19 January 2005

Des Browne MP

Minister of State for Citizenship and Immigration

THE HOME OFFICE

50 Queen Anne’s Gate

London SW1H 9AT

Dear Minister,

Re:  Mental health services in Kosovo
Thank you for your letter of 20 December. The Medical Foundation is very pleased to note that you will be looking again at the CIPU report on Kosovo in preparation for its April 2005 revision. We likewise welcome your willingness to ensure that the issue of mental health services for people suffering from PTSD or similarly serious mental health problems will be covered in detail and not convey the (in our view, false) impression that such services would be available or accessible at present to returning survivors of torture or organised violence and atrocity. 

In this process we respectfully request that you and your CIPU officials take account of the purpose of the Medical Foundation’s report Mental Health Services in Kosovo (2004), which was to provide objective, comprehensive and academically rigorous descriptions of mental health services in Kosovo and which therefore included, in Section III, an account of the plans and structures made to enable mental health services to develop. Parts of this Section are cited verbatim in the CIPU report, but they are meaningless without our context, i.e., without an account of what each service in each region actually provides, or in some cases, aims to provide in future. 

The bulk of the MF report, which follows on the overview of structures, is based on our own fieldwork research. It concerns the functioning of these various structures and institutions and makes clear that services to treat people with PTSD are not currently available in any of them. There is no reference to this central point in the CIPU report.  NGOs are listed by CIPU, but passages from our report that tell of the burdens put on them in this situation, the difficulties they encounter, and their inability to make the services available are not referred to. In our view, it is not good practice simply to hope that IND caseworkers will consult the full Medical Foundation report when they are not guided to those passages that would paint a quite different picture from the one given or implied by the CIPU report that cites our report.

This selectivity of citation has implications for the perceived objectivity of CIPU reports. At paragraph 2 of page 2 of your letter, you say, “The information included in 

the [CIPU] report is that which we believe to be pertinent to the decision to return individuals, based on the thresholds for medical treatment detailed above.” This 

appears to confirm our view that Home Office policy is driving the selection and presentation of information by CIPU for this particular report. This is a serious methodological difficulty that I trust Professor Castles and the Advisory Panel will wish to consider carefully.  We are aware that Professor Castles has recommended that country information be separated from policy and we strongly support that view.  If that recommendation has been accepted, we would be grateful to know when the separation is to take place?

This summarises our concerns about the selection of the material from our report, details of which we set out in our earlier letter dated 23 November 2004. The authors of our report, Dr Helen Bolderson and Mrs Karen Simpson, along with myself, would be pleased to discuss any further points with you or your country information and/or policy officials if you feel that this would be helpful. 

Finally, I wish to clarify one important issue about our letter of 23 November and your response. The central point we were trying to make did not actually concern the developing jurisprudence about Article 3 and Article 8 ECHR. Our concern was not about what is permitted by an interpretation of the current jurisprudence, but about what action a responsible Government should take under all the circumstances, including the UK’s relationship with and support for UNMIK. It remains our view that, regardless of what the law may allow, the forcible return of Kosovans who are mentally at risk is irresponsible. 

We trust that the careful consideration given by the IND, to which you refer, to each individual’s medical condition will reflect a sympathetic understanding of their trauma and of the actual (as opposed to postulated) mental health services on the ground and accessible to them should they be returned, particularly taking into account UNMIK’s position on these matters. As you are probably aware, the January 2005 jointly prepared statement by UNMIK and the Kosovo Ministry of Health concludes, “…it remains the position of UNMIK that persons suffering from and undergoing treatment for PTSD should not be forcibly returned to Kosovo”. The whole of this sombre assessment of the availability of mental health resources bears careful scrutiny by all concerned with the cases of traumatised Kosovans.

Yours sincerely,

Sherman Carroll, MBE

Director of Public Affairs

Enclosure: “Availability of adequate medical treatment for post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) in Kosovo”, jointly prepared statement by UNMIK and the Kosovo Ministry of Health, January 2005

cc: 
Prof Stephen Castles, Advisory Panel on Country Information, PO Box 1539, Croydon CR9 3WR; email: APCI@homeoffice.gsi.gov.uk
cc:
Mr Andy Saunders, CIPU

cc:
Mr Christian Mahr, Deputy Representative, UNHCR, London

