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Introduction 

This report refers to a charter flight removal of 40 detainees to Afghanistan during our third 
overseas escort inspection. We used the final version of expectations piloted on our first two 
inspections. Inspectors observed the process from immigration removal centres (IRCs) to the 
point of disembarkation in Kabul, and also reviewed documentation and video footage from 
three previous charter flight removals to Kabul.  
 
The journey from the IRC to the destination country took over 18 hours and the process was 
clearly exhausting for all concerned. Some detainees were happy to return home, but others 
were resigned, angry or fearful about what awaited them. In such circumstances, there is a 
greater risk of tensions rising quickly, and strong procedures and well trained staff are vital.  
 
In general, we saw a removal that was well planned and efficiently managed. We found a 
number of improvements when compared to our previous inspections. Extra staff were 
appropriately stood down to maintain an approximate staff-detainee ratio of two to one, and 
some efforts were made to avoid unnecessary crowding of detainees. Importantly, we heard 
none of the inappropriate and abusive language that was previously evident. Most staff made 
good attempts to relate to detainees, and behaved in a polite fashion. However, they were 
hindered by the lack of interpretation. It was hard to understand why this was not used at any 
point to allay the obvious anxiety felt by some detainees and to explain what was happening. 
Some basic elements of respectful treatment were also lacking, such as being able to use a 
toilet in privacy.  
 
There was still evidence of some risk-averse and heavy-handed practices which served to 
escalate rather than calm tensions; and evidence from previous flights also showed excessive 
use of handcuffs and some unprofessional and even goading behaviour by a small number of 
staff. It is a particular concern that more than a year after our first inspections, there remains 
no accredited training for use of force in the confined space of an aircraft. Indeed, some staff 
were clearly making up some untested techniques ad hoc.  
 
The preparation of detainees for arrival was generally weak with information given out that was 
irrelevant to most. There was no particular focus on help that might be available for detainees 
on arrival. 
 
These are all weaknesses that need to be addressed by the UK Border Agency and by the 
escort contractors. But overall, this overseas escort was handled efficiently and more 
respectfully than previously, and showed encouraging improvements. We will expect ongoing 
incremental improvements as we continue this programme of work.  

 
 

Inspectors: 
Hindpal Singh Bhui 
Martin Kettle 
Colin Carroll 
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Section 1: Summary 

1.1 Inspectors accompanied a charter flight carrying 40 detainees, 77 overseas escorts, a chief 
immigration officer (CIO) and two health care staff to Kabul, Afghanistan. Another 25 escorts 
were appropriately stood down when the numbers of detainees reduced as a result mainly of 
last-minute injunctions. Records of the previous three charter flights to Afghanistan were also 
reviewed. The entire removal process was monitored from the point at which detainees were 
collected from immigration removal centres (IRCs) to the end of their journey to Kabul.  

1.2 The operation was well planned and managed efficiently. Person escort records (PERs) were 
completed reasonably well at the point of departure and distributed to escort staff assigned to 
individual detainees. However, initial risk information was sometimes inadequate; in one case 
a detainee who had self-harmed was described simply as ‘disruptive’, giving staff no sense of 
the risks that they needed to manage.  

1.3 Escorts searched detainees at IRCs sensitively and thoroughly and made good efforts to put 
them at ease. However, detainees were searched again by airport security staff, even though 
they had been with an individual escort at all times after their first search. Detainees spent too 
long waiting outside the air terminal in coaches. The first detainee to board the coach at Brook 
House near Gatwick airport did not get off at Stansted airport until seven hours later.  

1.4 Staff attempts to put detainees at ease were undermined by excessive light-touch handling in 
secure areas. This was despite the fact that many were cooperative and keen to leave the UK. 
Escorts held detainees’ arms when moving between vehicles and buildings, and held their 
arms aloft while they were searched by airport security, unnecessarily raising tensions.  

1.5 Two detainees on the flight were restrained in handcuffs for a short period. On previous flights 
to Afghanistan handcuffs had sometimes been used for too long and in one case length of time 
in handcuffs was not recorded at all. In one case a detainee who self-harmed was handcuffed 
for the whole flight despite being constantly observed by staff.  

1.6 Use of force documentation was completed reasonably well. Video footage was not always 
clear and not all of it had been reviewed by a manager to establish learning points. One 
recording showed unprofessional behaviour by a member of staff goading a detainee. There 
remains no accredited training for use of force in the confined space of an aircraft.  

1.7 A senior security officer was in overall charge of the operation. A CIO on the flight dealt with 
paperwork, spoke to detainees who had questions and checked that the removal was still 
authorised both before departure and immediately after landing. He performed no monitoring 
function.  

1.8 Most staff made efforts to relate to detainees they escorted but were hindered by the lack of an 
interpreter at any stage of the operation. Some detainees became very anxious about what 
they were being asked to do and what was going to happen to their property. Name armbands 
worn by most escort staff were not easy to read. Staff themselves complained that they made 
them look militaristic.  

1.9 Staff were aware of the need to behave appropriately in front of detainees and we did not see 
poor behaviour or language. However, some staff were not confident in the professionalism of 
some colleagues and complained there was very little specific training for overseas escort 
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work. There was also little training in the particular circumstances, backgrounds and 
vulnerabilities of detainees.  

1.10 Detainees using the toilet had little privacy, with officers holding the toilet door open by putting 
their shoes in the door. Staff of both sexes walked past the door and detainees were clearly 
visible despite efforts to block the view. Detainees were offered plentiful food and drinks, but 
not pillows or blankets.  

1.11 Health care staff were on board the coaches and two travelled on the flight. They were 
available to detainees and staff throughout the journey, administering medication as required. 
There were no particular incidents on the flight, although one detainee with heart problems 
was declared unfit to fly and taken to hospital. The paramedic said he had not received 
sufficient information about the latter’s condition from IRC health care staff at the point of 
handover. We were told that methadone-using detainees had been discharged from IRCs in 
the past without sufficient medication for their flights. Detainees were not given their medical 
notes.  

1.12 Detainees had access to mobile phones held by escort staff during coach journeys, but the 
lack of interpretation meant that not all were aware of this. Detainees were all given translated 
information while on the flight about the International Organisation for Migration. However, this 
was poorly written and of relevance to very few of them. Some detainees were understandably 
confused about the information given.  

 
 
 
 
 



Inspection of escorts and removals to Afghanistan 7

Section 2: Background 
 

2.1 Charter flights to Kabul, Afghanistan, referred to as Operation Dickens, were taking place 
every month at the time of the inspection and sometimes twice a month. The aircraft were 
chartered by the UK Border Agency, which contracted Reliance to carry out the removals. 
Detainees were collected in coaches from four immigration removal centres (IRCs): Brook 
House, Harmondsworth, Colnbrook and Tinsley House. Another detainee arrived from Morton 
Hall and others who presented particular needs were collected in smaller vans. Inspectors 
accompanied three of the coaches to Stansted airport. 

2.2 Although 58 detainees and 102 overseas escorts were originally identified for the removal, 18 
detainees stayed in the UK, one because he was assessed as unfit to fly and the rest as a 
result of legal injunctions. The planned ratio of staff to detainees was two to one and the 
number of overseas escorts who eventually flew was 77. The entire removal process was 
inspected from the point at which detainees were collected from IRCs to the end of their 
journey to Kabul. Records of the previous three charter flights to Afghanistan were reviewed. 
Two inspectors travelled on the flight, which took off at 12.30am and landed in Kabul 
approximately eight hours later. 
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Section 3: Safety  

Preparation and departure from removal centres 

3.1 The ratio of escort staff to detainees was appropriate and efforts were made to reduce 
crowding at the point of collection. Escort staff did not introduce themselves to detainees at 
immigration removal centres (IRCs) but were friendly and made an effort to put detainees at 
ease. Detainees were searched appropriately at IRCs but the lack of interpretation meant that 
some did not understand searching procedures. Escorts did not always transfer important 
information to person escort records. Detainees were searched too often and spent too long on 
coaches.  

3.2 The ratio of escort staff to detainees was around 2:1 and the initial plan was for 58 detainees 
to travel with 102 overseas escorts. However, 18 detainees stayed in the UK: one because he 
was assessed as unfit to fly and the rest as a result of last-minute injunctions. Appropriate 
action was taken to reduce the number of escorts to 76. A senior security officer (SSO) was in 
overall charge of the escort staff; there were also two health care staff, a chief immigration 
officer (CIO) and a representative from the company responsible for chartering the flight.  

3.3 Detainees were collected on separate coaches from four immigration removal centres: Tinsley 
House, Brook House, Colnbrook and Harmondsworth. Each coach was managed by a senior 
officer. Unless they were needed for a specific purpose, staff stayed on the coach at IRCs 
rather than entering the departures area to reduce crowding. Detainees were brought to the 
IRCs’ departure area one by one and searched by escort staff. Staff did not introduce 
themselves but were friendly and made an effort to put detainees at ease.  

3.4 Searching by escorts was thorough but sensitive. However, it was sometimes hindered by the 
fact that detainees did not understand what was being asked of them in the absence of an 
interpreter. For example, when asked to loosen their belts to allow escorts to check the rim of 
their trousers, at least two detainees thought they were being asked to take their trousers off 
and one was particularly agitated as a result. Escort staff told us that detainees were 
sometimes searched before coming to the departures area, where they were searched by 
them, which was unnecessary. In one IRC, staff held a loud conversation over the top of a 
detainee being searched and did not take sufficient account of the need to maintain a calm 
environment in the departures area, and to acknowledge the importance of the detainee.  

3.5 Key information was not always transferred appropriately to the person escort records (PERs), 
which meant that some initial risk information was sometimes inadequate (see self-harm 
section). PERs were otherwise usually completed reasonably well by the escort staff assigned 
to individual detainees. Officers made fairly frequent entries, mainly about different stages of 
the journey and any reaction from the detainee.  

3.6 Once they arrived at the airport, detainees were searched again by airport security staff 
following their own procedures. However, this was more for reasons of bureaucracy than 
security, given that detainees had been with an individual escort at all times after their first 
search. Escort staff said that repeated searching was often an unnecessary irritation to 
detainees. Detainees spent too long waiting outside the terminal in coaches, and most were 
stationary for three to four hours. The first detainee to board the coach at Brook House near 
Gatwick airport did not get off at Stansted until seven hours later.  
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Recommendations 

3.7 When detainees are from non-English speaking countries, an interpreter should be 
available up to the point of arrival in the destination country.  

3.8 Detainees should not be subject to repeated searching or long waits on coaches 
outside terminals.  
 

Security, order and rules 

3.9 The removal operation was well managed. Managers reminded staff to treat detainees with 
respect and use any security measures proportionately. Incidents were generally managed 
well. Some escorts used touch and compulsion unnecessarily, including in secure areas, 
raising rather than reducing tensions. Detainees were not told that they would be filmed on 
parts of the removal nor the reasons for this. Staff used handcuffs proportionately on the 
observed flight, but records from previous flights indicated that handcuffs were used for too 
long without adequate justification. The length of time handcuffs were used was not always 
recorded. There were still no accredited techniques for use of control and restraint on aircraft, 
and some staff used an ad hoc technique that had evolved over time.  

Security 

3.10 The removal was well organised and staff were aware of their responsibilities. At the initial 
briefing, escorts were reminded to treat detainees with respect and that security should be 
proportionate. A note was circulated to coach commanders relating to recommendations we 
had made on our previous overseas escorts inspections. Detainees were either seated next to 
the window with one escort, or in the middle rows with officers on both sides. Detainees who 
presented particular concerns were brought on last. The security team, a sub-team of 
experienced escorts including some use of force instructors, was especially prominent in the 
management of detainees who were considered to be potentially violent. These officers were 
available to provide support to other escorts at all times.  

Good order and behaviour management 

3.11 There were few incidents. A couple of detainees were abusive for a short time but were 
managed calmly and quickly quietened. Two detainees were moved to the front of the aircraft, 
out of sight of other detainees, as a result of intelligence that they were planning to be 
disruptive. They were initially angry at being moved but calmed down quickly without further 
incident. One had handcuffs applied for a time (see use of force section).  

3.12 Detainees were only able to leave their seats to use the toilet or to speak to the CIO. When 
detainees came forward to speak to the CIO, they were seated in the centre of a row with staff 
at either side and in front. At one point we counted eight staff unnecessarily crowding around a 
single detainee. A more discreet approach would have been less intimidating for the detainee 
without posing a security risk, as enough staff were in close proximity.  
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Recommendation 

3.13 Only the minimum number of staff for security and safety should be positioned around 
a detainee.  

Use of force 

3.14 Once the search and discharge paperwork was complete, detainees (at Harmondsworth and 
Colnbrook) were led on to the coach by escorts holding each arm, even though it was in a 
secure area and the detainees had just walked, untouched, to the discharge area. This was 
not necessary to prevent escape or maintain control, but it did raise tensions. Several 
detainees complained about unnecessary contact by escort staff (see personal safety section). 
During the rub-down search by airport security staff at Stansted, two escorts held the wrists 
and elbows of each detainee, apparently to avoid any risk to the person conducting the search, 
which was excessive. On boarding the aircraft, one detainee loudly objected to having been 
physically pulled and pushed. 

3.15 An escort filmed detainees going through security and boarding the plane to ensure that any 
incident was recorded. Some detainees were uncomfortable about being filmed. The fact that 
they would be recorded or the reasons for it were not explained to them. In video footage of a 
previous flight, a detainee who was unhappy at being filmed while boarding said: ‘Put the 
fucking camera down’ and then something else which the camcorder did not record. The 
officer said: ‘You do that. You feel free. Feel free. Go for it. If you’d like to do that, then go for it. 
If you want to, then go for it’. The situation did not escalate further but this was not a 
professional way to handle the situation (see positive relationships section).  

3.16 One detainee was held in handcuffs for about half an hour. An escort who understood the 
detainee’s language said that he was inciting others to disrupt the flight on take-off. When the 
handcuffs were removed he was calm and cooperative, and one of the health care staff 
checked his wrists for injury. Another detainee was also in handcuffs for half an hour on the 
plane, but for several hours on one of the coaches before boarding. There was little 
information about him on the documentation accompanying him, but he was volatile and 
aggressive and the cautious approach taken by staff was justified.  

3.17 Incident reports from previous flights to Afghanistan showed that handcuffs were sometimes 
used for too long. In one case a detainee who had self-harmed was placed in handcuffs for the 
whole flight despite being under the constant observation of staff. The length of time another 
detainee was handcuffed was simply recorded as ‘not known’. A third detainee was recorded 
as being in handcuffs for several hours despite being calm: the incident report recorded: ‘He 
quickly calmed down but due to his outburst the handcuffs remained in place for the remainder 
of the flight’. 

3.18 Incident reports recorded how some detainees in handcuffs were restrained further by having 
the aircraft seat belt and handcuffs interlocked. In the continued absence of any formal 
guidance on the use of control and restraint in the confined space of an aircraft, some staff 
said they used this technique ‘whenever possible’ for extra security, while others said they only 
used it to prevent self-harm or harm to others where they had specific concerns. There was in 
any event a lack of a consistent approach based on specific risk assessment. 



Inspection of escorts and removals to Afghanistan 11

Recommendations 

3.19 Escorts should not lay hands on detainees without specific cause. They should not be 
subject to any form of touch or compulsion while being escorted through secure areas 
except on the basis of individual risk assessment.  

3.20 Handcuffs should only be used for the minimum possible time, and the length of time 
they are used accurately recorded.  

3.21 All escorting staff should receive full accredited training for the use of force in any 
situation which may arise, especially on board an aircraft. In the meantime, any ad hoc 
techniques used should be subject to rigorous management scrutiny to ensure safety 
and proportionality and used only for specific and risk-assessed reasons.  

Housekeeping point 

3.22 Escort staff should tell detainees early in the removal process that they are going to be filmed 
and explain the reasons why.  

 

Personal safety 

3.23 We saw no inappropriate or aggressive behaviour between detainees. Staff behaved 
professionally overall, but there were some examples of unnecessarily heavy-handed 
practices. Detainees on ACDTs (assessment, care in detention and teamwork) were assessed 
and given appropriate support, though risk information was not always transferred properly to 
PERs. 

Bullying and intimidation 

3.24 Where they had contact with each other, detainees were generally friendly and we did not see 
any inappropriate behaviour between them. The close supervision of detainees meant that 
there was virtually no opportunity for bullying. Initial staff attempts to put detainees at their 
ease were undermined at some IRCs by the heavy-handed approach of some escorting staff. 
At Colnbrook the coach commander insisted on grasping the shoulder of each detainee as he 
introduced himself and shook their hands. This alienated at least two detainees who clearly 
interpreted this as a form of physical intimidation; one subsequently refused to cooperate with 
the rub-down search (see use of force section and recommendation 3.19). Efforts were made 
to avoid crowding around detainees unnecessarily, although there were still some examples of 
this (see security section). 

Emotional distress and self-harm  

3.25 ACDT booklets were used to monitor detainees at risk of self-harm. Some information in the 
booklets was not easy to understand and at Harmondsworth IRC escorts had difficulty reading 
the contents of an ACDT. A detainee at Colnbrook who had been placed on an ACDT after 
saying he would kill himself rather than be removed, was given appropriate support. Relevant 
information was transferred from the ACDT to the PER which was held throughout the removal 
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by the escort responsible for that detainee. However, in one case a detainee who had self-
harmed was described simply as ‘disruptive’ in the risk section of the PER, giving supervising 
staff no sense of the risks that they needed to manage. 

3.26 A detainee who had refused food at Harmondsworth was taken to the airport in a separate 
escort vehicle to allow greater staff supervision and flexibility. He was in a low mood 
throughout and was assessed by one of the health care staff on the escort. The latter spoke to 
health care staff at the IRC, who felt that his mood, though low, had improved and that he was 
fit to fly. He had a small amount of food during the trip to Afghanistan. He boarded and left the 
aircraft without incident.  

Recommendation 

3.27 Key risk information should be transferred efficiently to person escort records.  

Housekeeping point 

3.28 Staff writing in ACDT booklets should do so legibly.  
 

Legal rights 

3.29 Detainees could telephone their legal representatives but not all were aware of this. Before 
take-off and just after landing, the UK Border Agency checked that no last-minute injunctions 
had been issued.  

3.30 Detainees had easy access to mobile phones held by escort staff during coach journeys to 
speak to legal representatives or family. However, not all were aware of this and not all escort 
staff at the IRCs had reminded detainees to take down numbers they may have needed.  

3.31 The CIO made phone calls to his office before departure and immediately on landing to ensure 
that the removal was still authorised and no last-minute injunctions had been received. He was 
also available to liaise with local immigration staff and held a surgery on the flight (see 
preparation for reintegration section). 

Recommendation 

3.32 All detainees should be told in a language they understand that they can call a legal 
adviser or other key contacts.  
 

Child care and protection 

3.33 There were no children on the flight. Escorting officers had received basic child protection 
training during their initial and annual refresher training. We were told that all had had 
enhanced Criminal Records Bureau checks.  
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Section 4: Respect 

Physical conditions 

4.1 Coaches were generally clean but toilets did not always work. Detainees were not allowed to 
close toilet doors. Detainees were offered plenty of food and water. Hot drinks, pillows and 
blankets were not offered to detainees on the aircraft. 

4.2 The coaches used to transport detainees were generally clean and comfortable and had 
enough space for detainees’ property. Three detainees were transported in smaller vans as 
they were assessed as presenting a higher risk. On two of the coaches the toilet was not 
working, but had to be used anyway given the lengthy periods that people were spending on 
them – many detainees complained about the smell and lack of hygiene, and staff reported 
that this had happened several times before.  As at previous inspections, detainees were not 
able to close toilet doors fully.  

4.3 On the aircraft, officers held the toilet door open by the width of their shoes. This was a 
considerable gap through which detainees were clearly visible to staff of both sexes who 
walked past the door, despite the efforts of some staff to block the view by standing in front of 
the toilet.  

4.4 Sandwiches, fruit, snacks, and water were offered on the coach journey, and hot airline meals 
were provided on the charter flight, which was a regular commercial aircraft. On one coach 
detainees were given hot drinks subject to risk assessment. However, hot drinks were not 
served on the flight, ostensibly for reasons of safety, an unnecessary blanket prohibition given 
that nearly all detainees were compliant. As at our previous overseas escort inspections, 
detainees were not allowed pillows and blankets during the lengthy flight; these were only 
brought out for staff on the journey back.  

Recommendations 

4.5 Unless individual risk assessment indicates otherwise, detainees should be able to use 
the toilet with full privacy, consume hot drinks and use pillows and blankets during 
flights.  

4.6 Detainees should be transported on coaches with functioning toilets.  
 

Property and clothing 

4.7 Appropriate arrangements were in place to account for detainees’ luggage. Not all detainees 
were encouraged to write down important numbers in case of need.  

4.8 Detainees wore their own clothes and all were dressed appropriately for the journey. Their 
property was carefully and properly accounted for and was placed in plain cases or in large 
zipped check-patterned plastic bags. There were no issues about the amount of property that 
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detainees wanted to take with them. They were able to keep some small items with them, but 
were encouraged to pack them in their hold luggage. Some detainees were encouraged to 
write down telephone numbers contained in their mobile phones in case they needed them, but 
this was not consistent.  

4.9 As with basic searching, the lack of an interpreter led to some confusion when staff were trying 
to explain what was to happen next, and some detainees were clearly worried that their 
luggage was being removed from them. A property record sheet was completed at the 
immigration removal centres (IRCs) to help keep track of property, although another virtually 
identical form was completed in the person escort record (PER), which wasted some time.  

Housekeeping points 

4.10 All detainees should be reminded to write down important telephone numbers in case of need.  

4.11 Property recording systems should not duplicate each other.  
 

Positive relationships 

4.12 Staff were dressed appropriately in informal clothing. They interacted with detainees 
reasonably well and tried to establish a rapport. Video footage of previous flights showed some 
unprofessional staff behaviour.  

4.13 All staff, including the CIO, were appropriately dressed in informal clothing, helping to create a 
more relaxed atmosphere. Most staff wore their identification on armbands. It was not easy to 
see their names on them and staff themselves complained that they made them look 
militaristic.  

4.14 Relationships between staff and detainees were polite, respectful and reasonably relaxed; 
detainees were often addressed as ‘sir’. Staff tried to establish a rapport with detainees. Escort 
staff focused on their task and refrained from having discussions with each other over the 
heads of detainees.  

4.15 All staff were trained detainee custody officers (DCOs). Some told us they were not wholly 
confident in the professionalism of a few colleagues. They told us they felt that some were 
unsuited to the intensity of the work, and there was a need for more tailored training and 
selection for overseas escort work. We did not hear staff swearing or talking unprofessionally 
in front of detainees. Video footage of previous removals showed a member of staff swearing 
in the hearing of detainees as they passed through security at Stansted airport, and another 
apparently trying to escalate a verbal conflict with a detainee (see use of force section).  

4.16 Most detainees were fairly quiet on the aircraft and many slept. As they left the plane, many 
shook hands with staff and left on friendly terms. We spoke to a number of detainees but the 
nature of the operation meant that we were unable to do this without a member of staff 
potentially within earshot. Those we spoke to were content with the behaviour of escorts and 
more concerned about the immigration decision that led to their removal.  
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Recommendations 

4.17 Staff should wear clear and easy to read name labels on the front of their clothes.  

4.18 Escorting staff should behave professionally at all times, and should not swear in front 
of detainees.  
 

Diversity 

4.19 Staff received basic diversity training, but no specific training in the circumstances, 
backgrounds and vulnerabilities of detainees. There was no use of interpretation. 

4.20 We heard no racist or otherwise discriminatory language from staff. Escorts received diversity 
training as part of their initial DCO course. However, there was no specific or ongoing training 
in the particular circumstances, backgrounds and vulnerabilities of detainees that could have 
helped to build empathy. The lack of an interpreter led to some avoidable misunderstandings 
(see preparation section and recommendation 3.7) and would have helped staff to build 
rapport and deal with any incidents. There were no detainees requiring disability care plans on 
the flight we observed. We were told that religious books could be provided, but no detainees 
asked for one. 

Recommendation 

4.21 Overseas escort staff should receive regular diversity training which includes 
discussion of the particular circumstances, backgrounds and vulnerabilities of 
detainees.  

 

Complaints 

4.22 We did not see detainees being given information about how to complain and there was no 
mechanism for detainees to make a formal written complaint after removal. There were several 
monitoring systems. 

4.23 Detainees were able to make verbal complaints to the CIO while on the flight, but were given 
no information on how to make confidential or written complaints after removal. We were told 
that detainees were given an information booklet that contained general information on 
complaints but we did not see one.  

4.24 The whole removal process was intense and tiring, and staff and detainees were both under 
stress. Although we saw little of concern during this inspection, this inevitably increased the 
risk of poor behaviour on both sides. The Reliance senior security officer was in overall charge 
of the operation but had a number of responsibilities that meant he could not easily keep 
abreast of events in the aircraft. The CIO performed no monitoring function on the flight. We 
were told that a separate UK Border Agency monitor sometimes accompanied flights but that 
this was uncommon. A Reliance monitor was on the flight at the point of boarding only, though 
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he sometimes followed the plane to its destination. He was a full-time auditor who reported 
back to the senior manager in charge of escorts.  

Recommendation 

4.25 Detainees should be provided with information on how to make a confidential written 
complaint or submit comments on their experiences of removal. Reasonable efforts 
should be made to enable submission of such information following arrival in home 
countries.  

 

Health 

4.26 One detainee was declared unfit to fly. Health care information was sometimes not passed on 
between IRC staff and paramedics. Some detainees were not given sufficient medication for 
their journey. Detainees’ confidential medical records were systematically opened without a 
valid justification and not given to them on arrival at destination countries.  

4.27 Health care staff employed by a private company, Armatus, accompanied each coach from the 
IRCs to the airport. They were trained as paramedics or ambulance technicians. One of each 
travelled on the flight itself and saw detainees or staff on request. Apart from administering 
some medication and checking the wrists of two detainees who had boarded in handcuffs, they 
were not much called upon by detainees during the flight.  

4.28 One detainee was declared unfit to fly. He had underlying heart problems and was sent to a 
hospital for assessment after complaining of stomach pains after the paramedic detected that 
he also had high blood pressure. The paramedic said he had not received relevant information 
about this man from IRC health care staff (at Harmondsworth) at the point of handover and 
only realised the risks when he saw his medication. At the same IRC, the ambulance 
technician had by contrast received full and thorough information from health care staff about 
another man who had been refusing food (see suicide and self-harm section). At Colnbrook, 
the paramedic was given medications and information by an IRC nurse. The medic said this 
was unusual and IRC nurses were often too busy to help in this way.  

4.29 Another concern highlighted by the escort health care staff was that detainees were 
sometimes discharged from IRCs without sufficient medication for their flights. This had 
apparently happened in relation to detainees discharged from Harmondsworth who had been 
on methadone maintenance prescriptions and started to withdraw during the flight itself.  

4.30 At the IRCs, detainees’ confidential IRC health care records were handed to the paramedic in 
sealed envelopes marked ‘medical in confidence’. The paramedic systematically opened and 
read all the medical notes, although these should only be opened with valid reason. The notes 
were not given to detainees at their destination.  

Recommendations 

4.31 IRC health care staff should provide escorts with a thorough handover in all cases, 
including all ongoing risks.  
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4.32 Detainees should have enough medication to last until such time that they can 
reasonably see a health care practitioner at their final destination.  

4.33 Detainees’ medical records should only be opened with valid justification, in an 
emergency or where the detainee has consented if there is no emergency. Detainees’ 
notes should be handed to them before they leave the aircraft.  
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Section 5: Preparation for reintegration  

5.1 Detainees were able to speak to a CIO during the flight. Disembarkation was orderly and 
quick. There was no mechanism by which staff could report poor behaviour by receiving 
authorities. Detainees were not given adequate information about reintegration or support 
services.  

5.2 The CIO held detainees’ paperwork and was available to speak to anyone who had any 
questions during an onboard surgery. This took place at the front of the plane after escorts had 
asked detainees if they wished to see the CIO. Only three came forward to speak to him. One 
asked about the facilitated returns scheme and was told that he had not applied in time. 
Another was angry at his removal and shouted at the CIO about the lack of respect for his 
human rights (see section on good order and behaviour management). The CIO phoned his 
office on arrival at Kabul to ensure that there had been no more last-minute injunctions.  

5.3 After the plane touched down, all the detainees moved quickly off the aircraft to a waiting bus 
that took them to immigration control. Detainees disembarked efficiently and without incident. 
Staff told us they felt they had no right to question the behaviour of receiving officials if they 
treated detainees inappropriately or aggressively. They were unaware of any mechanism to 
report unacceptable behaviour by receiving countries should they witness it on arrival.  

5.4 Detainees received a translated information sheet while on the flight entitled ‘Reintegration 
Assistance in Afghanistan’. It described services available through the International 
Organisation for Migration (IOM). However, this was poorly written and relevant only to four 
detainees who had returned under a voluntary removal scheme. Other detainees were 
confused as the information suggested they could obtain benefits such as reintegration 
assistance and training from the IOM. There was no other information about immediate 
sources of assistance available to detainees in Kabul.  

Recommendations 

5.5 Detainees should be provided with accurate information about support in Kabul before 
and during the removal process.  

5.6 There should be well understood procedures for action to be taken in case of concerns 
about the behaviour of officials from receiving countries. 
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Section 6: Recommendations 

Recommendations         To the UK Border Agency and escort contractor 

6.1 When detainees are from non-English speaking countries, an interpreter should be available 
up to the point of arrival in the destination country. (3.7) 

6.2 Detainees should not be subject to repeated searching or long waits on coaches outside 
terminals. (3.8) 

6.3 All escorting staff should receive full accredited training for the use of force in any situation 
which may arise, especially on board an aircraft. In the meantime, any ad hoc techniques used 
should be subject to rigorous management scrutiny to ensure safety and proportionality and 
used only for specific and risk-assessed reasons. (3.21) 

6.4 Detainees should be provided with information on how to make a confidential written complaint 
or submit comments on their experiences of removal. Reasonable efforts should be made to 
enable submission of such information following arrival in home countries. (4.25) 

6.5 Detainees should be provided with accurate information about support in Kabul before and 
during the removal process. (5.5) 

6.6 There should be well understood procedures for action to be taken in case of concerns about 
the behaviour of officials from receiving countries. (5.6) 

Recommendations          To the escort contractor 

6.7 Only the minimum number of staff for security and safety should be positioned around a 
detainee. (3.13) 

6.8 Escorts should not lay hands on detainees without specific cause. They should not be subject 
to any form of touch or compulsion while being escorted through secure areas except on the 
basis of individual risk assessment. (3.19) 

6.9 Handcuffs should only be used for the minimum possible time, and the length of time they are 
used accurately recorded. (3.20) 

6.10 Key risk information should be transferred efficiently to person escort records. (3.27) 

6.11 All detainees should be told in a language they understand that they can call a legal adviser or 
other key contacts. (3.32) 

6.12 Unless individual risk assessment indicates otherwise, detainees should be able to use the 
toilet with full privacy, consume hot drinks and use pillows and blankets during flights. (4.5) 

6.13 Detainees should be transported on coaches with functioning toilets. (4.6) 

6.14 Staff should wear clear and easy to read name labels on the front of their clothes. (4.17) 
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6.15 Escorting staff should behave professionally at all times, and should not swear in front of 
detainees. (4.18) 

6.16 Overseas escort staff should receive regular diversity training which includes discussion of the 
particular circumstances, backgrounds and vulnerabilities of detainees. (4.21) 

6.17 Detainees’ medical records should only be opened with valid justification, in an emergency or 
where the detainee has consented if there is no emergency. Detainees’ notes should be 
handed to them before they leave the aircraft. (4.33) 

Recommendations       To centre managers 

6.18 IRC health care staff should provide escorts with a thorough handover in all cases, including all 
ongoing risks. (4.31) 

6.19 Detainees should have enough medication to last until such time that they can reasonably see 
a health care practitioner at their final destination. (4.32) 

Housekeeping point            To UKBA and centre managers 

6.20 Staff writing in ACDT booklets should do so legibly. (3.28) 

Housekeeping point           To UKBA and escort contractor 

6.21 Property recording systems should not duplicate each other. (4.11) 

Housekeeping points           To the escort contractor 

6.22 Escort staff should tell detainees early in the removal process that they are going to be filmed 
and explain the reasons why. (3.22) 

6.23 All detainees should be reminded to write down important telephone numbers in case of need. 
(4.10) 


