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Fact page 

Task of the establishment 
To hold arriving passengers pending a UK Border Force decision on their entry, and those being 
removed from the United Kingdom. 
 
Location 
London City Airport, airside. 
 
Name of contractor 
Mitie Care and Custody 
 
Last inspection 
11 February 2015 
 
Escort provider 
Mitie Care and Custody 
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Introduction 

London City Airport, situated in the east of the city, handles more than 4.5 million passengers a year. 
The small airport, comprising a single runway and terminal, serves many business passengers 
travelling to and from the city of London and nearby Canary Wharf. The airport does not handle 
long-haul flights but has connections to major European hub airports, allowing passengers to arrive 
from anywhere in the world.  
 
The short-term holding facility, located airside beside the principal passport control point, is used to 
hold three types of detainee: arriving passengers who are being questioned by Border Force officers; 
passengers who have been refused entry and are being removed; and detainees from other places of 
detention in the UK who are being removed.  
 
On this inspection, we found the facility largely unchanged from our previous inspection: small and 
cramped and not suitable for long stays. We were disturbed to find that a family with a nine-year-old 
child had been detained overnight earlier in 2019. In the previous three months, 61 detainees had 
been held. The average length of detention was four hours and 28 minutes. Five children had been 
held. No detainees were held on the day of the inspection. An Independent Monitoring Board had 
recently begun to undertake routine visits to the facility. 
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About this inspection and report  

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. 
 
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. 
 
All Inspectorate of Prisons reports carry a summary of the conditions and treatment of detainees, 
based on the four tests of a healthy prison that were first introduced in this inspectorate’s thematic 
review Suicide is everyone’s concern, published in 1999. The tests have been modified to fit the 
inspection of short-term holding facilities, both residential and non-residential. The tests for 
short-term holding facilities 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 detention1 
 
Preparation for removal and release – that detainees are able to maintain contact with 
family, friends, support groups, legal representatives and advisers, access information about 
their country of origin and be prepared for their release, transfer or removal. Detainees are 
able to retain or recover their property. 

 
Inspectors kept fully in mind that although these were custodial facilities, detainees were not held 
because they had been charged with a criminal offence and had not been detained through normal 
judicial processes. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                                                                      
1  Non-residential STHFs are unsuitable for long stays and detainees should not be held in them for more than a few 

hours. This limits what activities can or need to be provided. We will therefore report any notable issues concerning 
activities in the accommodation and facilities section. 
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Summary 

S1 At our inspection in 2015, we made 33 recommendations, 13 of which we found at this 
inspection were achieved, one was partially achieved and 19 not achieved.  

S2 The facility was open seven days a week and usually staffed by male and female detainee 
custody officers (DCOs). Most detainees arrived at the facility from flights but a minority 
came from immigration removal centres (IRCs). The latter entered the facility through the 
airport goods entrance and out of public sight. DCOs did not record these cases in the 
holding room log. Risk information was sometimes missing from the authority to detainee 
(IS91) form. Reception and induction arrangements were satisfactory and detainees could 
make a telephone call shortly after entering the facility.  

S3 Members of the Border Force safeguarding and modern slavery team received enhanced 
training and advised colleagues when handling vulnerable cases. DCOs had a general 
understanding of vulnerability but a weaker understanding of Mitie Care and Custody's 
policies in this area. They completed vulnerable adult warning forms for at-risk detainees.  

S4 There had been no self-harm incidents in the previous 12 months. DCOs carried anti-
ligature knives and completed a warning form after a self-harm attempt. It could not be 
guaranteed that male and female detainees would be held separately but DCOs had good 
oversight of detainees at all times. Force was rarely used, with no instances in the previous 
12 months. DCOs were trained in HOMES2 and were to start using body-worn video 
cameras shortly after the inspection.  

S5 In the previous three months, five children had been held, all of whom had been 
accompanied. The average length of detention was five hours and 42 minutes. There was no 
dedicated child-friendly room for Border Force to interview children, and arrangements for 
independent properly qualified responsible adults were weak. Border Force described 
Newham Social Services as responsive when they were required to attend the airport. We 
were concerned to find that a nine-year old child and their parents had been held overnight 
without adequate sleeping or showering facilities.  

S6 Detainees had minimal access to legal advice. In the previous three months, 61 detainees had 
been held, with none being held for more than 12 hours. The longest detention was 10 
hours and five minutes. Delays in arranging transfers often prolonged the time that detainees 
spent at the facility.  

S7 The facility had changed little since the previous inspection. It was small, cramped and lacked 
showers, tables to eat at, sleeping facilities, natural light and fresh air, which made it suitable 
only for short stays. We were told of plans to build a new facility within the airport. Catering 
arrangements were adequate. There were enough activities to distract detainees held for 
short stays.  

S8 No detainees were held during the inspection but DCOs understood detainees’ anxieties 
and fears. Professional telephone interpreting services had been used 131 times in the 
previous 12 months, and some DCOs spoke more than one language. Detainees could 
access holy books and faith items. The facility was not suitable for detainees with mobility 
problems as it was cramped and had no adapted toilet, although they could use an adapted 
toilet by the primary passport control point.  

                                                                                                                                                                      
2  Home Office Manual for Escorting Safely training, which includes use of force. 
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S9 Detainees could submit written complaints but the forms were not clearly displayed and the 
complaints box was positioned in front of the DCOs’ desk. We submitted a dummy 
complaint on the day of the inspection but the Home Office had yet to confirm its receipt, 
four weeks after the inspection.  

S10 DCOs removed medication from detainees on arrival but said that they would give them the 
required doses if it was clear that the medication had been prescribed to them. DCOs could 
call an airport paramedic in an emergency, or the NHS 111 telephone helpline for non-
emergencies.  

S11 Detainees could communicate with family and friends by telephone but not by fax, email, 
video calling or social networks, and they could not use the internet.  

S12 When leaving the facility, detainees were either removed from the UK, bailed, granted leave 
to enter or detained at another location. The latter detainees were given a small information 
card with contact details of the IRC to which they were being transferred, but little else 
about what to expect when they got there. Arranging transport often took too long. Friends 
and family could not visit the facility as it was located airside. Detainees were taken through 
public areas by DCOs wearing high-visibility vests. 
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Section 1. Safety 

Arrival and early days in detention 
Expected outcomes: 
Detainees travelling to and arriving at the facility are treated with respect and care. 
Risks are identified and acted on. Induction is comprehensive. 

1.1 The facility was open seven days a week, from 7am to 10pm on Monday to Friday, 8am to 
3pm on Saturdays, and 10am to 10pm on Sundays. The facility could be used outside of these 
times if, for example, there were delays in transferring a detainee to another place of 
detention. It was usually staffed by two detainee custody officers (DCOs), sometimes three. 
Male and female officers were on duty during the inspection and we were told that this 
gender balance was nearly always maintained.  

1.2 Most detainees arrived at the facility after disembarking a flight. A few arrived from 
immigration removal centres (IRCs) with escorts. This latter group were not recorded in the 
holding room log. We were told that their detention would be recorded in the occurrence 
log but we found no entries in the log over the previous two months. Detainees from IRCs 
were brought into the airport through a goods entrance, which was located next to the 
holding room and out of sight of the public. Detainees were only handcuffed following a risk 
assessment. Unlike at the previous inspection, we found no examples of repeated and 
excessive moves within a brief period.  

1.3 We were unable to observe any detainees arriving but were told that Border Force officers 
brought detainees into the holding room, served them with the reasons for their detention 
(see paragraph 1.17) and then handed them over to the DCOs. Risk information was 
communicated orally and, in theory, recorded on the authority to detain (IS91) form. 
However, this was missing in two of the 11 IS91s that we reviewed.  

1.4 Reception and induction arrangements were adequate. Detainees received a rub-down 
search from a DCO of the same gender. Young children were searched using a wand. DCOs 
offered detainees food and drink (see paragraph 1.22), and used a checklist to induct 
detainees to the facility. We were told that professional telephone interpreting services 
would be used if necessary. Arrangements were made for detainees to communicate with 
their friends and family by telephone (see paragraph 1.32).  

Recommendation 

1.5 The detention log should always be fully completed and include all detainees held 
in the facility for any reason. (Repeated recommendation 1.8) 

Safeguarding adults and personal safety 
Expected outcomes: 
The facility promotes the welfare of all detainees and protects them from all kinds of 
harm and neglect. The facility provides a safe environment which reduces the risk of 
self-harm and suicide. Detainees are protected from bullying and victimisation, and 
force is only used as a last resort and for legitimate reasons. 
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1.6 Members of the Border Force safeguarding and modern slavery (SAMS) team were on duty 
during the day. The team comprised about 15 Border Force executive and higher executive 
officers, all of whom had received an additional three-day training package. The training 
covered legislation and policy, with input from the third sector. The team advised colleagues 
when handling cases potentially involving safeguarding or modern slavery issues. Non-SAMS 
officers received safeguarding training as part of their initial training, and then were obliged 
to complete refresher e-learning training packages. SAMS officers used the national referral 
mechanism when necessary. A SAMS officer that we spoke to was knowledgeable about, and 
aware of, the risks to detainees of modern slavery.  

1.7 Mitie Care and Custody had a national ‘safeguarding vulnerable adults at risk’ standard 
operating procedure. DCOs were not familiar with the details of this policy but talked in 
general terms about the possibilities of detainees being trafficked or victims of modern 
slavery. They said that they would complete a vulnerable adult warning form and alert the 
Border Force if they had concerns about a detainee’s vulnerability, but had had no need to 
activate this process in the previous year. Copies of the warning form accompanied 
detainees to their next place of detention. The holding room displayed telephone helpline 
numbers for victims of modern slavery. 

1.8 There had been no incidents of self-harm in the facility in the previous 12 months. DCOs 
carried anti-ligature knives and completed a self-harm and suicide warning form if a detainee 
tried to harm themselves. This form would accompany the detainee to their next place of 
detention. Mitie Care and Custody’s national self-harm and suicide prevention standard 
operating procedure was reasonably helpful.  

1.9 The facility was rarely used, and had two holding rooms. This meant that unrelated male and 
female detainees could often be held separately, although this was not guaranteed if a family 
was being held. However, DCOs had good views of both holding areas and could easily see if 
a detainee was in distress or receiving unwanted attention. Staff did not receive regular 
training in the management of self-harm or bullying.  

1.10 DCOs were trained in HOMES3 and received refresher training every nine months. The 
DCOs on duty had not used force in the facility, and records confirmed that it had not been 
used in the previous 12 months. DCOs carried rigid-bar handcuffs but would not force 
detainees onto aircraft. If a detainee refused to board, the removal would be cancelled and 
the detainees taken to an IRC. A further removal would be attempted, but with specially 
trained overseas escorts, who would fly with the detainee to the destination country. Mitie 
Care and Custody were about to introduce body-worn video cameras for DCOs. 

Safeguarding children 
Expected outcomes: 
The facility promotes the welfare of children and protects them from all kinds of harm 
and neglect. 

1.11 Children were occasionally held at the facility, usually with their parents. In the previous 
three months, five children had been held, all of whom had been accompanied. The average 
length of detention for accompanied children was five hours and 42 minutes.  

1.12 Members of the SAMS team advised colleagues on how to conduct cases involving children 
(see also section on safeguarding adults and personal safety). There were no child-friendly 
interview rooms, and no formal arrangements for responsible adults to be present during the 

                                                                                                                                                                      
3  Home Office Manual for Escorting Safely training, which includes use of force. 
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interview. Instead, ad hoc requests were made to the airline that had carried the child, to 
provide a responsible adult. Border Force staff described relationships with Newham Social 
Services as good. Social workers usually attended the airport within two hours of a request 
for an age assessment. SAMS officers were aware of the correct test that should be applied 
when making their own age assessments. 

1.13 DCOs opened a care plan for all children – accompanied or unaccompanied. The plans were 
basic but helpful. One of the holding areas was designated as a family room but it lacked a 
toilet, which meant that children had to pass through the other holding area if they needed 
to use it (see also paragraph 1.21). The facility stocked nappies, wet wipes, potties and a 
travel cot, and there was a baby change facility in the toilet. Children’s activity packs, toys 
and books were available. Families who had been refused entry to the UK and were to be 
removed were often transferred to the family unit at Tinsley House IRC overnight, where 
conditions were better.4 However, this was not always the case; in January 2019, a Brazilian 
couple and their nine-year old child had been held overnight for almost 12 hours. Border 
Force had tried to find a place in Tinsley House but it was full. This detention was 
unacceptable as the facility lacked sleeping facilities, showers, fresh air and natural light (see 
recommendation 1.19). It was not clear why this family had not been bailed to a local hotel 
for the night. DCOs received some child protection training during their initial training 
course but did not receive refresher training. 

Recommendations 

1.14 Border Force should interview children in an age-appropriate environment.  

1.15 Only trained and informed responsible adults should be used to provide support 
to unaccompanied children, and they should be recruited, trained and 
coordinated independently of Border Force. 

Legal rights  
Expected outcomes: 
Detainees are fully aware of and understand their detention, following their arrival at 
the facility and on release. Detainees are supported by the facility staff to freely exercise 
their legal rights.  

1.16 There was minimal access to legal advice. Notices promoting the Civil Legal Advice helpline 
were not displayed clearly but included within an unmarked folder. Detainees transferring to 
an IRC were able to access legal advice there, but other detainees were reliant on their 
friends or family to find a lawyer. Detainees could not email or fax their existing lawyers but 
could telephone them (see section on communications). As the facility was airside, lawyers 
could not visit detainees. A copy of the short-term holding facility rules was displayed in the 
holding room.  

1.17 Border Force officers confirmed that they would give detainees reasons for their detention 
on form IS91R. The form was in English but the contents were explained using a telephone 
interpreter if necessary. 

1.18 In the previous three months, 61 detainees had been held, with none being held for over 12 
hours. The longest detention was 10 hours and five minutes. These figures did not included 

                                                                                                                                                                      
4  HM Inspectorate of Prisons (2018). Report on an unannounced inspection of family detention, Tinsley House Immigration 

Removal Centre. London: HM Inspectorate of Prisons. 
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detainees brought to the facility from IRCs in the custody of overseas escorts (see paragraph 
1.2), and did not include those who were required to wait in the controlled waiting area 
beside passport control. Given the poor conditions of the facility, it was suitable only for 
short stays – and certainly for not for stays of over 12 hours. 

Recommendations 

1.19 Detention should be kept to a minimum period, and detainees should not be 
held for an unreasonable time without access to sleeping and washing facilities, 
fresh air or natural light.  

1.20 Detainees should be able to send legal documentation to representatives 
confidentially and quickly. (Repeated recommendation 1.37) 
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Respect 

Accommodation and facilities 
Expected outcomes: 
Detainees are held in a safe, clean and decent environment. They are offered varied 
meals according to their individual requirements. The facility encourages activities to 
promote mental well-being. 

1.21 The facility remained largely unchanged from the previous inspection. It was small and 
cramped, and divided into two rooms. The larger room contained a three-seater sofa, three 
office chairs, a broken drink vending machine and a television. DCOs worked from this 
room, and so it contained their desk, computer and papers. The smaller holding room 
contained a sofa, beanbag, office chair and a television. There were no tables to eat or drink 
at. The cramped atmosphere was compounded by a lack of natural light. Efforts had been 
made to soften the environment by displaying plastic flowers. A unisex toilet adjoined the 
larger holding room, which meant that it lacked privacy. There was insufficient storage space 
and detainees’ luggage was kept beside the DCOs’ desk. The temperature of each holding 
room could be controlled by DCOs. The facility, including the toilet, was reasonably clean. 
There was no shower, which would have been appreciated by detainees being refused entry 
and returned on long-haul flights, and nowhere to lie down, but detainees were offered 
blankets and pillows. Toiletry packs were available, as well as sanitary products for women. 
We were told of plans to build a more suitable facility within the airport.  

1.22 Catering arrangements were adequate. Detainees were offered hot drinks and hot food, 
including instant noodles and microwave meals. Halal and vegetarian options were available. 
DCOs could use petty cash to buy food from the airport for detainees with special diets. 
Detainees could help themselves to crisps, long-life croissants and fruit in the holding rooms.  

1.23 Detainees had no access to outside space for exercise in the fresh air (see recommendation 
1.19). There was a range of newspapers, magazines and books in the main holding room, 
some of which were in languages other than English. There was enough to do for short-stay 
detainees but not for those staying for a long time. 

Recommendation 

1.24 There should be sufficient space and privacy for detainees to be held with dignity 
and for staff to carry out their duties confidentially. (Repeated recommendation 1.45) 

Respectful treatment 
Expected outcomes: 
Detainees are treated with respect by all staff. Effective complaints procedures are in 
place for detainees. There is understanding of detainees’ diverse cultural backgrounds. 
Detainees’ health care needs are met. 

1.25 We did not witness DCOs interacting with detainees but they spoke with empathy about 
detainees’ experiences. They understood the anxieties that detainees may have felt on being 
detained. Staff names were not prominently displayed on their name badges.  
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1.26 Professional telephone interpreting services had been used 131 times in the previous 12 
months. Some DCOs spoke more than one language. A diversity statement was displayed in 
English and other languages.  

1.27 There was no separate quiet or faith room but detainees could practise their religion. Holy 
books, including prayer mats and a compass, were stored respectfully. The direction of 
Mecca was pointed out in the holding room and certificates displayed confirmed that halal 
meals were legitimate.  

1.28 DCOs opened care plans for detainees with disabilities. We were not supplied with data 
regarding the number of care plans that had been opened prior to this report being finalised. 
The facility was not suitable for detainees with mobility problems. It was cramped and had 
no adapted toilet. We were told that detainees could use an adapted toilet beside the 
primary passport control point.  

1.29 Complaint forms were available but not prominently displayed. Forms in English and a wide 
range of languages were kept in an unmarked box in the large holding room. Pens were 
available. However, the complaints box was in clear view of the DCOs, so it was difficult to 
submit complaints confidentially. We submitted a dummy complaint on the day of the 
inspection but the Home Office had yet to confirm its receipt, four weeks after the 
inspection. In the previous 12 months, no complaints had been submitted in relation to Mitie 
Care and Custody. An Independent Monitoring Board had recently started visiting the 
facility. Photographs of the board members were displayed, together with a contact email 
address.  

1.30 Detainees did not receive a health screen by a health care professional on arrival. DCOs 
removed all medications from detainees on arrival. If the medication had been prescribed to 
the detainee, DCOs noted the times at which the detainee needed to take the medicine, and 
then gave them the medicines at the appropriate times. DCOs contacted airport paramedics 
in an emergency or called the NHS 111 telephone line in non-emergencies. 

Recommendation 

1.31 Complaint forms should be prominently displayed in both holding rooms, and 
detainees should be able to submit a complaint in private. 

 
 
 



 

 Section 1 – Preparation for removal and release 

 London City Airport Short-Term Holding Facility 15 

Preparation for removal and release 

Communications 
Expected outcomes: 
Detainees are able to maintain contact with the outside world using a full range of 
communications media. 

1.32 Detainees could keep in touch with family and friends by telephone. They could retain 
mobile phones without integral cameras. Alternatively, DCOs lent detainees a mobile phone, 
into which they could put their SIM cards. Detainees without suitable phones or SIM cards 
were offered a free telephone call to a friend or family member, including those abroad. We 
were told that they could make more than one call if necessary. DCOs encouraged 
detainees to give out the number of the payphone in the larger holding room. This payphone 
now had a privacy hood.  

1.33 The facility’s fax machine no longer worked. Detainees had to ask Border Force officers for 
permission to use their fax machines. Detainees could not use email, social networks, the 
internet or video calling. 

Recommendation 

1.34 Detainees should be able to contact people outside the facility easily by fax, 
video calling and email and social networks, and should be able access the 
internet.  

Leaving the facility 
Expected outcomes: 
Detainees are prepared for their release, transfer or removal. They are able to retain or 
recover their property. Families with children and others with specific needs are not 
detained without items essential for their welfare. 

1.35 On leaving the facility, detainees were granted leave to enter, bailed, removed or transferred 
to another place of detention. DCOs said that delays in arranging transport often prolonged 
detention.  

1.36 Detainees could not receive visitors. DCOs gave detainees being transferred a small 
information card with contact details of the IRC to which they were being sent, but no 
detailed information about what to expect when they got there.  

1.37 Family and friends could not bring property to the facility. A stock of basic clothing and flip 
flops was kept for those who required these. We did not observe detainees being escorted 
to a flight but were told that they were taken through public areas by DCOs wearing high-
visibility vests, potentially causing undue attention to, and anxiety for, detainees. 
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Section 2. Summary of recommendations 
and good practice 

Recommendation To the Home Office 

Safeguarding children 

2.1 Only trained and informed responsible adults should be used to provide support to 
unaccompanied children, and they should be recruited, trained and coordinated 
independently of Border Force. (1.15) 

Recommendation To Border Force 

Safeguarding children 

2.2 Border Force should interview children in an age-appropriate environment. (1.14) 

Recommendations To Border Force and the facility contractor 

Legal rights  

2.3 Detention should be kept to a minimum period, and detainees should not be held for an 
unreasonable time without access to sleeping and washing facilities, fresh air or natural light. 
(1.19) 

Communications 

2.4 Detainees should be able to contact people outside the facility easily by fax, video calling and 
email and social networks, and should be able access the internet. 1.34) 

Recommendations To the facility contractor 

Arrival and early days in detention 

2.5 The detention log should always be fully completed and include all detainees held in the 
facility for any reason. (1.5, repeated recommendation 1.8) 

Legal rights  

2.6 Detainees should be able to send legal documentation to representatives confidentially and 
quickly. (1.20, repeated recommendation 1.37) 
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Accommodation and facilities 

2.7 There should be sufficient space and privacy for detainees to be held with dignity and for 
staff to carry out their duties confidentially. (1.24, repeated recommendation 1.45) 

Respectful treatment 

2.8 Complaint forms should be prominently displayed in both holding rooms, and detainees 
should be able to submit a complaint in private. (1.31) 
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Section 3. Appendices 

Appendix I: Inspection team 
Colin Carroll Inspector 
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Appendix II: Progress on recommendations from the 
last report 
The following is a list of all the recommendations made in the last report, organised under the four 
tests of a healthy establishment. The reference numbers at the end of each recommendation refer to 
the paragraph location in the previous report. If a recommendation has been repeated in the main 
report, its new paragraph number is also provided. 

Safety 
Detainees are held in safety and with due regard to the insecurity of their 
position. 

Recommendations 
Handcuffs should only be used if justified by an individual risk assessment and, whenever possible, 
detainees should not be escorted through public areas. (1.3) 
Achieved 
 
The detention log should always be fully completed and include all detainees held in the facility for 
any reason. (1.8) 
Not achieved (recommendation repeated, 1.5) 
 
There should always be a female and male member of staff on duty. (1.9) 
Achieved 
 
Detainees should be able to take their free telephone call on arrival in private. (1.10) 
Achieved 
 
Detainees should be given an induction interview covering all key information in private, using 
telephone interpreters where necessary. (1.11) 
Achieved 
 
Detainees should be searched by someone of their own gender and in private. (1.12) 
Achieved 
 
Detainees should have ready access to a working mobile phone while detained. (1.13) 
Achieved 
 
Women detainees should not be held together with unrelated male detainees. (1.18) 
Not achieved 
 
Staff should receive regular training in the management of self-harm and bullying. (1.21) 
Not achieved 
 
All staff should carry anti-ligature knives. (1.22) 
Achieved 
 
Tascor should develop a national safeguarding adults policy, and all relevant staff should be familiar 
with it. (1.24) 
Partially achieved 
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All detainees whose age is in dispute should undergo a Merton compliant age assessment by social 
services. (1.29) 
Not achieved 
 
Minors should be released into the care of social services as soon as possible. (1.30) 
Achieved 
 
Detainees subject to control and restraint should be seen by a healthcare practitioner as soon as 
possible after restraint is removed. (1.34) 
Not achieved 
 
Written reasons for detention (IS91R) should be issued in a language the detainee can understand. 
(1.36) 
Not achieved 
 
Detainees should be able to send legal documentation to representatives confidentially and quickly. 
(1.37) 
Not achieved (recommendation repeated, 1.20) 
 
Detainees should not be subject to repeated and excessive moves in short periods. (1.41) 
Achieved 
 
The transfer of detainees to other places of detention should not take place late at night. (1.42) 
Not achieved 

Respect 
Detainees are treated with respect for their human dignity and the 
circumstances of their detention. 

Recommendations 
There should be sufficient space and privacy for detainees to be held with dignity and for staff to 
carry out their duties confidentially. (1.45) 
Not achieved (recommendation repeated, 1.24) 
 
Separate toilet and shower facilities for men and women should be provided and be accessible for 
those with disabilities. (1.46) 
Not achieved (recommendation repeated, 1.26) 
 
The payphone should be fitted with a privacy hood. (1.47) 
Achieved 
 
All detainees should be able to use the toilet in private. (1.49) 
Not achieved 
 
Staff should receive refresher training in equality and diversity at appropriate intervals, including the 
specific experiences of refugees and asylum-seekers. (1.52) 
Not achieved 
 
Detainees should have adequate space for religious worship. (1.53) 
Not achieved 
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Detainees should be able to make a complaint in private. (1.56) 
Not achieved 
 
There should be pictorial and translated information about the full range of food and drink on offer, 
and how to request alternatives for special diets or allergies. (1.58) 
Not achieved 
 
There should be sufficient stocks of healthy snacks and baby food. (1.59) 
Achieved 
 
Detainees should be able to write comments on the food in their own language, and these should be 
regularly checked by a manager. (1.60) 
Not achieved 
 
There should be a range of foreign language reading material in the holding room. (1.62) 
Achieved  
 
Detainees held for several hours should have access to exercise in the fresh air. (1.63)  
Not achieved (recommendation repeated, 1.27) 

Preparation for removal and release 
Detainees are able to maintain contact with the outside world and be prepared 
for their release, transfer or removal.  

Recommendations 
Detainees should have supervised access to email, the internet and Skype, subject to risk assessment. 
(1.66) 
Not achieved 
 
Detainees should have access to incoming and outgoing calls in sufficient privacy. (1.67) 
Achieved 
 
Detainees should be given written information, in a language they can understand, about what 
happens to them after they leave the holding room. (1.68) 
Not achieved 
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