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INTRODUCTION

On 12 September 2018 Deighton Pierce Glynn (DPG) Solicitors wrote to The Rt
Hon Amber Rudd MP, Secretary of State for the Home Department. The letter
was entitled ‘Judicial Review- Letter Before Claim’, ‘Inquiry into immigration
detention following Brook House revelation’.

DPG stated that they wrote on behalf of a number of former Brook House
detainees following a recent documentary regarding the regime operated at Brook

'House Immigration Removal Centre (IRC). The clients represented included Mr

were provided:

o ‘Resftrained and segregated last year for shouting out ‘Why am |
here? Why are you detaining me?’ Excessive force was used in the
restraint by Officer ‘Steve’ who caused such pain to his hand he
thought it had been broken. Segregated for two days.

o Also segregated last year after being unconscious. Not taken to
hospital but placed in segregation.

o Complaint of inadequate Healthcare treatment for skin problems’.

It is known that Mr | D191 Ewas resident at Brook House IRC between 12 February

2016 and 12 May 2077

TERMS OF REFERENCE

against G4S staff in his statement dated 4 October 2017, provided to PSU on 18
January 2018. Including;

e That in October or November 2016 excessive force was used_during a

.................

.................

o . That _petween January and March 2017, following being unconscious Mr
D191 was segregated for 2 days and Brook House officers did not take him
to healthcare for treatment when he was unconscious.

e Supervision of officers or detainees; training of officers; suitability of
complaints process for detainees and staff.

To consider and report on whether there is any learning for any individual G4S
staff member, or organisational learning for the Home office or G4S, including

3
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whether any change in Home office or G4S policy or policy or practice would help
to prevent a recurrence of the incident investigated.

2.4 To consider and report on whether the incident highlights any good practice that
should be disseminated.

2.5 To consider and report on whether any disciplinary offence may have been
committed by any G4S staff member involved in the incident, and whether
relevant local and national policies/guidelines were complied with.

3. POLICY & GUIDANCE
3.1 Detention Service Order 03/2015 - Handling of Complaints
3.1.1 Detention Services Complaints Guidance ensures that the investigation of

complaints is dealt with effectively and efficiently. This investigation and report has
been conducted in line with the formal investigation procedures set out in the
Complaints Guidance.

3.2 Detention Service Order 01/2011 — Commissioning of Investigations

3.21 Detention services guidance setting out Detention Services obligation to
commission investigations into incidents where Articles 2 and/or 3 of the European
Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) may have been breached. This
investigation and report has been conducted in line with the guidance.

3.3 As i D191 complaint refers to Use of Force the relevant legislation was
consmagreu:

3.4 The legal power to use reasonable force is conveyed in paragraph 146 (1) of the
Immigration and Asylum Act 1999;

An immigration officer exercising any power conferred on him in the 1971
Act or this Act may, if necessary, use reasonable force.

3.5 The investigation has been conducted with reference to paragraph 2(3) of
Schedule 11 to the Immigration and Asylum Act 1999 and the Detention Centre
Rules 2001:

3.5.1 Paragraph 2(3) of Schedule 11 to the Immigration and Asylum Act 1999

Schedule 11 Detainee Custody Officers Powers and duties of detainee custody
officers
2(3) As respects a detained person in relation to whom he is exercising
custodial functions, it is the duty of a detainee custody officer—
(a) to prevent that person’s escape from lawful custody;
(b) to prevent, or detect and report on, the commission or attempted
commission by him of other unlawful acts;
(c) to ensure good order and discipline on his part; and
(d) to attend to his wellbeing.
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352 Detention Centre Rules 2001:

Part lll. Maintenance of Security and Safety
General Security and Safety

39. (1)Security shall be maintained, but with no more restriction than is
required for safe custody and well ordered community life.
(2)A detained person shall not behave in any way which might endanger
the health or personal safety of others.
(3)A detained person shall not behave in any way which is inconsistent with
his responsibilities under the compact.

Removal from Association

40. (1)Where it appears necessary in the interests of security or safety that a
detained person should not associate with other detained persons, either
generally or for particular purposes, the Secretary of State (in the case of a
contracted-out detention centre) or the manager (in the case of a directly
managed detention centre) may arrange for the detained person’s removal
from association accordingly.

(2)In cases of urgency, the manager of a contracted-out detention centre
may assume the responsibility of the Secretary of State under paragraph
(1) but shall notify the Secretary of State as soon as possible after making
the necessary arrangements.

(3)A detained person shall not be removed under this rule for a period of
more than 24 hours without the authority of the Secretary of State.

(4)An authority under paragraph (3) shall be for a period not exceeding 14
days.

(5)Notice of removal from association under this rule shall be given without
delay to a member of the visiting committee, the medical practitioner and
the manager of religious affairs.

(6)Where a detained person has been removed from association he shall
be given written reasons for such removal within 2 hours of that removal.
(7)The manager may arrange at his discretion for such a detained person
as aforesaid to resume association with other detained persons, and shall
do so if in any case the medical practitioner so advises on medical
grounds.

(8)Particulars of every case of removal from association shall be recorded
by the manager in a manner to be directed by the Secretary of State.
(9)The manager, the medical practitioner and (at a contracted-out
detention centre) an officer of the Secretary of State shall visit all detained
persons who have been removed from association at least once each day
for so long as they remain so removed.

Use of Force
41. (1)A detainee custody officer dealing with a detained person shall not use

force unnecessarily and, when the application of force to a detained person
is necessary, no more force than is necessary shall be used.
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(2)No officer shall act deliberately in a manner calculated to provoke a
detained person.

(3)Particulars of every case of use of force shall be recorded by the
manager in a manner to be directed by the Secretary of State, and shall be
reported to the Secretary of State.

Part IV. Officers of Detention Centres
General duty of officers

45. (1)t shall be the duty of every officer to conform to these Rules and the
rules and regulations of the detention centre, to assist and support the
manager in their maintenance and to obey his lawful instructions.

(2) An officer shall inform the manager and the Secretary of State promptly
of any abuse or impropriety which comes to his knowledge.

(3) Detainee custody officers exercising custodial functions shall pay
special attention to their duty under paragraph 2(3)(d) of Schedule 11 to the
Immigration and Asylum Act 1999 to attend to the well-being of detained
persons.

(4) Detainee custody officers shall notify the health care team of any
concern they have about the physical or mental health of a detainee.

(5) In managing detained persons, all officers shall seek by their own
example and leadership to enlist their willing co-operation.

(6) At all times the treatment of detained persons shall be such as to
encourage their self-respect, a sense of personal responsibility and
tolerance towards others.

OFFICER SUBJECT TO INVESTIGATION

e DCM Steve Webb (no longer employed by G4S)

DCM Webb was identified by | D191 idescription of him and from the Use of

DCM Webb had his accreditation revoked by the Home Office for an unrelated
matter and as a result was unable to work as a Detainee Custody Manager, he is
no longer employed at Brook House IRC and has not been interviewed. A copy of
his Use of Force report has been made available to the investigation

SUMMARY OF INVESTIGATION

On 12 September 2017 Deighton Pierce Glynn (DPG) Solicitors wrote to The Rt

within Brook House IRC.
On 22 November 2017 the allegations raised by Deighton Pierce Glynn were
assigned for investigation by the Home Office Professional Standards Unit and

individual claimant’s allegations and Terms of Reference were assigned to
Investigating Officers.
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On 4 December 2017 the Investigating Officer Wrote to DPG confirming that she

...............

requesting contact details for him.

On 11 December 2017 the Investigating Officer wrote to DPG advising that no

would reply as soon as possible. The investigating Officer requested details of the
dates of the incidents referred to in the letter of 12 September 2017.

On 10 January 2018 the Investigating Officer wrote to DPG noting that no further
correspondence had been received and asking if there was any further information

On 11 January 2018 the Investigating Officer wrote to DPG requesting that any
additional information to be considered should be provided by 18 January 2018.

medical records. These were provided by Brook House Healthcare on 24 January
2018.

On 23 January 2018 the PSU wrote to DPG noting attempts had been made since
4 December 2017 to arrange to speak with Mr D191: it was advised that if no

regarding funding under the LegaI Help Scheme.

On 24 January 2018 DPG advised PSU that they were expecting to receive the
fee forms on 2 February 2018 and suggesting a telephone interview on 5 February
2018.

On 25 January 2018 the Investigating Officer advised DPG of other commitments
on 5 February 2018 and in order not to cause delay any questions would be

forwarded in writing for Mr: D191 iresponse by 5 February 2018.

On 1 February 2018 the PSU sent a list of questions for Mr : D191 iresponse via
DPG Solicitors, the date for response was extended to 7 February 2018. To date
no response has been received.
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5.15 On 12 February 2018 clarification was sought from Brook House Healthcare
regarding rescheduled offsite medical appointments. A response was received on
13 February 2018.

5.16 On 12 February 2018 the Investigating Officer suggested amendment to the initial

Terms of Reference following review of Mri D191 istatement which gave further

information relating to his allegations. This was agreed by Alan Gibson, Detention
Operations on 13 February 2018.

517 On 15 February 2018 Mr : D356 : was interviewed by the
Investigating Officer, via telephone.

518 On 16 February 2018 DCO Slim Bessaoud was interviewed by the Investigating
Officer, via telephone.

6. SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE

6.1 Evidence of Mr{ D191 |,

611 [ D191 Jevidence is found within:
¢ Deighton Pierce Glynn letter of 12 September 2017 (Annex A1)
e Witness Statement of Mr{ D191 | dated 4 October 2017 (Annex A2)

6.1.2 | D191 !allegations are summarised:

restrained and segregated last year (2016) for shouting out ‘Why am | here’? Why
are you detaining me?’

________________

unconscious. He was not taken to hospltal but placed in segregation.

6.1.6 There was an allegation of inadequate Healthcare treatment for skin problems.

...............................

that he had signed a Voluntary Departure form and had been adwsed that return
would take between four and eight weeks.

recalled that he experienced threats, abuse, excessive use of force and
inappropriate use of segregation on two occasions.
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..........................

6.1.10 Sometime between 10:00 and 11 00 hours M D191 went on to the landing and

...................

................

calm him down came to h|m screamlng One of the ofﬂcers was a manager
named Steve; he is the biggest man in Brook House IRC, known for his build,
height and strength.

6.1.11 Steve screamed ‘go back in your cell and be quiet’. Mr'_ﬁ-té-‘llmsald he was looking
for answers and needed heIp but the officers started to shout more aggresswely

.................................

6.1.12  MriD191 recalled that he was terrified and screamed in pain, he asked the officer

_______________________________
................

shout/ng?’ and he sald that the officers would hurt him more if he did not stop
shouting. It is the norm that when officers want to hurt a detainee they ensure that
other detainees are locked in their cells so that they don’t witness the incidents.

6.1.13 The officers then lifted Mri D191 }from his cell and dragged him to segregation

where he remained for 24 hours. Steve came to see Mr; D191 ithe following day,

he told him that he should not behave that way again and that he had been
inciting violence.

6.1.14 The second incident occurred between January and March 2017, at around 15:00

hours Mt D191 'smoked the drug Splce WhICh caused him to pass out. As Mr

6.1.15 Mr D191 recaIIed other incidents where he was not involved but that he had

witnessed at Brook House. He did not provide any dates, or names of detainees
or officers involved.

6.1.16 In relation to his Healthcare issue, Mri D191 i stated that at one point he had a
problem with very itchy skin. He was told that he needed to see a specialist
dermatologist and that an appointment would be made. The itching got worse but

he never heard anything about the appointment. When Mr: D191 | pressed the

.................
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6.1.17  When Mr.D191 iwas taken to the dermatologist he was told that they had arrived
at the wrong time, he saw a dermatologist once whilst detained and was meant to
have a follow up appointment bur was not taken again. His skin condition

improved by itself, although it has recently returned.

6.2 Brook House documentary evidence

6.2.1 The initial evidence relating to Mr:_ D191 iallegations stated that the incidents
referred to occurred ‘last year’, (taken to mean 2016) however there was no
indication of when in 2016 the incidents referred to took place. The IRC were
asked to provide details of all records of UOF and/or segregation for 2016 relating

to! D191

6.2.2 In response the investigation received__e_r_r_le_’mail dated & December 2017 (Annex

Brook House IRC on 12 May 2017. On 28 October 2016 he was taken to the CSU
‘under the influence’ and returned to A-wing later that day, there was ‘no C&R and
no Rule 40°. G4S also confirmed that whilst not in 2016, but on 27 April 2017, Mr
{ D191 ihad a fight whilst under the influence. Control and Restraint and Rule 40
'paperwork had been completed and this was provided. Brook House IRC also

provided CCTV from this day.
6.2.3 Additionally details of two previous complaints were provided to the investigation:

e Complaint dated 21 December 2016 (Annex B2 & B3)

A DCF09 complaint form was completed by MriD191! in which he

complained that a letter sent to him containing money had not been
received. This was recorded under reference number CMS131000135813

.................

following a response prowded by G4S on 23 March 2017.

¢ Complaint dated 28 March 2016 (believed to be 28 March 2017) (Annex
B4&BS)
A DCF09 form was completed by Mri D191 in which he complains that he
has remained on closed visits since August 2016. This complaint was
recorded under reference number. CMS 131000014051. A response was
provided by G4S on 29 March 2017.

6.3 Evidence of Rule 41 - Use of Force Records (Annex C1)

6.3.1 Details of all UOF incidents were requested from Brook House IRC, the only
documents provided related to a Use of Force on 27 April 2017.

6.4 Use of Force Record of Detainee Custody Manager Steve Webb

6.4.1 DCM Webb records that as of 27 April 2017 he worked as a Residential Manager
in charge of Arun (A) and Eden (E) Wings at Brook House IRC. At around 18:10

.................
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behaving very strangely. DCM Webb, accompanied by DCO Bessaoud

approached Mri D191 iand asked if he had taken anything.

6.42  MriD191imade his way back to his room and started to throw himself.around the

room and onto his bed and then the floor. Another detainee, Mr {D356iwas in the

................

6.4.3 When Mr D356 iturned to leave the room, MriD191 iwho had stood on his bed and

...............

................

.................................

6.4.4 Mr: D191 idropped his weight onto the bed and as DCO Bessaoud held his right

6.4.5 Due to MriD191:having assaulted another detainee, DCM Webb wanted to move

................

him off the wing as soon as possible. Officer Lainchbury, who had moved into the
head support position, was instructed to walk in front and open the doors whilst

..........................

_____________ :walked into the
room and sat on the bed. Healthcare was asked to look at Mr:D191:as DCM

Webb suspected_he_had been smoking Spice, __Healthcare arrived and had no

concerns over Mr. D191 they also looked at Mri D356 and no marks were noted.

6.5 Evidence of Detainee Custody Officer Slim Bessaoud

o Use of Force report dated 27 April 2017
¢ Interview of 16 February 2018 (Annex C2)

6.5.1 DCO Bessaoud recorded in his Use of Force report that at around 18:25 hours on
27 April 2017 he was working on A wing when he head shouting from the middle
landing. He proceeded to the landing, followed by DCM Webb. DCO Bessaoud

found Mr [p191: shouting and screaming loudly and trying to attack another

.................

6.5.2 When DCO Bessaoud arrived at the room he saw Mr {D191ifall to the floor, he

then got up and stood on the bed, he was still screaming and shouting and acting
in a bizarre manner.

6.5.3 DCO Bessaoud recalled that he tried to talk to Mri D191 .ta.calm him down but as

he did so, Mr{D191:got the remote control and hit MriD356ito the back of the
11
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head with enough force to make a loud crack. DCM Webb and DCO Bessaoud

6.5.4
under the influence of some form of drug, he is known in the centre for smoking
the drug, Spice.
6.5.5 At interview DCO Bessaoud recalled that he was on the middle landing of A wing
6.5.6
6.5.7
6.5.8

stood up, sitting or lying on the bed, he does not recall him being on the floor at
this time.

6.5.9 During the restraint Mr: D191 ‘was fighting back and then when he was walked

in final locks. On arrival in CSU Mr:D191:was placed in Room 6. DCO Bessaoud

does not recall any use of handcuffs nor does he recall MrELD191 ésustaining an
injury to his face. DCO Bessaoud would estimate that the incident in the room was
of around 10 minutes in duration.

12
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6.510  DCO Bessaoud was asked if he recalled DCM Webb advising Mr D191 ithat if he

................

pain in his left hand whllst in the room, he may have sald somethlng about his
hand en route to CSU, and he thinks that DCM Webb may have released the
locks a bit.

6.5.11 DCO Bessaoud does not recaII having any concerns regarding DCM Webb's

anything dlfferently W|th hindsight.
6.6 Use of Force Report of Detainee Custody Officer Jack Lainchbury

6.6.1 DCO Lainchbury recalled that he working on A wing on 27 April 2017 when he

noticed Mr: D191 ! shoutlng on the first floor. He went with DCM Webb and DCO

................................

6.6.2 DCO Lainchbury recorded that on arrival at Mr{ D191 iroom it was clear that he
had taken an illegal substance; he was acting aggresswely towards other
detainees and shouting. Other detainees were asked to leave the room and aII
did except Mr M '

did not work and N

6.6.3 Force was then used by the officers in order to maintain everyones safety and

CSU; he remained uncompliant throughout the |nC|dent

6.6.5 DCO Lainchbury has since resigned from his position as a Detainee Custody
Officer and therefore was not interviewed.

6.7 Use of Force Documentation — F213 Section 3 — Healthcare Report.

6.7 .1 It is recorded that a member of staff from Healthcare, RGN D Batchelor saw Mr

‘Ca/led to CSU - deta/nee p/aced on Rule 40 - attacked another detainee,
however he apparently knocked face on table in room — swelling to right eye
apparent, no open wounds noted’.

6.8 Use of Force Debrief

6.8.1 This document records that:

Separation Umt under Rule 40 The reason for your relocation was: you
were under the influence of a substance and became refractory assaulting
a fellow detainee’.

13
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6.8.2 The document has been countersigned by an officer indicating that Mr§D191
refusedtosign. T

6.9 Evidence of use of Rule 40.
6.9.1 Rule 40 evidence is contained in:

¢ The Detention Centre Rules 2001, Rule 39, Rule 40 and Rule 41
(Annex D1)

o Extracts from Care and Separation — DCF1, BH/189/17 (Annex D2)

¢ Removal from Association Initial Health Assessment (Annex D3)

6.9.2 The Detention Centre Rules 2001 (DCR) state at Rule 39(2) “A detained person
shall not behave in any way which might endanger the health or personal safety of
others”.

6.9.3 DCR Rule 40(1) states “Where it appears necessary in the interests of security or
safety that a detained person should not associate with other detained persons,
either generally or for particular purposes, the Secretary of State (in the case of a
contracted-out detention centre) or the manager (in the case of a directly
managed detention centre) may arrange for the detained person’s removal from
association accordingly”.

6.94 DCR Rule 40(2) states “In cases of urgency, the manager of a contracted-out
detention centre may assume the responsibility of the Secretary of State under
paragraph (1) but shall notify the Secretary of State as soon as possible after
making the necessary arrangements”.

6.9.5 DCR Rule 40(3) states “A detained person shall not be removed under this rule for
a period of more than 24 hours without the authority of the Secretary of State”.

6.9.6 DCR Rule 40(6) states “Where a detained person has been removed from
association he shall be given written reasons for such removal within 2 hours of
that removal’.

6.9.7 DCR Rule 40(9) States “The manager, the medical practitioner and (at a
contracted-out detention centre) an officer of the Secretary of State shall visit all
detained persons who have been removed from association at least once each
day for so long as they remain so removed”.

6.9.8 DCR Rule 41(1) states ‘A detainee custody officer dealing with a detained person
shall not use force unnecessarily and, when the application of force to a detained
person is necessary, no more force than is necessary shall be used’.

6.9.9 DCF-1, BH/189/17 shows ‘Date Located into R 40 27-4-17’ and ‘Time Located into
R40 18:30’. Authority for initial 24 hours RFA (Cases of Urgency) shows removal
was authorised by Detainee Custody Manager, S Webb on 27/4/17 at 18:30.

6.9.10 DCF-1, BH/189/17 shows all relevant parties initially notified between 19:45 and
20:00. Entries show who was notified and by whom.

14
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6.9.11  DCF-1, BH/189/17 states reasons for removal from association as{ D191 :
placed on Rule 40 for good order of the centre, assaulting another detainee with a
television remote control’.

6.9.12  DCF-1, BH/189/17 shows Mr{D191iwas removed from Rule 40 on 28/4/17 at
12:30. Closing notifications were recorded between 10:30 and 15:15 including
names of persons contacted with the exception of the Duty IMB where neither

time nor person contacted is recorded.

6.9.13 DCF-1, BH/189/17 records documentation was copied to all relevant parties but
does not record and times or dates with the exception of the Detainee. It is
recorded for the Detainee ‘Copy given by hand’ on 27/4/17 at 19:45.

6.9.14 Removal from Association Initial Health Assessment was completed on 27/4/17 at
18:20 by Donna Batchelor and records no clinical reason to advise against
removal from separation.

6.9.15  Record of Actions and Observations for Mr | D191 | records at Page 1, line 1:
(Other than ‘27 date is illegible but later lines clearly record the date as 27/4/17),
18 20 jpwiwas pIaced into CSUOB, force has been used pIaced on rule 40 for

6.9.17 Record of Actlons and Observations, for Mr: D191 i records at Page 2, line 1:

6.9.18 Record of Actions and Observations, for Mr | D191 records at Page 2, line 6:
28/4/17 10:30 Detainee seen and spoken to by the H. O. Is very frustrated with
HO. Apologised for his behaviour. Coming off R40”.

6.9.19  Record of Ac’uons and Observations, for Mr :D191! records at Page 2, line 10:

yesterday and would like support to get off of it — will refer to RAPT".
6.10 Evidence of CCTV recordings.

6.10.1 CCTV was provided by Brook House IRC to the investigation, the footage from
several fixed cameras is summarised:

6.10.2 Camera 2143A B 1F Assoc Corridor 2: Footage runs from 18:16:59 to 18:17:59.

The view is of the corridor Mri D191 ’enters from a door on the left side escorted

left side.

6.10.3 Camera 2153 A B 1F Activ Stair Footaqe runs from 18: 16 51 to 18:17:55

15
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officers; he has his legs out straight and is not walking. DCM Webb is seen

____________________

6.10.4 Camera 2111 A B GF Assoc Corridor 2: Footage runs from 18:17:52 to 18:18:58

.................

at the far end of the corridor, facing the camera and exits through a door on the
left which is signposted ‘Eden Wing and ‘Care and Separation Unit. He is
escorted by two officers who hold his arms. A third officer is seen to open and

6.10.5 Camera 2113 RFA 3: Footage runs from 18:17:53 to 18:19:04

6.10.6 Camera 2136 A 1F Assoc 1: Footage runs from 18:09:49 to 18:18:38
The view is of the 1st floor landing area; the door of several rooms can be seen
leading off the landing. There is some activity outside a room halfway down the
right hand side of the landing and at 18:10:58 two DCOs are seen to approach Mr

detainees looking into the room. Several detainees are standing opposite the
door looking over.

6.10.7 At 18:11:42 MrD11 is seen to run out of his room and down the landing. At
18:11:49 Mr D191 :is seen being held by another detainee and appears to be

18:12:14 DCM Webb is seen to arrive at the room and look in prior to entering, he
is seen at various times in the doorway of the room before entering again at

________________

holding his arms (DCM Webb is seen to his left side). The group walks away from
the camera point and out of view.

6.11 Medical records of Mr D191

6.11.1  Mr{D191:gave permission for the PSU to access a copy of the medical records
held for him at Brook House IRC. These were received on 24 January 2018 and
included copies of appointments correspondence (Annex E1). The salient entries
relating to Mr | D191 _iskin complaint are summarised at Annex E2:

6.11.2  There are also references within the records relating to Mr| D191 | use of
New/Novel Psychoactive Substances i.e. Spice:

28 October 2016 08:37 Hours - Healthcare Assistant K McPhoy

Oscar 1 phoned to advise that detainee was in his room behaving
strangely. H/C carried out observations BP118/78 P87 Sp02 84-76
variable. Detainee stated that he had smoked about 10-15 mins before.
Observed to be having mini spasms. Taken to E wing for observation.
Plan: to be nursed on E wing.
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28 October 2016 11:50 hours — Nurse E Omoraka

Detainee appears more stable when seen in E wing this morning; he lost
his job in the kitchen for smoking Spice which he admitted. He later
reported not happy at losing job, he went again and smoked 2 puffs of
Spice offered to him by a friend he met on the stairs. BP 124/78, pulse 76,
temp 36.9 sats 98%

28 October 2016 13:23 hours — Nurse E Omoraka
Detainee was seen at CSU taking his lunch, his BP 127/76, pulse 68, sats
98%. He appears more stable and pleasant.

19 January 2017 04:42 & 04:46 hours — Staff Nurse Sihlali
History: 20:00 hours. First Response, on our arrival three detainees were in

.........

985, was taken to E wing

History: 22:00 hours. Went to check on detainee on E wing. Observations
were checked BP 110/74, pulse 88 and sats 98%. Examination: was taken
back to his wing after observations were normal

2 May 2017 16:26 hours - Healthcare Assistant E Owens

Seen on A wing in another detainee’s room prior to roll count. Suspected
NPS incident. Detainee appeared under the influence. Observations taken
and all within normal range. Advised to attend Healthcare if needed.

12 May 2017 08:46 hours — Staff Nurse Parr

but seemed confused but followed commands, understood questions and
replied appropriately when asked.

6.12 Evidence of Mr | D356

6.12.1 Mri{ D356 :evidence is contained in:

.......................

6.12.2 Mri D356 evidence is summarised as follows:

6.12.3 Mr D356 : confirmed that he recalled an incident where Mri D191 iwas restrained.

Mr D356 was playing pool on the middle landing of the wihg and he noticed that

____________________

escalating. MrD356 recalled that Mr D191 iwas intoxicated with Spice; he was
having an ‘episode’. Whilst Mri_D356 ;does not recall exactly what was happening

6.12.4 Mri D356 ;recalled that he told Mr {D191}to go back to his room: he recalled that he

..............................

.................
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CCTV cameras raised an alarm about Mr §D191}. Mr: D356 irecalled that there were

three officers, ‘Big Steve’, Salim, who still works at Brook House IRC, and another
one.

6.12.5 Mr D356§reca||ed that MriD191ithen stood on the bed in the left side of the room

.................................
.................

with sufficient force that the remote control was broken, although Mr D356 was

not injured. Mr (D356 stated that because he was high MriD191: did 7ot know

6.12.6

at Brook House IRC often due to the use of Spice. Whilst he does not recall
exactly what the officers did, none of their actions caused him any concern and he

6.12.7  MriD356 recalled that Mr| D191

..............................

this matter.
7. CONSIDERATION OF EVIDENCE AND CONCLUSIONS
71 Allegation 1: That in October or November 2016 excessive force was used

during a restraint by an officer called ‘Steve’ who caused pain to Mr D191

7.1.1 Review

the length of time he had been in detention and sometime between 10:00 and
11:00 hours he went on to the landing and started shouting ‘What am | doing here

came to him screaming. One of the officers was a manager named Steve; he is
the biggest man in Brook House IRC, known for his build height and strength.

713 Steve screamed ‘go back in your cell and be quiet'. Mri p191 said he was looking
for answers and needed help but the officers started to sAout more aggressively
18
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Mmmimimememememd |

aggressively held his left hand, bending Mri{ D191 ifingers and pulling his arm with
increased force.

shout/ng?’ and he sald that the officers would hurt him more if he did not stop
shouting. It is the norm that when officers want to hurt a detainee they ensure that
other detainees are locked in their cells so that they don’'t witness the incidents.

................

he told him that he should not behave that way agaln and that he had been
ingiting violence.

remote control for the television. This was W|th suff|C|ent force that the remote
control was broken

before taking him away to E W|ng for the nlght Mr: p356 idoes not recall exactly

what the officers did, however when asked he confirmed that none of their actions
caused him any concern and he stated that once Mr {p{191:had struck him the ‘risk

had changed’. Mr "'B'é'é'éqrecalled that Mri{p191; ‘had 3 bruise on his eye When he

...................

.................

The IRC advised the investigation that force was used on MriD191i on one
occasion only, Use of Force records were provided for three officers "3l of which
confirmed an incident which started on the middle landing of A wing, where Mr
Mireh resided at the time and a restraint occurring in his room. It was not possible
to interview two officers as they have since left the Centre however interviews
were conducted with the DCO who controlled Mri D191 __right arm and the other
detainee, Mr Farah who was present in the room durlng the restraint.

At interview DCO Bessaoud being on the middle landing of A wing when he heard
MriD191 'shoutlng and being aggressive, he appeared to be under the influence. of
|IIe§aT"d'r'ugs as his behaviour was strange. DCO Bessaoud noticed that Mr D191
was becoming aggressive toward other detainees, and he followed him towards

his room, and DCM Webb was behind h|m Another deta|nee Mr ¢ D356 | had

19
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...............

7.1.10 In the room MriD191continued to scream, the officers tried to calm Mr ;D191 by

got up and was jumping up and down on his bed. Mr§D191§ then grabbed the
remote control for the television and he hit Mrip3se: on his head with it and DCO
Bessaoud heard aloud crack. 7777 ’

7.1.11 DCO Bessaoud recalled that it was then necessary for the officers to take control

................
...............................

during the restraint, he was on the bed but he cannot recall whether he was stood
up, sitting or lying on the bed, however he does not recall him being on the floor at
this time.

7.1.12  DCO Bessaoud recalled that during the restraint Mri D191 | was fighting back and

................
................
...............................

that DCM Webb may have released the locks a bit.

7.1.13 DCO Bessaoud does not recall having any concerns regarding DCM Webb’s

7114 At interview Mr D356/ recalled seeing Mr{D191}with another detainee who was

...............

his room and tried to put him to bed but got back out. Three officers arrived and
tried to help.

7.1.15 Mr D356 ‘recalled that Mri D191 Ethen stood on the bed in the left side of the room,

lookP%1}| am your friend, relax’ and he moved in closer. It was then that MriD191!

struck Mr§D356§with the remote control for the television with sufficient force to

break the remote control.

20
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7.1.16 One of the officers then got hoId of Mr D191 they sald ‘thats not right, h/tt/ng

...............

the nlght D356 confirmed that he has seen several restraints during his time
at Brook House IR and whilst he does not recall exaotly what the officers did,

7117 Conclusion

7.1.18 It is noted the Within the Annexes of Deighton Pierce GIynns Ietter of 12

on the landing sometime between 10 00 and 11 00 hours and force being used on
him in his room; he recalled a manager named Steve controlling his arm.

..............

7.1.19 The onIy record of force being used on Mr D191 is on 27 April 2017 at 18: 10

Mr D191 room Wlthout ewdence of any other Use of Force, and with Mr D191

7.1.20  ltis accepted that force was used on MrD191dur|ng his time at Brook House IRC
and that he was Removed from Association (RFA) under DCR Rule 40; this is
supported by documents provided by the centre. These actions are considered

below.

7.1.21 DCR Rule 41 states that force should not be used unnecessarily and no more
force than is necessary should be used it is accepted that an unprovoked attack,

with officers ‘jumping on’ Mr i D191:in his room would not be conS|dered

7.1.22 Three offlcers were |nvoIved in the |nC|dent of 27 Aprrl 2017, all S|m|IarIy record

l______ .................

.................

jainst
the detalnee All three oﬁlcers record that they suspected that Mr [D191} was

7.1.23 At interview Mr | D356 ievidence supported that of the officers that Mr;D191

21
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7124  The CCTV recordings which recorded events outside Mri D191 iroom show that

................
...............................

7.1.25 CCTV recordings also show numerous other detainees present on the landing

....................

officers want to hurt a detainee they ensure that other detainees are locked in their
cells so that they don’t witness the incidents’.

7.1.26 CCTV recordings show DCM Webb arrived on the landing after Mr D191§had

.............. [

assertion that three officers came to him screaming and that Steve screamed ‘go
back in your cell and be quiet. It is noted that this also does not accord with DCM
Webb’s UOF report but does accord with DCO Bessaoud’s report.

7.1.27 CCTV recordings show DCM Webb and another officer guiding MriD191 iout of his

room in_a recognised escorting position with Mr { D191 :hands to his front waist.

Mr {D191! is seen, apparently resisting escort, in an upright position walking

............... :

arms were placed behind his back, that he was lifted up and that he was dragged
to segregation. It is noteworthy from the CCTV footage that whilst DCM Webb
appears to be wearing a body worn camera throughout the incident, Brook House
IRC has confirmed that no footage is held, it is considered that deployment of the
body cam would have ensured there was no ambiguity regarding the events which
occurred in the room.

7.1.28 Despite the lack of audio, CCTV recordings do not support that three officers

7.1.29 Mri_D191jaIIeges that in his room he was pushed to the ground, his head was

pushed into the floor and his face scraped on the ground whilst his arms were

behind his back. The officers accounts were that Mr { bigi "} was behaving
strangely, he ‘started to throw himself around the room onto his bed and then onto
the floor’, ‘trying to attack other detainees’, ‘was very aggressive and still fighting’,

‘fell down on the floor, he then got up and jumped on the bed’. Officer's evidence

contacted the floor. DCO Lainchbury’s evidence records that he took a head
control position initially during the use of force and DCO Bessaoud and DCM
Webb recall restraint occurring on the bed.

22
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7.1.30 Medical evidence from the F213 states Mr D191 ‘apparently knocked his face on a

table in the room and that swelling to his right eye was apparent but there were no

.................

open wounds. It is noted that the officers and Mr: D356 all similarly record that Mr

....................

recorded that Mr| D191 {'injured himself with a remote controf, it is reasonable to

accept that these notes reflect Mri D191 iaccount to the doctor and that it is
different to his account within the statémeént.

7.1.31  The officers and Mr | D356 | himself all recalled that Mri D191 struck Mr | D356 |

7.1.32 The evidence indicates that attempts were made, by both the officers themselves

...............

necessary and justified following Mr i_p191_idisplaying aggressive behaviour and

assaulting another detainee by hitting them on the head with an object using some

7.1.33 Mr§D191 ‘alleges DCM Webb ‘warned that they would hurt me more if | didn’t stop

if he did not comply. It is considered this is an approved and necessary
requirement of pain compliance and in so doing DCM Webb complied with his
training and procedures. It is accepted that the specific words used may have

7.1.34 The initial letter stated that excessive force was used in restraint by Officer ‘Steve’

The statement recorded that during the restraint 7 was in so much pain that it felt
as if my shoulder was about fo come out of place and my hands and fingers

sought treatment relating to his arm, hand or shoulder to either the nurse who was
him on 27 April 2017, the doctor who saw him the following day, or indeed
anywhere within the medical records. Whilst control and restraint of an individual
by its very nature involves the forceful positioning of the subject to gain
compliance and is likely to involve a degree of discomfort, there is no indication
that the discomfort continued or that any injury was sustained.

7.1.35 The officer's accounts record that appropriate techniques were used in order to
23
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themselves to the offlcers at the time, it is con5|dered that, on the balance of
probability, the level of force used was necessary, reasonable and justified.

7.1.36 It is accepted that Mr{D191}was Removed from Association following the incident
on 27 April 2017, and consideration was given to the appropriateness of the use of
DCR RuIe 40. The |nvest|gat|on has concluded above that eV|dence supports that

.................

by BEOS 'to restrain him from further assaulting another detainee. It is accepted,
therefore, that Mr [ "b1s1 “ibehaviour was contrary to DCR Rule 39(2) and (3): that
a detained person shall not behave in a way which might endanger the health or
personal safety of others, or in a way which is inconsistent with his responsibilities

under the compact.

7.1.37 Evidence supports that other detainees became directly involved in the incident,
and that it affected their behaviour and disrupted their activity, one was physically

assaulted by Mri D191 | Rule 40(1) allows for the Removal from Association (RFA)

of a detainee where it appears necessary in the interests of security or safety.

7.1.38 Rule 40(2) allows, in cases of urgency, for a contracted-out detention centre
manager to authorise use of Rule 40 but, when so doing, requires the Secretary of
State to be informed as soon as possible. Appropriateness of the use of Rule 40,
therefore, hinges on the apparent necessity for the RFA of a detainee based on
the interests of security or safety. As above, it is accepted that Mr | D191 _iconduct
and actions were perceived by the DCOs involved as a threat to safety and
wellbeing.

7.1.39 Where Rule 40 is invoked it is often, of necessity, a subjective decision based on
circumstances pertaining at the time and how events are perceived by those
affected Consideration was therefore necessarily given to the decision to place

7.1.40  DCF-1 BH/189/17 records that the authority to pIace MrD191|nto Rule 49__yy_a§__

.................

.................

officer’s and CCTV evidence that DCM Webb was directly involved in the restraint
and escort of M D191

7.1.41 DCF 1 BH/189/17 records the reason for removing Mr D191 1 from association as

requirements under Rule 40(1) in that it appeared necessary in the interests of
24
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security or safety at the time.

7142 It is therefore considered reasonable to accept the appropriateness of the use of
Rule 40 as the circumstances and evidence presented themselves to DCM Webb
at the time.

7.1.43 With regard to authority for the place Mrip191ion Rule 40. DCR Rule 40(2) allows
that, in cases of urgency, centre rﬁa'r'iag"ers can authorise removal from
association without Home Office authority. In the circumstances that presented
themselves to DCM Webb, and as he states..in, his use of force report, he
immediately took the decision to remove Mr;D191! from the wing as quickly as

[ R . S

possible. This decision was directly based on Mr ""pis1" "} assault of another
detainee. It is considered that DCM Webb was justified in maklng this decision
and therefore authorising the engagement of Rule 40 without reference to the

Home Office.

7.1.44 EV|denCe |nolud|ng his own, supports that Mri D191 iused the psyohoaotlve drug

Mr i.__DJ_?l__,' was thought to be under the influence of Splce It is conS|dered

may have been due, if only in part, to the |anuenCe of drugs.

7.1.45 With regard to procedural compliance with the application of Rule 40, DCF1
BH/189/17 records that all reIevant partres including the Home Office, were

being informed flrst It |s oonS|dered that this time scale fulfils the requirements of
Rule 40(2), (5) and (8). The investigation considered why the first notification, that
to Healthcare, did not occur until 19:45, one and a quarter hours after the removal.
This is especially relevant considering that all officers involved held a belief that
Mr Mireh was under the influence of drugs.

7.1.46 It is noted, however, that the Removal from Association Initial Health Assessment
form records the time of assessment as 18:20. This form also records that Mr

iD191; showed no signs of being acutely unwell, which specifically mentions
withdrawal from drugs. In consideration of notlfloatlons, it is accepted that time
delays occur in completing paperwork and that the more important physical health

assessment was correctly undertaken.

7.1.47 With regard to the requirements of Rule 40(6) DCF1 BH/1 89/17 records that Mr

7.1.48  With regard to Rule 40(3), DCF1 BH/189/17 records that Mr ;D191 was removed
from Rule 40 on 28/4/17 at 12:30, approximately 18 hours after being placed on
Rule 40.

7.1.49 With regard to Rule 40(9), Record of Actions and Observations, Page 2 records
25
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28/4/17 between 10:30 and 11:30. Whilst Rule40 (9) states, each day, |t is
accepted that a day consists of 24 hours and within that definition can be
considered reasonable.

7.1.50 In consideration of the application of Rule 40, it is considered that sufficient
evidence was found to support that policy and procedure were followed to an

7.1.51 It is noteworthy that during his time in detention Mr D191 icompleted two complaint

forms regarding matters which had aggrieved him one complaint is dated 21
December 2016 and the other was 28 March 2016 (beIieved to be 28 March

7.1.52
and proportlonate It is therefore considered that Mr r__9_1_g]_, allegations of
excessive force and inappropriate segregation are unsubstantiated.

7.2, AIIegatlon 2: That som_eg_r_n_e between January and March 2017, following

officers did not take h|m to Healthcare for treatment when he was
unconscious.

7.21 Review

7.2.2 Within his witness statement Mr: D191 referred to a second |nC|dent occurring

7.2.3 Mri D191 | Healthcare records show two references to Mrip1g1 peing taken to E
W|n§"f'c'5'f"5'bservat|on following drug use. An entry which cofresponds with the date
of the incident recorded by the centre was input at 08:37 hours on 28 October
2016 by Healthcare Assistant McPhoy. It states ‘Oscar 1 phoned to advise that
detainee was in his room acting strangely. Healthcare attended and carried out
observations. Detainee stated that he had smoked about 10-15 minutes before.

Was observed to be having mini spasms. Taken to E wing for observation. Plan
26
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to be nursed on E wing’.

7.24 A later entry at 11:50 hours notes that ‘Defainee appears more stable when seen
in E wing his morning, he lost his job in the kitchen for smoking Spice which he
admitted’. A final entry for the 28 October 2016 at 13:23 hours records ‘Detainee
was seen at CSU faking his lunch. He appears more stable and pleasant’. All
entries record the results of a medical examination including blood pressure and
pulse.

7.2.5 The Detainee Transferable Document — Historv..Sheet provided to the
investigation records that on 28 October 2016 Mri:D191: was within E wing, the
comments record ‘under the influence, was placed into CSU on Eden Wing’. The

7.26 The second instance of Mri. D191 ibeing observed on E wing is recorded within the
Healthcare records on 19 January 2017at 04:42 & 04:46 hours. It is considered
that the record was input retrospectively and that the incident occurred on 18
January at 20:00 hours. In an apparentp+-=imilgr situation it is recorded that
Healthcare attended as First Response, Mri D191 iadmitted that he had taken illicit
drugs with his roommate and was taken to"E"Wing where he was later checked
again by Healthcare staff at 22:00 hours and was taken back to his wing after

observations were normal

7.2.7 Conclusion

7.2.8 It is noted that there is no documentary evidence provided to the investigation to

period of unconsciousness.

7.2.9 Whilst Mr§D191§referred to only one occasion where he smoked Spice it is
accepted from the medical records that there were two occasions, 28 October
2016 and 18 January 2017 where he was taken to E wing after admitting to drugs
use. It is considered not unreasanahle to consider that one of these occasions is
the incident referred to by Mri D191 :and both will be considered in line with the

allegations raised in his complaint.

7.2.10 MrD191 recalled regaining consciousness, before being restrained and was
moved to the segregation unit for two days; however neither incident noted in the
medical records note a lack of consciousness.

7.2.11 Mr._D191 5 asserts that officers did not take him to Healthcare, which is technically

...................................

correct, however Mri D191 i medical records from 28 October 2016 note that there

was an initial request by e Oscar 1 for Healthcare attendance in Mri D191 joom

prior to the move to E wing, a move which was apparently driven by Healthcare
who recorded ‘Plan to be nursed on E wing’. Notably the medical records confirm

.................
__________
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an extract from Mri D191 {DAT record states ‘28/10/2016 19:25 hours Arrived
from CSU into A wing’, indicating the time spent away from the wing was in the
region of eleven hours.

7.212 The medical records of 18 January 2017 recall that Healthcare attended as a First
Response and found that Mr{ p191 had vomited; he was taken to E wing. There is
no indication or documentation to infer that force was used. Records show that
phyS|caI observatlons were conducted and after the second observat|on at 22:00

At

................

hours.

7.2.13 Any removal to CSU for a period of two days would, in itself, necessitate the
generation of some record within Brook House IRC. In order to be placed on the
CSU for that period of time, Rule 40 or Rule 42 would, of necessity, have to be
engaged. In either case the Home Office would have record of the event_ in

addition to G4S. As no records were found of any such event regarding MrD191
it is considered that, on the balance of probability, such an event did not take
place.

7.214 By his own admission, Mrl D191 :had been smoking a psychoactive drug, which is
an umbrella term used to cover a wide range of substances which affect the user's
mental functioning or emotional state by stimulating or depressing the central
nervous system. By their very nature such drugs may alter perception, inducing a
distorted sense of sight, hearing and touch, changing the user’s impressions of

time and space and distorting reality.
(http.//iwvww.nhsaaa-beta.scot. nhs. uk/media/432195/vhat_are nps.pdf)

7215 It is conS|dered reasonable to assume, therefore that Mr' D191 may have been

7216 It is aga|n noted that Mr ED191 despite being aware of the complaints procedure

process in the period when he alleges this matter took place, between January
and March 2017.

7217 Based on the lack of any evidence to suggest othervvise it is considered

was segregated for a period of two days and was not taken to Healthcare
following a period of unconsciousness is unsubstantiated.

8. Wider considerations.

8.1 To consider whether_there were any organisational deficiencies which may have
contributed to Mr: D191 itreatment.

81.1 Consideration has been given to Mr' [)191' aIIegations of faiIings in the
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regard of any identifiable organisational deficiencies and Consideration focussed

times.

Evidence, including Mri__D191__own, supports Mri pqg1 | has suffered from his skin

condition for at least 10 years. HeaIthcare at Brouk Hduse IRC was aware of Mr

i_Dp191__: skin condition from his initial appointment on 13 February 2016. ltis seen

...................

................................

the |nvest|gat|on that MriD191: iwas subject to usual waiting times as advised by a
local hospital.

From the evidence available it is considered that the steps taken by Healthcare at
Brook House were consistent with taking Mr { "p191_iskin condition seriously. It is
further considered that evidence was found to support Mr i D191 Was referred to
specialist dermatological services after a period of two months when local medical
treatments appeared not to cure his skin condition. With regard to times taken, it is
accepted that the local hospital considered Mr | p191_} skin condition as non-
urgent and, as such, subject to their standard waiting lists. It accepted that
hospital waiting times are out of the control of the Healthcare department.

It is noted that Mr: D191 i had been suffering from his skin condition for ten years

prior to arriving at Brook House IRC. It is not considered to be indicative that there
was ‘inadequate Healthcare treatment for skin prob/ems’ simply by the fact that

ten years It is considered that at face value, Healthcare took steps to treat Mr

D191 tand then referred him to a speC|aI|st dermatologist It is considered to be

.............

complain about the actual treatment he received.

It is considered, on non-medical grounds, that Brook House Healthcare took
sufficient action to attend to Mr{ D191 iskin condition, he was treated locally and
then referred to a specialist.

In review of Mri D191 | medical records however it was noted that several
changes to the appointments times of his offsite medical appointments were
made. It was noted that an appointment on 23 Jan 17 was rescheduled due to
‘transport difficulties’, however the records did not record a reason for the other
rescheduled appointments on 9 December 2016, 13 February 2017, 20 February

2017, 3 April 2017 and Healthcare was asked to advise the reasons.
29
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8.1.8 Whilst initially Healthcare stated they were unable to see the reasons for the
rescheduling of the appointments a response was later received from the
Healthcare Practice Manager who advised that he had collated the information
from the diary. It was stated that the .anbaintments on 9 December 2016 and 20
February 2017 were changed as Mr;D191iwas aware of the dates, and such
appointments are rebooked for security réasons. On the other three occasions
appointments were in place for other detainees and it was deemed that those
appointments took medical priority over Mr i D191 | appointments. The Practice
Manager advised that his understanding is that they are allowed two escorts per

day, one in the morning and one in the afternoon.

8.1.9 It is accepted the ongoing treatment encountered some delays due to the
rebooking of several appointments. This was due to the limited availability of
transportation for offsite appointments which can be facilitated by the centre on a
daily basis. It is apparent that there were other detainees whose appointments

where deemed to be more medically pressing than Mri D191 : and the
investigation is unable to comment on this.

8.1.10 It is however noted that a specialist appointment initially scheduled for 9
December 2016 did not take place until 27 February 2017, having been delayed in
part due to transportation issues. Another appointment on 3 April 2017 was also
rescheduled for this reason. It is considered that such delays are not in the best
interests of a detainee regardless of the severity of their medical issue.
Transportation of detainees is arranged by Healthcare with G4S who have the
responsibility for the movement of detainees for non casework related
appointments, such as hospital appointments. It is considered that to be an

organisational deficiency that Mr; D191 :appointments were rescheduled for this

reason.

9. SUMMARY & RECOMMENDATIONS

9.1 Summary

9.1.1 The evidence available to the investigation did not support Mr{ D191 | allegations
that in October or November 2016 excessive force was used durlng a restraint by
an ofﬂcer caIIed Steve who caused pain td:f:f_'_':f_'f_'@j_';é_’if_'_’:_'j_'_’:aand and that following the

_______________

allegation that gamatime between January and March 2017, following being
unconscious Mr. D191 \was segregated for 2 days or that there was any fallure in,

allegations have been unsubstantiated.

912 Whilst none of the complaint allegations made by Mr D191! have been

substantiated there were organisational deficiencies identified i thé course of the
investigation and are raised below as recommendations.

913 There were no specific areas of good practice that should be disseminated.
914 The investigation did not conclude that any member of Brook House IRC staff
30
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allegations.

915 With the exception of the Body Worn Camera Policy, all other local and national
policies / guidelines had been complied with.

9.2 Recommendations
9.21 The following recommendations arose during the course of the investigation:
9.2.2 Recommendation 1: G4S- Policy and Procedure / Training

923 It was noted from the CCTV footage provided by the centre relating to Mr | D191
control and restraint on 27 April 2017 that DCM Webb wore a body worn camera,
the documentation provided to the investigation records that a body worn camera

was not used and the centre confirmed that that there was no record of footage.
9.24 Action Point 1

9.2.5 All staff should be reminded of the G4S policy on BWCs and monitored to ensure
that they are now wearing and utilising the BWCs as per the policy.

9.2.6 G4S & Healthcare liaison regarding rescheduled appointments - Procedure

9.27 The information relating to the rescheduling of Mr i D191 :appointments was
initially confirmed as being unavailable and then later provided by the Healthcare
Practice Manager who assisted the investigation by working through information
within the office diary.

9.2.8 It is noted that whilst it could be ascertained from Mri D191 imedical records that
several appointments had been rescheduled there was not an easy accessible
record to highlight the number of occasions and reasons for this. As a result a

delay of almost three months appears to have gone unnoticed in this case.

9.2.9 Action Point 2

9.2.10 That more robust records of appointments being rescheduled due to transport
reasons are kept by Healthcare and processes are put in place for liaison with

G4S to provide occasional additional transportation to avoid excessive delays in
offsite medical appointments.
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List of Annexed documents

Deighton Pierce Glynn letter of 12 September 2017 Annex A1
Witness Statement of Mri p191 :of 4 October 2017 Annex A2
G4S email of 7 December 2077 Annex B1
______ D191 tomplaint of 21 December 2016 and response Annex B2
& B3
i D191 Ecomplaint of 28 March 2016 and response Annex B4
......................... i 3 B5
Evidence of Rule 41 - Use of Force Records Annex C1
DCO S Bessaoud Interview of 16 February 2018 Annex C2
Detention Centre Rules 2001, Rule 39, Rule 40 and Rule 41 Annex D1
Care and Separation — DCF1, BH/189/17 Annex D2
‘Removal from Association Initial Health Assessment Annex D3
________ D191 medical records & correspondence Annex E1
Summary of records relating to skin complaint Annex E2
Interview of [ D356 of 15 February 2018 Annex F1
Name: A Hindmarch Name: A Lennon
Grade: HEO Grade: SEO
Signed: Signed:
Date:  20.2.18 Date: 20.2.18
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