executive Officers (EOs).

Tracing of non-FNO absconders

12.38

12.39

12.40

12.41

12.42

12.43

In CSTH, the first step is for an AO to carry out a series of mandatory checks. These include
checks of Home Office systems such as Atlas and the Central Referencing System (CRS).??° SOPs
dated to November and December 2024 used in the tracing of both FNOs and non-FNOs also
directed tracing officers to check the Home Office caseworking system CID. CID is scheduled
to be decommissioned at the end of April 2025. It is therefore unlikely that checks of CID

will continue after that time. Nevertheless, an Atlas training session attending by inspectors

in February 2025 and intended for all Home Office staff indicated that all the information
available on CID will remain accessible through Atlas.

Checks of caseworking systems help to establish whether a person has, for example, been
granted leave but not had their absconder ‘flag’ removed. AOs also check Entity, a system that
conducts further checks of these systems and “other Home Office information”.

AOs must also send a request for a check of UK departure information by MIDAS Travel Data
Services.”° The results of these checks, which can be requested for individual absconders or in
batches, help to determine whether a person has left the UK. In addition to these mandatory
checks, AOs can use their discretion to check the Home Office Platform for Storage, and
records of births, marriages, and deaths held by the General Register Office (GRO).

If the information obtained at this point suggests that a person is no longer an absconder, a
request can be made for them to be removed from the PNC. If not, the case proceeds for ‘full
tracing’ by an EO.

The EQ’s first step is to request a check of the Universal Enrichment Service (UES), which is
described in a tracing SOP as “collecting data from a range of datasets”. Tracing officers told
inspectors that most of the data appeared to come from Home Office and other government
department (OGD) systems. Searches of UES can be made in relation to individual absconders
or in batches. Search results take up to three hours to be returned.

Other checks EOs must make include a search of Pega, which records applications made to the
EU Settlement Scheme, and credit agency checks. Credit agency checks can include “basic” and
“full” checks.

229 The Central Referencing System (CRS) is the UK visas database containing the full details of visa applications submitted at UK missions abroad.
230 MIDAS Travel Data Services is a Home Office system with specific facilities to establish whether an absconder has departed the United Kingdom.
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12.44

12.45

12.46

If no new personal or contact details for the absconder are found through these mandatory
checks, EOs can carry out various discretionary checks based on the results of mandatory
checks and their knowledge of the absconder’s history and circumstances. These include
checks of Home Office systems, such as Pronto — a system used by Immigration Compliance
and Enforcement officers to record activity during enforcement visits — and the Single
Intelligence Platform (SIP), as well as data held by OGDs, such as the Driver and Vehicle
Licensing Authority (DVLA), His Majesty’s Passport Office, and Companies House. EOs can also
check whether a person who cannot receive public funds has received assistance from a local
authority.

At the time inspectors were onsite in December 2024, CSTH was planning to introduce an
open-source system that would perform a single check of information held on various social
media and networking platforms.

At the conclusion of these checks, the tracing SOP indicates that officers must “analyse the
data found”, if any, and decide “on the balance of probabilities” whether any new and valid
personal or contact details have been identified. Where such information has been found, the
person will have their absconder flag removed and be removed from the PNC.

Tracing of FNO absconders

12.47

12.48

12.49

12.50

12,51

12.52

Staff tracing FNOs use a similar range of checks but have access to additional and more
intrusive systems and data.

AOs carry out “Stage 1 tracing checks” of FNO absconders. These comprise checks of CID, Atlas,
UES, PNC, and GRO records. If new information or contact details are discovered through these
checks, they are referred immediately to FNORC.

If no new information is found, EO tracing officers carry out further checks. If more than one
month has passed since the AO checks, EOs will repeat checks of UES and GRO records. EOs will
then request checks of two databases containing departure data, MIDAS Travel Data Services
and records of the National Border Targeting Centre, a Border Force unit. These checks can be
requested for individual absconders or in batches.

EOs must also check Home Office systems, such as Atlas, CID, Pega, Pronto, CRS, and SIP, as
well as systems like UES and Entity that aggregate Home Office and other data. Tracing officers
also check OGD records at this stage, including through telephone enquiries to His Majesty’s
Revenue and Customs (HMRC) and an email to the Department for Work and Pensions. EOs
also conduct full checks of credit agency records as standard and check the PNC.

Following these mandatory checks, the SOP indicates that EO tracing officers have “freedom
and autonomy” to decide which further checks to make. A wide range of checks is available,
including some that are more intrusive. This could include checks with law enforcement and
third-party partners. These checks would be conducted on a case-by-case basis. Tracing
officers can also telephone an absconder’s family members or people listed by them as
immigration bail sureties.

A FNORC senior manager told inspectors that where an FNO is electronically tagged “trail
data” (the record of their whereabouts and movements) could theoretically be used to trace
an absconder. However, this data is seldom used because of caution about sharing personal
data and the delays involved in producing this data in a format that would be useful in tracing
an absconder.
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12.53

Where tracing checks result in the identification of potentially new and valid personal or
contact details, FNOTT staff refer these to FNORC. The person is only removed from the PNC
once a FNORC caseworker has verified their new contact details or a whereabouts.

Efficiency of the tracing process

12.54

12.55

12.56

12.57

The aim of the 2023 ‘Absconder Trace and Locate’ project was “to analyse the end-to-end
journey and create recommendations for service improvement”. It found that “The absconder
process is lengthy, overwrought, and subject to inconsistent application of policy, all of which
slows case progression. This is underpinned by a reliance on off-system tools such as Excel and
outdated technology such as PNC.”

In December 2024, inspectors observed AOs and EOs in both CSTH and FNOTT carrying
out checks and formed much the same view. The work was mostly manual, repetitive

and time-consuming. Other than UES and departure records, absconders were generally
traced individually.

Staff acknowledged that tracing a person is “quite manual” and involves “long processes”.
A senior manager told inspectors that “a lot of the work is manual” and “could be improved”.
Staff did however identify some barriers to working in a more automated way. CSTH managers
said that checking needed to operate “on a case-by-case basis” and suggested that “face
behind the case” and “Windrush-related considerations” meant that care needed to be applied
when checking personal information and data. A senior manager emphasised that “everyone
should be fully traced” by a member of staff rather than relying on automated processes that
“could miss things”.

Several staff observed that Home Office systems were being frequently rechecked for the
same person. For an FNO, for example, Atlas and CID might each be checked five times: once by
an AOQ, a second time by the same AO through the UES, thirdly by an EO, again by the same EO
through UES, and then by the same EO through Entity. An SCS recognised that “we spend far
too much time checking our own systems”. Meanwhile, several staff suggested that manually
interrogating Atlas was inefficient, because information was hard to find on the system.

They described Atlas as “unstable” and “not user-friendly”.

Success rates

12.58

Inspectors asked for data for tracing attempts that produced potential new addresses or
contact details for absconders. The Home Office told inspectors that no records were kept
of unsuccessful tracing attempts of FNOs, and that “standardised reporting” of successful
tracing attempts began only in May 2024. However, it was able to provide the following data
“extracted from local IT systems” for the period April to August 2024. The data showed:

e 421 absconder cases reviewed

e 126 potential new contact details identified, comprising
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12.59

12.60

12.61

12.62

12.63

12.64

12.65

* 37 new addresses found
* 57 new addresses provided by the person’s representative

e 32 individuals traced as living overseas

The average length of time that FNO absconders who were successfully traced had been out
of contact with the Home Office was four years, with the shortest time being 60 days.

The Home Office subsequently provided updated data covering the seven months from

May to December 2024, based on “standardised reporting”. This indicated that a total of 188
potential new contact details or addresses had been found as a result of FNO absconder tracing
attempts. This compares to an FNO absconder pool of around 1,200 people in December 2024.

The Home Office told inspectors that “our success rate in finding new contact information for
FNOs is generally slightly higher than non-FNO absconders, as these individuals tend to have
more of an established UK footprint”. Staff also noted the greater range of checks, including
more intrusive checks, available when tracing FNOs.

The data provided for non-FNOs is at figure 25.

Figure 25: Number of absconder tracing attempts, number of possible new
contact details or addresses found, for each quarter of 2024

Period in 2024 Absconder tracing Potential new % of attempts that found
attempts contact details or potential new contact

addresses found details or addresses

January—March 5,046 227 4.5%
April-June 6,038 484 8.02%
July—August 8,173 839 10.27%
October—December 5,403 505 9.35%
Totals 24,660 2,055 8.33%

CSTH told inspectors that it could not provide data for how long a non-FNO absconder had
been out of contact with the Home Office when traced, or for the type of new contact details
that had been found, “as this would require a manual review of each individual case processed
during this period”. But it added that “new contact details found through absconder tracing will
generally consist of a potential new address, email or telephone number being identified for

an individual”.

Inspectors were told that the low success rate in the first half of 2024 was due to a focus on
attempting to trace recent Albanian nationals, many of whom had a very limited UK footprint.
The improvement from July 2024 was attributed to a move away from this, and additionally,
according to one SCS, to increased resources, closer relationships between tracing teams, and
better management information that allowed tracing teams to assess the effectiveness of
specific checks. The SCS nevertheless acknowledged that staff were “very limited by the tools
they have”, while staff involved in FNO tracing suggested that “we are never going to find most
of them” because they are organised criminals who are skilled at evading detection.

The Home Office provided inspectors with data regarding the effectiveness of certain checks
when used to trace non-FNO absconders. Inspectors noted the low success rate of several
overlapping, mandatory checks that interrogate Home Office data, including Pega, UES, and
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12.66

12.67

12.68

Entity. CSTH and FNOTT staff also commented on the poor success rate of UES. Some staff
characterised Pega and UES as “not worthwhile” and suggested that given UES checks could
take several hours to complete and had a low success rate they were not an effective use of
resources. Both CSTH and FNOTT staff told inspectors that checking GRO records was “not
beneficial”. Whilst the check is mandatory for FNOTT, CSTH use GRO records as a discretionary
check only when there is evidence to suggest there has been a birth, marriage or death.

By contrast, CSTH and FNOTT staff said that credit agency checks were particularly fruitful.
Senior managers agreed. However, an SCS noted that the cost of full checks with credit
agencies meant that they could not be used on a blanket basis. Likewise, FNOTT managers and
staff told inspectors that they had used GBG Web, a system that used electoral roll data, to
trace FNOs with good success up until around 2022, when this option was removed because
of the cost.

CSTH and FNOTT each has its own SOP document for staff to follow. These set out which
checks are mandatory and in some cases the order in which checks must be carried out.
CSTH’s SOP was reviewed in December 2024. CSTH managers told inspectors that the review
had considered the effectiveness of individual checks alongside the time each took and their
cost. No checks were removed as a result of the review.

A SOP for FNO tracing was produced in November 2024 for the first time. FNOTT staff told
inspectors that while they had been consulted little notice had been taken of their input.

A FNOTT manager said that while the input of operational staff was important, any changes
to process must be supported by evidence regarding the effectiveness of checks.

Onward referrals

12.69

12.70

12.71

When new information or contact details for an absconder are found by either CSTH or FNOTT
they are referred to the relevant caseworking team. CSTH makes referrals to the National
Returns Progression Command (NRPC), while FNOTT refers new information to the FNORC.

CSTH makes such referrals only where the new information appears to be less than six
months old (or twelve months in the case of Albanian nationals) and the person is removable.
Any referral to NRPC must be authorised by a Higher Executive Officer (HEO) and is recorded
locally by CSTH staff. In discussions with inspectors in December 2024, CSTH staff were
generally positive about the referral process and felt it had recently improved. However,

they did have some areas of concern. In particular, they felt that a person’s removability was
becoming harder to assess. They described the guidance about removability as lengthy and
in some places unclear or contradictory, and they felt that NRPC could be inflexible where
newly discovered information was only slightly more than six months old. Staff also wondered
whether it was necessary for HEOs to authorise referrals, given that NRPC would also review
and potentially reject them.

The referral process to FNORC was more contentious. FNOTT staff told inspectors that until
late 2023 they had sought to verify newly found contact details by using them to try to make
contact with the FNO before referring the details to FNORC. They had since been told not do
this, and that FNORC would verify contact details. FNOTT managers said that this change was
made as FNORC had many more staff than FNOTT and also in order to distinguish more clearly
between the roles of tracing officers and caseworkers. FNOTT staff were unhappy about the
change. They said that FNORC might not try out new details for up to 12 months from the
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12.72

12.73

12.74

referral. One suggested that the new approach was an attempt to “massage the figures” by
increasing the number of new contact details referred onwards by FNOTT.

The SOPs state that when NRPC and FNORC caseworkers receive a referral with new
information they will “consider a suitable contact activity”. This might be an enforcement visit
or bail with a specific reporting condition. In deciding what activity is suitable, NRPC and FNORC
caseworkers should consider the person’s assessed risk of causing harm and their removability.

Both CSTH and FNOTT told inspectors that they did not hold any data regarding whether any
referral of new contact details was made to an Immigration Compliance and Enforcement
(ICE) team, the outcome of any referrals to ICE (for example an enforcement visit), or whether
contact was re-made with the person concerned, and that the data “cannot be automated
from internal Home Office IT systems”.

CSTH managers and staff agreed that they had little awareness of what type of activity their
traces resulted in, or how often contact was made. There was little feedback from NRPC
following a referral. Staff said that they could check a local spreadsheet on which case updates
were sometimes provided, but they did not do so routinely. An FNOTT manager said that the
tracing process “falls down” with respect to feedback loops between his team and FNORC and
that this “needs improvement”. A FNORC senior manager suggested that the relationship with
FNOTT had become more distant since the team moved into ISC. A senior manager whose
responsibilities spanned both tracing teams felt that more management information about the
outcomes of successful traces would be beneficial.

Other means of contacting absconders

12.75

12.76

12.77

12.78

The Home Office could not provide data about the means by which contact was re-established
with absconders as this would require a “manual review” of a large number of cases. However,
it was able to provide data for the number of absconders that were ‘unflagged’ in each month
of 2024 where there had been an encounter with or arrest by ICE.

Of the 8,832 people who had their absconder flag removed in 2024, 340 (3.8%) had been
encountered or arrested by ICE. It was not possible from the data to say whether the encounter
or arrest was what led to the removal of the flag.

The Home Office told inspectors that, during 2024, 3,361 people with a live absconder flag
were encountered by police, which resulted in a referral from the National Command and
Control Unit via Pronto to ICE to remove the absconder flag. However, the Home Office
could not confirm that the absconder flag had been removed in all cases without manually
reviewing them.

While the data is caveated, it would appear to support the idea expressed to inspectors by
FNOTT staff that untasked police encounters are a far more common way of re-establishing
contact with absconders than proactive absconder tracing. One manager in FNOTT also
suggested that more absconders engage with the Voluntary Returns Service than are located
through tracing.

Future plans

12.79

When inspectors asked about any plans to enhance absconder tracing capabilities, Home Office
senior managers generally focused on two themes: the use of systems that could ‘scrape’
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aggregated open-source data from sources such as social media, and the automation and
batching of existing checks.

A standard operating procedure (SOP) was being developed by CSTH to guide staff on when
and how to use open-source checks, with more staff to be trained on their use. Meanwhile,
open-source data checking was being “trialled” in FNOTT. Although regarded as a priority,
some staff were sceptical of the value of open-source checks, and wondered whether
absconders, particularly FNOs, would be likely to use social media in their own names or at

all. Caseworkers in NRPC were already conducting social media checks when attempting to
establish someone’s whereabouts before referring them as an absconder. These staff reported
a very low success rate for such checks.

Some staff emphasised the need for automation or batching of existing checks. In 2023,

the Home Office ran several pilot exercises in which the personal details of small cohorts of
Albanian national absconders were checked on a bulk basis against records held by DVLA and
HMRC. These largely returned information that was already known to the Home Office through
credit agency checks or police encounters. A senior manager described these exercises as
“fairly interesting” but ultimately of limited value. Sharing and matching Home Office data with
data held by OGDs remains a priority for IE senior management, but General Data Protection
Regulation requirements mean that such work is proceeding cautiously. One SCS suggested
that the “biggest opportunity” would be to use “low level” checks on a bulk, automated basis
to establish which absconders had a footprint of activity in the UK. Those with a footprint could
then be prioritised for further tracing.

Home Office staff also told inspectors of plans to prevent people flowing into the absconder
pool where they do not meet the criteria. For example, both FNORC and CART planned to carry
out credit agency checks before referring someone as an absconder. Some CSTH managers
said that they would like there to be a “gatekeeper” between CSTH and the teams’ referring
individuals as absconders, but others felt this would be impractical due to the large number

of non-FNO absconder referrals and the many different teams making them.

One senior manager commented that it would be “fantastic” to have a clear and
comprehensive record of departures from the UK. This would mean that people who had in
fact already left the country would not be added to the absconder pool.
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Annex A: Role and remit of the Independent
Chief Inspector

The role of the Independent Chief Inspector of Borders and Immigration (until 2012, the Chief
Inspector of the UK Border Agency) was established by the UK Borders Act 2007. Sections 48-56

of the UK Borders Act 2007 (as amended) provide the legislative framework for the inspection of
the efficiency and effectiveness of the performance of functions relating to immigration, asylum,
nationality and customs by the Home Secretary and by any person exercising such functions on their
behalf. The legislation empowers the Independent Chief Inspector to monitor, report on and make
recommendations about all such functions and in particular:

e consistency of approach

e the practice and performance of listed persons compared to other persons doing similar activities
e the procedure in making decisions

e the treatment of claimants and applicants

e certification under section 94 of the Nationality, Immigration and Asylum Act 2002 (c. 41)
(unfounded claim)

e the law about discrimination in the exercise of functions, including reliance on paragraph 17
of Schedule 3 to the Equality Act 2010 (exception for immigration functions)

e the procedure in relation to the exercise of enforcement powers (including powers of arrest, entry,
search and seizure)

e practice and procedure in relation to the prevention, detection and investigation of offences
e the procedure in relation to the conduct of criminal proceedings

e whether customs functions have been appropriately exercised by the Secretary of State and the
Director of Border Revenue

e the provision of information
e the handling of complaints; and

¢ the content of information about conditions in countries outside the United Kingdom, which the
Secretary of State compiles and makes available, for purposes connected with immigration and
asylum, to immigration officers and other officials.

In addition, the legislation enables the Secretary of State to request the Independent Chief Inspector to
report to them in writing in relation to specified matters.

The legislation requires the Independent Chief Inspector to report in writing to the Secretary of State.
The Secretary of State lays all reports before Parliament, which they have committed to do within eight
weeks of receipt, subject to both Houses of Parliament being in session.
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Reports are published in full except for any material that the Secretary of State determines it is
undesirable to publish for reasons of national security or where publication might jeopardise an
individual’s safety, in which case the legislation permits the Secretary of State to omit the relevant

passages from the published report.

As soon as a report has been laid in Parliament, it is published on the Inspectorate’s website, together
with the Home Office’s response to the report and recommendations.
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Annex B: ICIBI ‘expectations’

Background and explanatory documents are easy to
understand and use (e.g. statements of intent (both
ministerial and managerial), impact assessments, legislation,
policies, guidance, instructions, strategies, business plans,
intranet and GOV.UK pages, posters, leaflets etc.)

They are written in plain, unambiguous English (with foreign language versions available,
where appropriate)

They are kept up to date

They are readily accessible to anyone who needs to rely on them (with online signposting and links,
wherever possible)

Processes are simple to follow and transparent

They are IT-enabled and include input formatting to prevent users from making data entry errors

Mandatory requirements, including the nature and extent of evidence required to support
applications and claims, are clearly defined

The potential for blockages and delays is designed out, wherever possible

They are resourced to meet time and quality standards (including legal requirements, Service Level
Agreements, published targets)

Anyone exercising an immigration, asylum, nationality or
customs function on behalf of the Home Secretary is fully
competent

Individuals understand their role, responsibilities, accountabilities and powers

Everyone receives the training they need for their current role and for their professional
development, plus regular feedback on their performance

Individuals and teams have the tools, support and leadership they need to perform efficiently,
effectively and lawfully

Everyone is making full use of their powers and capabilities, including to prevent, detect, investigate
and, where appropriate, prosecute offences

The workplace culture ensures that individuals feel able to raise concerns and issues without fear of
the consequences
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Decisions and actions are ‘right first time’

e They are demonstrably evidence-based or, where appropriate, intelligence-led
e They are made in accordance with relevant legislation and guidance
e They are reasonable (in light of the available evidence) and consistent

e They are recorded and communicated accurately, in the required format and detail, and can be
readily retrieved (with due regard to data protection requirements)

Errors are identified, acknowledged and promptly ‘put right’
e Safeguards, management oversight, and quality assurance measures are in place, are tested and are
seen to be effective
e Complaints are handled efficiently, effectively and consistently
e Lessons are learned and shared, including from administrative reviews and litigation

e There is a commitment to continuous improvement, including by the prompt implementation
of recommendations from reviews, inspections and audits

Each immigration, asylum, nationality or customs function
has a Home Office ‘owner’, accountable for

* implementation of relevant policies and processes

e performance (informed by routine collection and analysis of management information (M)
and data, and monitoring of agreed targets/deliverables/budgets)

e resourcing (including workforce planning and capability development, including knowledge
and information management)

e managing risks (including maintaining a risk register)

e communications, collaborations and deconfliction within the Home Office, with other government
departments and agencies, and other affected bodies

o effective monitoring and management of relevant contracted out services

e stakeholder engagement (including customers, applicants, claimants and their representatives)
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