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Glossary of terms

We try to make our reports as clear as possible, but if you find terms that you do not know,
please see the glossary in our ‘Guide for writing inspection reports’ on our website at:
http://www justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprisons/about-our-inspections/
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Introduction

Yarl’s Wood immigration removal centre in Bedfordshire held 354 detainees at the time of this
inspection. Most of those held were single women but the centre also held a small number of adult
families and there was a short-term holding facility for single men. The centre has been controversial
since it opened in 2001 and in recent months it has been the subject of new allegations about the
treatment of women held there and the conduct of staff. We last inspected the centre in June 2013
and at that time concluded that the centre was improving, although significant concerns remained and
for the most vulnerable women we found the decision to detain was much too casual. This
inspection found that in some important areas the treatment and conditions of those held at the
centre had deteriorated significantly, the main concerns we had in 2013 had not been resolved and
there was greater evidence of the distress caused to vulnerable women by their detention. We did
not find evidence of a widespread abusive or hostile culture among staff — although there were some
matters of concern. Women told us about, and we observed, positive attempts by staff to ameliorate
the impact of detention for those in their care, although staff numbers and training gaps limited what
they could do.

We made some adjustments to our normal inspection methodology for this inspection. We amended
our inspection criteria to reflect our new expectations for women’s prisons, which incorporate the
requirements of the UN ‘Bangkok Rules’ for the treatment of women prisoners. In addition to our
normal confidential detainee survey, we asked specific survey questions to address particular issues
of concern, such as inappropriate sexual behaviour. We also offered every woman in Yarl’'s Wood a
confidential interview with a female inspector, using interpretation where necessary, and carried out
confidential interviews with a sample of staff. We interviewed 92 women detainees in Yarl’s Wood
and a further eight who had recently been released, as well as 39 staff. The inspection was conducted
over three weeks and included intelligence gathered from a variety of voluntary and community
groups.

Yarl’s Wood is a complex and challenging place to manage and in which to work — and had become
more so since the last inspection. About 12% of detainees were ex-prisoners, an increase since the
previous inspection. Many women told us harrowing stories about their histories of abuse, rape,
trafficking and other victimisation. At best, they were distressed and anxious about their detention
and the uncertainty surrounding their possible deportation. In our survey, a disturbing 54% of the
women held told us they felt depressed or suicidal when they first arrived. A new contract with
reduced staffing levels was being introduced as the inspection took place and we were concerned
that staffing levels were insufficient. We found that many women were relieved to have someone to
listen to them while they described, in often distressing detail, what had happened to them in the
past and their anxieties about the future. Staff rarely had time to do this and there was no counselling
service. On top of all this, the allegations that had been made about the centre had clearly shocked
staff and lowered morale, and both staff and detainees told us about a loss of mutual trust that had
occurred since recent news reports.

The needs of the men held on the Bunting Unit, the short-term holding facility, needed close
attention in their own right. Most of the men had been detained after being found in or disembarking
from lorries. Most had endured hazardous and arduous journeys and were grateful for the good care
they received in Yarl’'s Wood. The unit was decent and clean, staff were professional and most of the
men only stayed a few days.

The experience of the women held was less positive. Forty-five per cent said they felt unsafe at the
centre. They told us their fears arose from the uncertainty of their status in the country, a poor
introduction to the centre, very poor health care and having too few visible staff on the units. Many
women said that past histories of abuse affected their current feelings. The number of violent
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incidents had increased, albeit from a low base, and both staff and detainees thought the increase was
due to the higher number of former prisoners and women with serious mental health problems.

In both surveys and interviews, we asked current detainees, former detainees and staff about sexually
inappropriate behaviour between staff and detainees. In our confidential survey, four women
reported instances of sexually inappropriate comments from staff, one woman reported sexual
contact from staff, and one reported comments, contact and abuse. None of these responses gave
further details of the incidents concerned. In our interviews, no women said they were aware of staff
involved in any illegal activity or sexual abuse of detainees. Three women were aware of an incident
some years previously when a detainee became pregnant by an officer. Staff were emphatic they had
not witnessed any rogue behaviour by colleagues and would report it if they did. Nevertheless, the
whistle-blowing procedure was not sufficiently clear and some staff were not confident about using it.
We did not find evidence of widespread abuse in the centre but the vulnerability of the women held,
the closed nature of the institution and the power imbalance between the staff and detainees —
common to any prison — made individual instances an ever-present risk. Constant vigilance was
required to protect women from this risk.

Given the very vulnerable and anxious state in which so many women arrived at the centre, early
days processes were weak. An unacceptable 38% of detainees (excluding the Bunting unit) arrived at
the centre between [0pm and 6am. The reception area was welcoming but the process took too
long. Health care screening, which involved asking intimate questions, was sometimes carried out by
a male nurse. Not all women received an induction briefing and the briefing did not contain all that
women needed to know. Detainee ‘greeters’ provided positive support to most new arrivals.

Levels of self-harm were high but a small number of women accounted for a significant proportion of
the incidents. Women on assessment, care in detention and teamwork (ACDT — casework
management for detainees at risk of suicide or self-harm) praised the support they received from
staff, but other forms of support, such as links with the Samaritans, peer support and counselling
were absent. Constant supervision was used for women in the most acute crisis but the use of male
staff to do this when women were sleeping was inappropriate. Two detainees had died from natural
causes since the last inspection, one of these during this inspection.

Security was generally thoughtful and proportionate and some of the most intrusive elements of
physical security had been removed. Most use of force was well managed, but we were very
concerned about one incident in which an officer appeared to use excessive force. He was rightly
suspended. The amount of separation had increased since the last inspection. Some but not all of this
could be explained by the difficulties in managing ex-prisoners and women with acute mental health
needs. The separation unit was not an appropriate therapeutic environment for women who were
eventually transferred to a secure hospital and work to develop a care suite was welcome.

Immediate physical safety issues were much less a concern for the women held than uncertainty
about their immigration cases and the length of detention. We were particularly concerned about
the length of time some women were detained and the detention of the most vulnerable women
without clear reason. In the six months prior to the inspection, more than double the number of
women who were removed (443) were released back into the community (894), which raises
questions about the validity of their detention in the first place. A few detainees were held for very
long periods. At the time of the inspection, |5 detainees had been held for between six months and a
year and four for more than a year. The longest had been held for 17 months. The Home Office’s
own policy states pregnant women should not normally be detained, but 99 had been held in 2014.
Only nine of these women had eventually been removed from the UK. Rule 35 reports should
protect detainees who have been tortured or who are extremely vulnerable in other ways from
being detained. The Rule 35 reports we examined at Yarl’s Wood were among the worst we have
seen. All were handwritten and many were difficult to read, lacked detail and were perfunctory.
Some responses were dismissive.
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Most detainees in interviews and 80% in our survey said staff treated them with respect. However,
many women felt staff did not sufficiently understand their needs as detainees and staff training did
not sufficiently address this important area. There were still too many male staff and this either
meant that men had to be used inappropriately — as in some health care and constant supervision
roles — or processes such as reception were delayed until female staff were available. It was
unacceptable that male and female staff still entered women’s rooms without knocking. It is
important to note that when women were asked where they felt unsafe in the centre, 20% said their
bedrooms.

Of all the areas in the centre, health care had declined most severely. G4S Justice Health had
provided health services since September 2014. There were severe staff shortages and women were
overwhelmingly negative about access, quality of care and delayed medication. Local governance was
poor. Care planning for women with complex needs was so poor it put them at risk. The available
mental health care did not meet women’s needs and this made it particularly unacceptable that a
number of women with enduring mental health needs had been detained. The small enhanced care
unit was located in health care and was used to isolate women. It was effectively used as an inpatient
unit although it was not commissioned, resourced or registered to be so. Pregnant women had
prompt access to community midwives and reasonable anti-natal care, but we saw two instances
where abdominal pain in early pregnancy was not managed appropriately. Pharmacy services were
chaotic. The Care Quality Commission issued three requirement notices following this inspection.

Women had good freedom of movement in the centre and recreational facilities were good. There
was a reasonable range of activities but take up was low. Some activities that women enjoyed, such
as the opportunity to cook for themselves and their friends in the cultural kitchens, were insufficient
to meet demand. More thought needed to be given to how a more imaginative range of activities
could meet the therapeutic, as well as learning needs, of the women held. The library and gym were
good facilities.

Women reported positively on the help given to them to prepare for removal or release, but
support was limited. Many women’s prisons have a good range of third sector organisations providing
services — this is valuable not just for the services themselves but because of the impact on culture
and transparency it brings. A small number of voluntary organisations and volunteers provided
important services at Yarl's Wood, but the potential for this to be increased should be examined.
Visits provision was good and detainees had good access to the internet, but social media and Skype
were still not allowed. Women who had been released spoke to us about the prolonged adverse
impact of detention and support for women who were being released or transferred was inadequate.

Yarl’s Wood is rightly a place of national concern. We should not make the mistake of blaming most
of this on the staff on the ground. While there have been instances of unacceptable individual
behaviour most staff work hard to mitigate the worst effects of detention and women told us they
appreciated this. However, Yarl’s Wood is failing to meet the needs of the most vulnerable women
held. These are issues that need to be addressed at a policy and strategic management level. We have
raised many of the concerns in this report before. Pregnant detainees and women with mental health
problems should only be held in the most exceptional circumstances. Rule 35 processes are meant to
protect people from detention when they have been tortured and traumatised or are extremely
vulnerable in other ways. Staff should have the training and support they need to better understand
the experiences of the women for whom they are responsible. There are not enough female staff.
This inspection has also identified new concerns. Health care needs to improve urgently. Staffing
levels as a whole are just too low to meet the needs of the population.

Yarl’'s Wood has deteriorated since our last inspection and the needs of the women held have

grown. In my view, decisive action is needed to ensure women are only detained as a last resort.
Procedures to ensure the most vulnerable women are never detained should be strengthened and
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managers held accountable for ensuring they are applied consistently. Depriving anyone of their
liberty should be an exceptional and serious step. Other well-respected bodies have recently called
for time limits on administrative detention. In my view, the rigorously evidenced concerns we have
identified in this inspection provide strong support for these calls, and a strict time limit must now be
introduced on the length of time that anyone can be administratively detained.

Nick Hardwick August 2015
HM Chief Inspector of Prisons

8 Yarl’'s Wood Immigration Removal Centre



Fact page
Fact page

Task of the establishment
The detention of people subject to immigration control

Location
Milton Ernest, Bedfordshire

Name of contractor
SERCO

Number held
354

Certified normal accommodation
410

Operational capacity
410

Last inspection
June 2013

Brief history

Yarl’s Wood immigration removal centre holds mainly adult women and adult family groups. In
addition, it has a small short-term holding facility for adult males who have arrived in the UK as
clandestine migrants on freight lorries.

Name of centre manager
Norman Abusin

Escort provider
TASCOR

Short description of residential units
There are five residential units: three for single females, Crane (induction), Avocet and Dove; one
family unit, Hummingbird; and one single male short-term holding facility, Bunting

Health service commissioner and providers
Commissioner: NHS England (East Anglia Team)

Health Provider: G4S Justice Health
GP service: Saxonbrook

Dentist: Time for Teeth

Pharmacy: Boots

Learning and skills providers
SERCO

Independent Monitoring Board chair
Mary Coussey
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About this inspection and report

Al Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Prisons is an independent, statutory organisation which
reports on the treatment and conditions of those detained in prisons, young offender
institutions, immigration detention facilities and police custody.

A2 All inspections carried out by HM Inspectorate of Prisons contribute to the UK’s response
to its international obligations under the Optional Protocol to the UN Convention against
Torture and other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment (OPCAT).
OPCAT requires that all places of detention are visited regularly by independent bodies —
known as the National Preventive Mechanism (NPM) — which monitor the treatment of and
conditions for detainees. HM Inspectorate of Prisons is one of several bodies making up the
NPM in the UK.

A3 All Inspectorate of Prisons reports include a summary of an establishment’s performance
against the model of a healthy establishment. The four tests of a healthy establishment are:

Safety that detainees are held in safety and with due regard to the
insecurity of their position

Respect that detainees are treated with respect for their human dignity and
the circumstances of their detention

Activities that the centre encourages activities and provides facilities to
preserve and promote the mental and physical well-being of
detainees

Preparation for  that detainees are able to maintain contact with family, friends,

removal and support groups, legal representatives and advisers, access

release information about their country of origin and be prepared for their
release, transfer or removal. Detainees are able to retain or
recover their property.

A4 Under each test, we make an assessment of outcomes for detainees and therefore of the
establishment's overall performance against the test. In some cases, this performance will be
affected by matters outside the establishment's direct control, which need to be addressed
by the Home Office.

- outcomes for detainees are good against this healthy establishment test.
There is no evidence that outcomes for detainees are being adversely affected in any
significant areas.

- outcomes for detainees are reasonably good against this healthy
establishment test.
There is evidence of adverse outcomes for detainees in only a small number of areas.
For the majority, there are no significant concerns. Procedures to safeguard outcomes
are in place.

- outcomes for detainees are not sufficiently good against this healthy
establishment test.
There is evidence that outcomes for detainees are being adversely affected in many
areas or particularly in those areas of greatest importance to the well-being of detainees.
Problems/concerns, if left unattended, are likely to become areas of serious concern.
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- outcomes for detainees are poor against this healthy establishment test.
There is evidence that the outcomes for detainees are seriously affected by current
practice. There is a failure to ensure even adequate treatment of and/or conditions for
detainees. Immediate remedial action is required.

A5 Although this was a custodial establishment, we were mindful that detainees were not held
because they had been charged with a criminal offence and had not been detained through
normal judicial processes. In addition to our own independent Expectations, the inspection
was conducted against the background of the Detention Centre Rules 2001, the statutory
instrument that applies to the running of immigration removal centres. Rule 3 sets out the
purpose of centres (now immigration removal centres) as being to provide for the secure
but humane accommodation of detainees:

- in arelaxed regime

- with as much freedom of movement and association as possible consistent with
maintaining a safe and secure environment

- to encourage and assist detainees to make the most productive use of their time
- respecting in particular their dignity and the right to individual expression.

A6 The statutory instrument also states that due recognition will be given at immigration
removal centres to the need for awareness of:

- the particular anxieties to which detainees may be subject and
- the sensitivity that this will require, especially when handling issues of cultural diversity.
A7 Our assessments might result in one of the following:

- recommendations: will require significant change and/or new or redirected resources,
so are not immediately achievable, and will be reviewed for implementation at future
inspections

- housekeeping points: achievable within a matter of days, or at most weeks, through
the issue of instructions or changing routines

- examples of good practice: impressive practice that not only meets or exceeds our
expectations, but could be followed by other similar establishments to achieve positive
outcomes for detainees.

A8 Five key sources of evidence are used by inspectors: observation; detainee surveys;
discussions with detainees; discussions with staff and relevant third parties; and
documentation. During inspections we use a mixed-method approach to data gathering and
analysis, applying both qualitative and quantitative methodologies. Evidence from different
sources is triangulated to strengthen the validity of our assessments.

A9 At this inspection, in addition to our normal methodology, we offered every woman in the
centre a confidential interview with a female inspector and 92 took up this offer; we
additionally interviewed eight women who had recently been released from Yarl’s Wood and
were referred to us by third sector organisations. These interviews were conducted with
the help of professional interpretation where necessary. We also interviewed 39 centre staff.
We added new questions to our detainee survey, including some about experiences of
sexually inappropriate behaviour by staff and other detainees. We conducted three detainee
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group interviews and one group interview with staff. As usual, we were joined by colleagues
from Ofsted and the Care Quality Commission, including a doctor with mental health
expertise and a midwife.

A10  Since April 2013, all our inspections have been unannounced, other than in exceptional
circumstances. This replaces the previous system of announced and unannounced full main
inspections with full or short follow-ups to review progress. All our inspections now follow
up recommendations from the last full inspection, unless these have already been reviewed
by a short follow-up inspection. This inspection follows a short follow-up inspection and
does not report directly on progress made against the previous recommendations.

All All inspections of prisons are conducted jointly with Ofsted or Estyn (Wales), the Care
Quality Commission or Healthcare Inspectorate Wales, the General Pharmaceutical Council
(GPhC) and HM Inspectorate of Probation. This joint work ensures expert knowledge is
deployed in inspections and avoids multiple inspection visits.

This report

Al2  This explanation of our approach is followed by a summary of our inspection findings against
the four healthy establishment tests. There then follow four sections each containing a
detailed account of our findings against our Expectations. Criteria for assessing the conditions for
and treatment of immigration detainees. Section 5 collates all recommendations, housekeeping
points and examples of good practice arising from the inspection.

Al13  Details of the inspection team and the detainee population profile can be found in
Appendices | and Il respectively.

Al4  Findings from the surveys of detainees and a detailed description of the survey methodology
can be found in Appendix Il of this report. Please note that we only refer to comparisons
with other comparable establishments or previous inspections when these are statistically
significant. ! Findings from our confidential one-to-one interviews with detainees and staff can
be found in appendices IV and V of this report.

I The significance level is set at 0.05, which means that there is only a 5% chance that the difference in results is due to
chance.
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Safety

Summary

SI

S2

About a third of detainees were transported to the centre overnight. Reception processes often took
too long and many detainees did not receive an adequate induction. The Bunting short-term holding
facility provided good support for recently arrived men. Most violence was low level but it had
increased and more detainees felt unsafe than at the last inspection. In our confidential survey and
interviews with women detainees, there was little indication of sexually inappropriate behaviour by
staff and in our interviews no detainees gave details of current concerns. Self-harm was high. The
quality of care for those at risk of self-harm was reasonable, but some ACDTs2 were opened without
evidence of self-harm risk. Safeguarding procedures were underdeveloped. Security was generally
proportionate. Separation was not used excessively but some detainees had spent too long in
temporary confinement. Force was usually proportionate, but in one incident a member of staff had
used excessive force and was subsequently suspended. Some detainees were held for long periods
with insufficient case progress. Many Rule 353 reports were very poor. A large number of pregnant
women had been held with little or no recorded evidence of the exceptional circumstances justifying
their detention. Outcomes for detainees were not sufficiently good against this healthy
establishment test.

At the last inspection in 2013, we found that outcomes for detainees in Yarl’s Wood were

reasonably good against this healthy establishment test. We made 23 recommendations in the area |
of safety. At this inspection we found that four of the recommendations had been achieved, five had
been partially achieved and 14 had not been achieved.

S3

S4

Most detainees reported that escort staff treated them with respect. Detainees reported
long journeys to the centre and just over a third of detainees in the previous three months
had arrived overnight, which was unacceptable. The reception area was a welcoming space
with good facilities. However, escort vehicles often queued outside and detainees could
experience long delays in reception. Health care screening was sometimes carried out by a
male nurse, who asked women personal and, in some cases, inappropriate questions.
Women detainees often arrived with a high level of need and did not receive enough
information or support during their early days at the centre. In our survey, far fewer
detainees than at the last inspection said they felt safe on their first night (39% against 60%).
Induction was delayed for many detainees or did not happen at all. Translated materials were
not easily accessible in a wide enough range of languages. The needs of men arriving on
Bunting unit after arduous journeys were well met and they were positive about the support
they received.

In our survey, more detainees than at the previous inspection said they felt unsafe (42%
against 29%). The main reasons cited for this during interview were poor reception and
induction, poor health care, immigration uncertainty and low staffing levels. Many women
reported experience of previous abuse and domestic violence and were likely to feel
particularly vulnerable as a result. We specifically investigated views on sexual contact or
comments. In our confidential survey, four women reported instances of sexually
inappropriate comments from staff, one women reported sexual contact from staff, and one

2 Assessment, care in detention and teamwork case management of detainees at risk of suicide or self-harm

¥ A Rule 35 report should be made by health care staff to the Home Office where they consider a detainee’s health is likely
to be injuriously affected by detention, where it is suspected the detainee may have suicidal intentions, or where it is
considered the detainee may have been a victim of torture.
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women reported comments, contact and abuse. In our interviews, nobody reported any
direct experience of sexually inappropriate behaviour in the centre, but three women were
aware of an incident where an officer had made a woman pregnant in the past.

S5 Violence had increased over the previous year, but the seriousness of most reported
incidents remained low and the names of a few detained women recurred several times in
reported incidents. Many more behaviour logs were being opened than at the previous
inspection, but the quality was poor and effectiveness unclear. Mediation was used to good
effect to resolve disputes, but only in a few cases. Data collection, trend analysis and specific
action planning were very limited.

S6 Nearly half the women in our survey said they felt depressed or suicidal on arrival. There
had been over 70 self-harm incidents in the previous six months and a number of women
had repeatedly self-harmed. Care provided to those on ACDT documents was generally
good but triggers and care maps were weak in many cases. A large number of ACDTs were
opened when there was no assessed self-harm risk, unnecessarily diverting staff resources.
Male staff were inappropriately used to provide constant supervision for some women in
acute crisis. Regular care meetings provided a good opportunity for additional and
coordinated support. Data collection and trend analysis were good, but there was no specific
safer custody strategy for Yarl’s Wood. The Prisons and Probation Ombudsman’s report
into a death from natural causes was not reviewed regularly enough. We were concerned
about delays in calling the emergency services in the case of a recent death.

S7 Procedures to protect the most vulnerable women were underdeveloped and there was still
no formal link with the local safeguarding adults board. In our staff interviews, many staff
showed limited understanding of safeguarding issues and of concerns such as trafficking. Most
staff were confident about what constituted inappropriate behaviour by colleagues.
However, the local whistle-blowing policy was convoluted and contained numerous warnings
about the potential consequences of whistle-blowing, and some staff felt they would not be
supported if they spoke up..

S8 Detainees who said they were children were appropriately cared for in the centre. Ex-adult
estate prisoners who disputed their age at Yarl’'s Wood were not age assessed by social
services, which was inappropriate. Detainee custody officers (DCOs) did not have regular
safeguarding children training. Sixteen per cent of women in our survey said they had
dependent children in the UK. The Home Office and Serco did not collect data on
dependent children and could not therefore identify the relevant women and proactively
address potential risks. In our casework analysis, we found one case where a mother had
been separated from her child by detention, but saw no evidence on file that the Home
Office had considered the child’s best interests in their decision-making.

S9 The overall approach to security was thoughtful and proportionate. Most razor wire had
been removed and the number of roll counts had been reduced from four to two a day.
Male officers remained present when women detainees were rub-down searched. Quarterly
room searches found almost nothing, and there was little justification for routine as opposed
to intelligence-led searching. We were concerned about the practice of searching rooms of
those on ACDT and constant watch with no specific identified risk. Handcuffing for escorts
was based on risk assessment. In the cases of the very few women who were handcuffed,
paperwork justified their use. However, staff were not always clear how to manage security
at, for example, medical appointments. The practice of supervised visits, where staff listened
to detainees’ conversations with their visitors, was inappropriate.
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SIO Separation, which included both removal from association under Detention Centre Rule 40
and temporary confinement under Rule 42, had increased in duration since the previous
inspection. Some women had also been held in temporary confinement conditions for long
periods without recorded justification. The increase in separation, and in violent incidents,
appeared to be linked to the higher number of people with mental health problems and the
increase in ex-prisoners; we were assured that this explained the increase in use of
temporary confinement, but not removal from association. No systematic data were
analysed to examine these concerns. Use of force was similar to the last inspection. Force
was used proportionately in most cases that we examined and there was evidence of good
de-escalation. However, one concerning incident involved excessive use of force by a DCO
and there were weaknesses in the overall management of the whole incident. Governance of
use of force was insufficient to provide assurance that all force was necessary, particularly
when it was spontaneous.

SIl In our survey, more detainees than at other centres said that they had a solicitor. Waiting
times for the recently increased number of duty advice surgeries were short. Detainees
were able to get bail and country of origin information reports on line, but many were not
aware of this. Bail summaries were not always served in a timely manner. Bail for
Immigration Detainees provided assistance to detainees during fortnightly visits.

SI2 Some periods of detention were prolonged as a result of unreasonable delays in decision-
making. At the time of the inspection, 15 detainees had been held for between six months
and a year and four for more than a year. The longest held detainee had been deprived of
her liberty for 17 months. Observed immigration induction interviews were conducted well
and the on-site Home Office contact team was diligent. Despite chasing by the local contact
team, too many monthly progress reports were overdue and some showed a lack of
substantial progress. Detainees were waiting a week to receive a Rule 35 assessment
appointment, which was too long. Many Rule 35 reports were poor and some were among