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6.4.6 DCM Donnelly said he had been the Oscar 2 in charge of detainee reception / 
discharge and B Wing and he had been informed about a detainee with a ligature 
around his neck in the discharge waiting room toilet at approximately 13:30 hrs. He 
said that D687 !had been sitting on the toilet with a white ligature around his 
neck, saying he did not want to go to the Verne IRC. It was too far away from his 
family. 'He would not desist or remove the ligature despite several DCO's, myself 
and DCM Farrell trying to persuade him.' 

6.4.7 DD Naughton said that D687 Was 'in an agitated state and saying he would 
not go anywhere.' He said,- "ria -11,§essed, the knot was tied to the handrail, which 
is a large loop and the bottom of the loop was a foot off the floor. D687 was saying if 
anyone came near him he would drop to the floor When lookinaliTthe knot was 
on the loop and the knot would have gone to the lowest point so he .wouldn't have 
been suspended, but we still had a ligature." When he spoke to [.. D687 he did 
not want to transfer and DD Naughton assessed that he was using the ligature to 
prevent his removal. "At no point did he say that he was going to kill himself or 
wanted to die. He was using it to prevent his move to the Verne. At the time that was 
my assessment" Tascor would accept under restraint so that was an option to 
present 1 D687 in restraint for his move. 

6.4.8 His intention had not been to use force and was just to remove the ligature. To 
prevent that being a risk. Force was initiated given resistance to that. 
His risk assessment was in his head. "Can we use force to present him if we need 
to? - yes. Is it reasonable, justified? - yes because it is an enforceable transfer 
movement order from the HO and the crew are willing and able to accept under 
restraint so from that point of view it was justified. From the point of view of the 
ligature, if he had followed through and dropped to the floor there was no risk to him 
from that ligature from my assessment because of the way it had been tied and the 
way it was around his neck and the fact I was able to remove it (lifting it over his 
head) without having to cut it. I handed it to Chris Donnelly and he threw it out of the 
room." The removal of the ligature was more to enforce the removal rather than a 
concern. Given how the ligature was applied, he could not harm himself with the 
ligature. 

6.4.9 DD Naughton said that he had asked DCO Bulled to come to him, out of sight onDri 
asked for his cut down tool. He had wanted this in case but had not 

thought he would need it as the t-shirt had been loose. He said, "it was my intention 
to remove the ligature and then remove any small potential risk toLiiiE:1 I had the 
cut down tool and 1_15iiiihad a cigarette in his mouth, suggesting he wanted a light 
for it. So I stepped back out and got my lighter out of my pocket. I went back into the 
room and offered him a light and that allowed me to get close enough to the ligature 
to take hold of it, which I did. [pw) dropped, the ligature came away without the 
need for the cut down tool..." DD Naughton said no-one grabbed ; D687 
around the neck. He was trying to remove the ligature and ;1100f11tivasirying-to-I
stop this and tighten it. No officer pulled his head back with fingers in his nose. DD 

. Naughton said he had not been dragged by the t-shirt on the floor to 
take the t-shirt off. There was insufficient room. It could have felt like that as DD 
Naughton was trying to remove andl_._ D687 hies trying to prevent removal of the 
t-shirt. Given 1 D687 pad "offered a level of resistance (as he dropped he tried 
to stop me removing the t-shirt by trying to hold it and pull it tight around his neck) 
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7.1.1 L. D687 made allegations against all the officers on C and then A Wing but was 
unable to provide any evidence of dates, times or descriptions of the white male 
detention officers who had told him and all the detainees to "get out of the fucking 
country." He was unable to describe the officer who had accused him of "taking the 
piss out of our country. Fuck off back to your own country" or those who would 
"provoke you to get you so they can restrain you and take you to the block." When 
he did provide descriptions these white male officers had become a ginger haired 
white male DCO, a black male DCO and a black female DCO. Whilst these were not 
the white male DCOs previously mentioned, harming 
further, the two male officers had been officers on the Wings and had both left Brook 
House IRC. DCO Fagbo was dismissed for inappropriate conduct with a detainee in 
October 2017 (heated exchange and waving hand movement) and post the 
Panorama programme.DCO Instone-Brewer resigned. Neither had been dismissed 
for verbal or racist abuse. Neither had worked on both C and A Wings. 

7.1.2 Giveni 66- 87 lwas in Brook House IRC from October 2015 to November 2017, I 
was quite surprised that if he had been receiving this repeated verbal and racial 
abuse that he had not obtained the names of the officers from the officers 
themselves or from the residential managers of these wings. He had used the DCF 
9 complaints form early in his detention at Brook House IRC in April 2016. He 
understood that these were sent to the HO to look at independently and yet had not 
complained of this verbal and racial abuse at the time; The first time this was raised 
was through his solicitor in October 2017. 1._._._p.6p7._._. ihad had a solicitor throughout 
his time in Brook House IRC as his immigration history and appearances in She, 
Immigration and Asylum Tribunal (IAT) attest. The evidence suggested that [p687: 

had had ample opportunities available to him to complain about this 
treatment but had chosen not to do so. 

7.1.3 Nevertheless, whilst speaking to DCOs, DCMs, Healthcare and Forward Trust staff 
(RAPT) across investigations at Brook House IRC, I used the opportunity to ask 
what verbal and racist abuse they had witnessed by DCOs on the wings in general 
towards detainees and officers provoking detainees so they could use force on 
them. None had witnessed this and some officers and Healthcare staff were keen to 
point out that the word racist was one not understood by detainees in some cases 
but used to gain maximum impact and their own way if an officer or any staff 
member said no to a detainee's request. This had become more prolific since the 
airing of the Panorama programme in September 2017. All the DCOs were clear that 
the last thing they wanted to do was provoke a detainee. Given staff ratios of 2 or 
3:140 their aim was to keep the detainees calm, as not to do so could cause a riot. 

7.1.4 Turning to the specific officers named by D687 he said that DCM Webb 
would 'regularly swear at me, call me a prick and tell me to go back to my own 
country.' He was unable to give specific dates and times but said that it was regular. 
DCM Webb left G4S following his disciplinary hearing after being implicated in the 
Panorama footage. At his hearing, he had admitted to making three inappropriate 
comments to a detainee as shown in this footage. He did not respond to a request to 
be involved in this investigation. There was no previous history of any misconduct 
issues and whilst there had been two previous complaints of excessive use of force 
and aggression, these were unsubstantiated. 
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7.1.5 D687 :said that it had been a male DCO who had provoked him to be abusive 
and then used this in a monthly report in June 2016 which ultimately featured in a 
bail refusal. In interview, he was inconsistent and said this had been a female. I 
have given him the benefit of the doubt about this inconsistency and gone on to look 
at his allegation against DCO Mansi, identified from his description and name Maria 
(she is actually called Marina but she recalled the incident) in interview. 

7.1.6 Her evidence was that it was L D687 and not her who had been verbally 
abusive. She denied that she had sworn at Ello627._._._.1and told him "to fucking 
bang up or else." She denied that she had said "fuck off back to your country" and 
said she would not given she was "Sudanese...I could be in the same position, 
someone saying fuck off back to your own country...my primary aim was to assist 
those there in need..." 

7.1.7 DCO Mansi had completed a SIR on the same day as the incident (05 June 2016) 
and this supported her version of events. It said as she had unlocked' oss7
the second time and for lunch he had called her 'a fucking cunt and telling me to 
fuck off and shut the fuck up and why did I have to lock his room after his roommate 
left. I explained this is what's supposed to happen and he said no-one but me shuts 
my door. I told him I don't care what the others do and he shouldn't speak to me like 
that and he should just walk away and carry on down the stairs and I told him not to 
tell me how to do my job. All the meantime he is telling me to fuck off and shut the 
fuck up.' 

7.1.8 Looking at his DAT records for Brook House IRC, these show that at this time and 
throughout his time at Brook House IRC it was Tsai who was verbally 
abusive to officers and not the other way around (paragraphs 6.9.2-6.9.4). Referring 
to the IR and SIR records (paragraph 6.9.5) D6137 ;was using Cannabis and 
Spice and had already made a threat to an escorting DCO the day before when a 
search had found some substance on him. He had then had an adverse reaction to 
NPS (Spice) and a medical response had been called. He had been told on 05 June 
2016 that he could not work and had made a threat about that. The next entry was 
the abusive language to DCO Mansi, who gave a credible account of this in her 
evidence at interview. 

7.1.9 ! D687 i's allegation that a DCO pushed him 'very hard' during a room search a 
year ago, two years ago or early 2017 changed in his last instruction to his 
representatives to November 2016 and the room search was not a room search and 
had been a response when two white male DCOs had found 
roommate LD343. jintoxicated on hooch.L. D343_._was no longer in Somalia, as 
stated in interview raodwa§ ._oqw in Heathrow IRC. I found all the internal 
inconsistencies in 1 D687 rs account further damaged his credibility. 
Nevertheless, for completeness checks for such an incident were requested. Brook 
House IRC checked all IRs and SIRs for November and December 2016 and found 
no such incident had been reported. Healthcare checked and had no record_of a 
medical call to L_D343._._ j or your room in November 2016. Given [ D687 ;aid 
these two DCOs had called for assistance and four other DCOs had attended, I am 
satisfied that if this had occurred then one of these staff would have reported it. 
Given the inconsistencies regarding this account, I have found there is no evidence 
to support this occurred. 
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7.1.10 I have considered the inconsistent evidence of! D687 i In his initial evidence he 
was unable to identify the white male officersb-nralinhen A Wing through two 
witness statements and an interview. Yet over a month and a half after these and 
nine months after leaving Brook House IRC he is able to identify another three 
officers. Added to that the white male officers have now become two black / 
Sudanese females and a black male officer. He then mentioned an officer named in 
another of these investigations and another officer who was dismissed post the 
Panorama programme. He mentioned DCM Webb being present at a use of force 
incident that he was not. In interview he had said that he was aware of the officers 
who had lost their jobs after the Panorama programme. He was unable to provide 
dates or specific incidents, so that checks could be made to see if the officers were 
on duty. I have weighed this with the fact that two of the officers mentioned, DCM 
Webb and DCO Fagbo, were dismissed following the Panorama programme and 
whilst I am not saying that these officers were not inappropriate towards detainees in 
general there is insufficient evidence available that they were verbally abusive to! D687 

L D687 :as he claimed. In addition, DCO Fagbo had never been rostered to work on 
L. .the two Wings (C and A) where I 5 61 3 7 !said the verbal and racist abuse had 

taken place. DCO Instone-Brewer had worked on C and not A Wing so would have 
been unable to continue the verbal and racist abuse as alleged 

7.1.11 On the evidence and to a balance of probabilities, it was L. D687 :who was 
abusive to staff and there was no evidence to support his allegation that DCO Mansi 
or any C or A wing officers had been verbally, racially or physically abusive to him 
whilst he was in Brook House IRC. The complaint allegation that Brook House IRC 
detention officers in general and specifically DCOs Marina Mansi, Luke Instore-
Brewer, Babtunde Fagbo and DCM Webb were verbally and racially_ abusive.,
towards' D687 land during an incident in his room a DCO pushedL D687._._._; 
into his room so he hit his back on the wall is unsubstantiated. 

7.2 Allegation 2: that after signing a petition about food in 2016, [ 
suffered reprisals from the DCOs. 

7.2.1 :said that the petition he had signed in 2016 had been about a DCO 
using the same fork for the Halal food as well as the pork. As a result he had 
suffered verbal abuse and was treated less well. He was unable to identify which 
officers had mistreated him. 

7.2.2 Brook House IRC provided the only petition relating to food in 2016 that was dated 
21 April 2016. L._._.13.6:3? ._._.j's name was not included as a signatory of this petition. 

7.2.3 pnthe evidence and to a balance of probability, there was no evidence to support 
D687ils account that he signed a petition therefore the rest of this allegation 

about DCO reprisals falls away. The allegation that after signing a petition about 
food in :suffered reprisals from DCOs is unsubstantiated. 

7.3 Allegation 3: That incorrect information was provided in a complaint response 
from G4S on 26 April 2016 that suggested r•-•-•Eiiii lhad convictions for 
sexual assault when he did not and that this false information was passed to.
detainees by DCOs and specifically DCO Marina Mansi, and oss7
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individuals have an expectation of privacy i.e. toilet.' 

7.5.33 None of the officers said that they had not switched the camera on because of the 
latter, so it is reasonable to assume this was not a factor in their decision or lack of 
decision to switch the BWC on. The Use of Force report by DD Naughton stated 
BWC was used. Checks with Security at Brook House IRC stated that BWC were 
introduced by G4S at Brook House IRC in January 2016 for use by DCMs. The 
cameras were on general allocation and the use of BWCs was not enforced. The 
DEMs stand alone computer was used to log the use of the cameras and download 
and store the footage, however this broke down around mid 2016 and from that 
period onwards the use of BWCs was not recorded and monitored in a separate log. 
Instead the footage was downloaded by the security department if it related to a use 
of force or self harm incident, but there was no specific log to record what BWC 
footage existed. Any other footage was deleted as there was no method to retain it. 

7.5.34 There are no records kept of which DCMs were issued with BWCs on any day nor 
records of who used them. In addition to the computer system not being available, 
some of the cameras stopped working and therefore the use of BWCs reduced. 
Whilst DCMs could use BWCs, the non-use of the cameras was not challenged in 
the way it would be under current policy. It would have been possible for a user to 
delete the camera footage by plugging it into a computer with a camera lead. Since 
October 2017 a new policy and new BWC equipment was introduced. All DCMs and 
DCOs have BWCs and are expected to use them for all incidents. This footage is 
retained in case of a future complaint or investigation. The non-use of a BWC will 
now be challenged by security staff. 

7.5.35 Whilst an unsatisfactory response in relation to events on 13 May 2017, it does 
show these significant organisational failings in respect of BWC have now been 
addressed. It does not detract from the fact that the report said it was used, yet none 
is available. 

7.5.36 The CCTV showed into the doorway only and not what was happening in the room. 
However, from the timings, the force lasted two minutes and happened after DD 
Naughton entered the toilet area with a cut down tool. Soon after a white t-shirt was 
thrown from the room, later removed to reception by DD Naughton and after his 
search L._ D687 :was wearing a white t-shirt. Four officers were in the room 
during the use of force and DCM Donnelly then applied the handcuffs to the shape 
on the floor. He did not appear sat on the shape. DCO Martin could be seen and he 
was sat beside the shape on the floor. DCM Farrell could not be seen but no-one 
appeared atop of the shape on the floor; [11- 66-8-7- 11from what could be seen. None 
of the officers looked angry or upset and appeared calm as they moved L._._.p687 ._._111 
to the DR. The handcuffs remained on for 15 minutes (whilst the timings on DD 
Haughton's report were an hour out, the CCTV supported the duration). None of the 
officers in the toilet area were the officer in a red top identified as DCM Webb, who 

D687 said had sat on his back. 

7.5.37 In considering whether the `use of any restraint was reasonable, necessary and 
proportionate, and having regard to all relevant circumstances: restraints must only 
be used for the minimum amount of time,' I have found on the evidence and to a 
balance of probabilities that the restraint was reasonable, necessary and 
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proportionate. 

7.5.38 It was reasonable in the circumstances because i D687 had a ligature around 
his neck and was threatening to kill himself and was obstructing his legitimate move 
to another centre. It was necessary to prevent his self harm and to facilitate his 
move. The force used was a proportionate response to his failure to remove the 
ligature and move to the DR after officers and managers had spent significant time 
trying to de-escalate the situation through negotiation. The techniques described 
were HO techniques. It was used in direct response to Ellgi -cL.:_jattempting to 
prevent removal of the ligature. He could have cooperated at any point but chose 
not to do so. The room area was small and the injury to his left rib could have 
occurred given he was resisting and officers were trying to control his arms. Nurse 
Parr stated in her witness statement that a bruised rib could be caused by 'knocking 
into a wall/door.' I do not find that there was any deliberate kick or punch to the left 
ribs. 

7.5.39 The restraint was used for the minimum amount of time. Once HO techniques had 
been applied 1111:1150kiii was stood and was escorted only to the DR. I was 
satisfied with the officers explanation why they held him in handcuffs in case he fell 
and with DCM Donnelly decision to move: D687 iin handcuffs for his and the 
officers' safety to the DR. 

7.5.40 I had some concern about: D687 ;then remaining in handcuffs to the rear whilst 
sat in the alcove. However, there was always an officer stood with him and just 
opposite at the desk (photo 6) and the evidence from Brook House IRC and Tascor 
officers was that he was still upset_ and agitated. I was satisfied that these were 
removed by DCM Donnelly onceL_D687_. _:had calmed down sufficiently and after 
speaking with both Brook House IRC and Tascor staff. 

7.5.41 I have considered the lack of credibility in E:30/111's account, the fact that two 
managers did not activate their BWCs, the credibility of the officers present and their 
consistent accounts with their contemporaneous reports and each other. I have 
taken into account one of these officers has left Brook House IRC and had no 
reason to collude, as suggested by [ D687 11 have considered the experience of 
the officers as DCOs from three to nine years. Brook House IRC HRM Fernandes 
said that there were no disciplinary issues with any of the officers. 

7.5.42 On the evidence and to a balance of probabilities, I have found that the complaint 
lallegation that officers used excessive force when restraining 66- 8-T —lin the 

toilet area of the DWA on 13 May 2017 to prevent:. D687 [(lam committing 
suicide as featured on the BBC Panorama documentary unsubstantiated. The 
force used was reasonable, necessary and proportionate, and had regard to the 
circumstances. The restraint was used for the minimum amount of time. 

8. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

8.1 Whilst none of the complaint allegations made by [ D687 have been 
substantiated there were organisational deficiencies across Brook House IRC and 
the Home Office that have either already been raised to HDO Gibson or are raised 
below as recommendations. These include learning for individual G4S and HO staff 
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8.4.19 G4S: Management and Supervisory / Policy and Procedure 

8.4.20 Two officers (DCO Darren Bulled and DCM Ian MacDonald) were present during the 
use of force and witnessed this. Neither completed Incident Reports. Capturing this 
evidence at the time would be useful when assessing use of force reports. 

Action 

8.4.21 G4S should consider if their policy on IR completion should be widened to include 
officers who witness a use of force. 

8.4.22 G4S — Management and Supervisory 

8.4.23 The ACDT requested from Brook House IRC was incomplete. It is understood that 
only minimal information is retained. 

Action 

8.4.24 Brook House IRC should keep complete records of any documents retained. 

8.4.25 Individuals — G4S — DCMs Shane Farrell and Christopher Donnelly — Policy and 
Procedure / Training 

8.4.26 These managers were both wearing BWCs and yet neither of them activated these. 
In interview they said that they could not remember why these had not been 
activated. The Use of Force Report — DCF 2 stated BWC was used. 

Action 

8.4.27 Given this, both 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. 

8.4.28 G4S — Policy and Procedure / Management Supervisory 

8.4.29 There was some confusion over whether or not[_._._.D687_._.:lhad a conviction for a 
sexual assault in his prison file. SC Harris had noted it was a conviction and DCM 
Dance-Jones had used this in her refusal to use the cultural kitchen in April 2016. 
DCM Timms amended this so that use the kitchen later that year. 
He said there was no conviction. None had conducted any validationof_.the 
information in the-prison file. A PNC check showed he had ford a conviction fo

Sensitive/Irrelevant 

Sensitive/Irrelevant D. He pleaded guilty and received [. Sensitive/Irrelevant 
This should have been used in the risk assessment and he should not have been 
allowed to work in the kitchen with female catering staff, as I understand those 
convicted of ;.Sensitive/Irrelevant ;are not allowed to do so. The fact the decision was 
reversed because staff were unclear of the offence put those staff at potential risk. 

Action 

49 

OFFICIAL — SENSITIVE 

HOM002725_0049 


