
33. Having been failed by the Rule 34 process, D643 was further failed by the refusal on 

three separate occasions of the Brook House GPs to write him a Rule 35 report's As he 

explained in oral evidence, the doctors simply "weren't listening" to him.66 His 

experience of medical disbelief and cynicism towards detainees was borne out by the 

evidence of Dr Oozeerally, who shockingly revealed he felt that Rule 35 was misused 

by advocacy groups67, rather than as a critical safeguard to route vulnerable people out 

of detention. He revealingly explained that "it's not about believing" and "it's not a 

case of patient walks in"68 — all evidencing his failure to believe his patient, or, as D643 

felt, to properly listen to him. He refused to confirm or deny whether he felt detainees 

were manipulating the Rule 35 system.69 He, inexplicably, denied that a patient 

reporting a deterioration in his PTSD symptoms should trigger a Rule 35(1) assessment 

— the only explanations for which can be that either he simply did not believe D643's 

account of his deteriorating health condition — and / or that he did not care. 

34. Dr Hard also agreed that if someone like D643, who spoke fluent English and was able 

to identify precisely what he required to treat his PTSD (having received treatment 

before) could not obtain the treatment he required, it would be practically impossible 

for someone who did not share those advantages.' 

35. The GP did deem it fit to flag that D643's health was deteriorating almost a year later, 

but he chose to make this notification via a Part C.71 D643 refers the Chair to Causal 

Factor 2 which sets out the unlawful and dangerous practice adopted at Brook House 

by the GPs of circumventing the Rule 35 process via Part Cs. 

36. D643 submitted a complaint about the refusals to conduct Rule 35 reports.72 His 

complaint also set out who he has sought assistance from Drs Oozeerally and 

Chaudhary and set out the impact of detention on his PTSD, including that was getting 

suicidal thoughts. He made multiple complaints about how each doctor had dealt with 

him and the refusal to prepare an updated Rule 35 report. A meeting to the discuss the 
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complaint took place with Sandra Calver and Dr Chaudhary on 23 March 2018. The 

medical record of the meeting notes: 

""Pt complaining that he tried to explain to the doctor that he needed a rule 35 

and he felt frustrated as the doctor said he could not help him. He has shown 

the doctor documents regarding his documents Isic] and fel due [sic] doctor 

wasn't interested. 

He was upset to learn a letter had been done stating he was fit to fly (which he 

had no cc test with) and fit to be detained (which he wanted to contest) 

He mentions he had stopped coming to healthcare as he felt they were not 

listening to him. 

He admits he got two reminder to come to get his medications but felt that by 

not going no one appeared concerned. 

He mentioned not coming here often but comes when he is struggling and this 

has not been recognised. 

He says he would like someone to listen to what he is saying. He feels like a 

cjhild [child] being told what to do but not being listened. 

We explored his treatment needs and he appears to he needing PTSD 

specialised treatment. We explained that this cannot be offered from the 

detention centre and normal procedures would be to explain this to home office 

which has been done in a part c. 

We have given him another letter stating he is noffit for  detention. 

Patient happy with how the complaint was handled and agreed he didn't want 

it to go any further. 

Pt 10 happy that issues were dealt with. " 73

37. In his witness statement, D643 notes of that meeting that he was "not happy with the 

way the issues were dealt with" but decided to note take it further at the time.74 It is 

important to note that they did not challenge his experience of healthcare and took no 

steps to address this. They agreed that his treatment needs for PTSD could not be 

offered from the detention centre. They knew he was unfit to be detained but did not 

issue a Rule 35 report which could and should have resulted in him being released. 
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