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Amnesty International

Rules on governing enforced removals

The Use of Force by private security companies dumg Enforced Removals

1. Amnesty International has been concerned forymgaars about allegations of ill-treatment
by private security escorts during the forciblairetor deportation of some foreign nationals
from the UK.

2. In June 2005, Amnesty International publisheghited Kingdom: Seeking Asylum is

not a Crime: detention of people who have sought @sim”. The report included claims by
some of the interviewees that during attempts forea return to their country of origin from
the UK they were ill-treated by escort staff andttim some cases excessive force was used.

3. On 29 October 2010 the UK Border Agency annodnbat it had awarded a new contract
for escorting people detained by the UK Border Aryeto Reliance Secure Task
Management Ltd The four year contact would start in May 2011 #relcompany would be
responsible for escorting detainees, both whehaniK and also on removal flights to home
countries Amnesty International was told that the intenticeswhat current G4S staff
responsible for escorting detainees would movedigaRce but this was up to individual staff
members.

4. Until the end of April 2011 and for the pastfiyears it has been primarily one company,
G4S which has provided escort services to peoptgldercibly removed from the UK. It is
understood that Reliance underbid G4S for provisidihese services.

5. This submission brings together allegationdl-dféatment during enforced removals
including removals of refused asylum seekarsl looks at what level of force is strictly
necessary and proportionate during the removalgsoby escorts, using accepted methods of
restraint.

6. In 2005 following a BBC documentary which rejgorbn vicious behaviour towards those
being returned from the UK by private security escduring the journey from the
Immigration Removal Centre to the aircraft, thesBniand Probation Ombudsman conducted
a special investigation. The Ombudsman statedttiets “on escorts — in particular, on
escorts to aircraft prior to removal — that thegpdial for abuse of their legitimate authority

by staff (and of misbehaviour on the part of degas) is the greatest”.

7. Also in 2005 the Medical Foundation for the Cair&/ictims of Torture released a report
“Excessive force during removal of Immigration detaiee$.* The report found that the use
of force against immigration detainees during apinto expel them from the UK must be
limited to that which is strictly necessary andgadionate under the circumstances, using

! http:/ivww.homeoffice.gov.uk/media-centre/newstesdetainees

2 Although not every asylum applicant is deservifinternational protection, many commentators
including Amnesty International, believe that tisglam determination procedure is flawed and denies
protection to some people who need it.

*http://www.ppo.gov.uk/docs/special-oakington-irc{0# page 3

* http://www.torturecare.org.uk/resources/publicasi2103




accepted methods of restraint designed to miniimjsey risk to all concerned. The report
cited fourteen cases after failed removal attenvgiigre there were allegations that excessive
force had been employed.

8. In 2008 Birnberg Peirce and Partners, Medicslidel and the National Coalition of Anti-
deportation Campaigns (2008) published its repOritsourcing Abuse: The use and
misuse of state sanctioned force during the detenth and removal of asylum seekefs
*The report found “an alarming and unacceptable rarrobinjuries had been sustained by
those subject to forced removals.

9. The ‘Outsourcing abusé report presented findings from their dossier earty three
hundred cases of alleged assault and 48 detaitexddstadies. Allegations of assault were
made by people originating from over 41 countries.

10. Baroness Nuala O’Loan was appointed by the H@ne Secretary to independently
review the allegations and she presented her repbtarch 2010. In her Executive

Summary she said that the use of force by dete@imtody Officers and Escort Officers
takes two principal forms: the use of handcuffs treduse of control and restraint techniques.

11. She reported that escort officers are equippttdhandcuffs. Leg restrains are also used
to facilitate the removal of a non-compliant de¢gioutside the detention estate. The control
and restraint procedures used by contractors woikinthe UK Border Agency are those
used by HM Prison Service.

12. Baroness O’Loan said in her conclusions thatrémation of the complaint files in the
earlier cases indicated confusion as to respoitibilsome lack of training and of
understanding of the complaints procedures whighiegh and management deficiencies in
identifying these problems and addressing themat $tuation had now improved and the
procedures and policy guidance are better thanwieeg. However there was scope for
further development of policies and she made recenaations to address these issues.

13. She concluded that during the period of heméxation from 2002 to 2008 there was
inadequate management of the use of force by thatprsector companies. She had
concerns in relation to the guidance, managemehtraming, for the use of handcuffs.

14. Baroness O’Loan’s recommendations on the Us®nafe included:

» areview of the training provided for the use atiband of the annual retraining, to
ensure that, in any case in which force is usdiert are trained to consider
constantly the legality, necessity and proportibyaif that use of force;

» On all occasions on which force is used, officéieudd be required to justify that use
of force by reference to the necessity, proportipnand legality of the particular use
of force;

» There should be a review of the control and resttachniques and of the Guidance
used to determine what improvements could be made.

15. In August 2009 the HM Inspectorate of Prisamrsdticted a thematic review on detainee
escorts and removalsin her introduction to the report Anne Owers fitlener HM Chief
Inspector of Prisons noted that : “The behaviounwohigration escort staff involved in

® hitp://www.medicaljustice.org.uk/content/view/789/
® http:/www.justice.gov.uk/inspectorates/hmi-
prisons/docs/Detainee_escorts_and_removals_200pdfps



removing detainees, particularly those resistimyaeal, has been a focus of concern for
some time.....”. She stated that it was esseltt#lthere were built-in safeguards to
minimise the possibility of over-enthusiastic u$éooce, or abusive behaviour, and to ensure
that those being escorted had the fullest oppdyteimicomplain if they believed that they had
been ill-treated. The review found that thereenensiderable gaps and weaknesses in the
systems for monitoring, investigating and complainabout incidents where force had been
used, or where abuse was alleged.

16. On 12 October 2010, following numerous docuee@iadlegations of harm during the
enforced removal process, an Angolan national Jilihalgenga died during an attempt to
deport him to Angola on a British Airways flighEye witnesses told the Guardian hewspaper
how the 46 year old man was heavily restrainedeoyisty guards and that Mr Mubenga had
complained of difficulties in breathing prior tostgollapse.

17. On 15 October 2010, Scotland Yard’s homicidié tmok over the investigation into the
death of Jimmy Mubenga and MPs called for a widegireg and independent inquiry into the
UK'’s deportation system. Rt Hon Keith Vaz MP, tleair of the Home Affairs Committee
said he would be writing the Theresa May, the H&weretary and G4S about possible
questions surrounding the deéth.

18. The three security guards from G4S were baiigldout charge initially until December
2010 and continued on bail during the writing aéthriefing, pending further enquiries. Mr
Mubenga’s death and many other serious allegatibagcessive force have led to calls for
G4S to be fully investigated. On 17 March 2014/as reported in the Guardian that Scotland
Yard was considering bringing a corporate mansltargtharge against G4S over the death of
Jimmy Mubenga. The three security guards from Galid also face manslaughter charges

19. At the end of 2010, at a public meeting atHlbese of Commons called by INQUEST
and Medical Justice, the chair of the Home AffSiedect Committee Rt Hon Keith Vaz MP,
reassured Jimmy Mubenga’s family that "we will pust pick up the issue and drop it,"
promising to take up the case as soon as the aggoiice inquiries had finished and the
CPS had considered whether a prosecution shouiddoght. He also agreed that the
committee should conduct an investigation intovifiger issue of the use of force during
enforced returns

20. Prior to the death of Jimmy Mubenga, Joy Gardr#) year old Jamaican woman was
the last person to have died during deportatiomfiioee UK. She was gagged and restrained
by police at her home in north London 1993. Thintéeet of masking tape and a body belt -
a leather contraption for pinning the arms whictl bhains and handcuffs fitted which were
compared to slave manacles - were used to regiogiGardner. The officers involved were
found not guilty of manslaughter and subsequehtydeportation squad was disbanded.

21. Cases sent recently to Amnesty Internationahbyorganisation Medical Justice
demonstrate that the allegations of ill-treatmenird) the enforced removal process
continue.

* A Moroccan national claims that he was restrainetlib arms and legs and was
dropped down the stairs of the airplane. His aias froken.

A Cameroonian national claims he was struck om#ak, handcuffed and his ear
was injured.

* A Zimbabwean claims to have had his wrist brokeah thiat he was bitten

* A Zambian claims to have been strangled.

" Guardian 16 October 2010



* A national from the Democratic Republic of the Comipims to have been beaten
and that his head was banged on the floor.

» A Cameroonian claims to have been assaulted and Badpected fracture but was
not taken to hospital for x-ray

22. During the past year there have been a nunilsgregific allegations of ill-treatment
during enforced removals that have been repor@ddmg:

A 37 year old Colombianwas hospitalised on 6 October 2010 after G4S guard
escorted him onto BA flightHe was refused asylum in the UK claimed he was
mistreated in the stairwell outside the aircrafevehthere were no camefas.
There were five attempts to remove him and Amneggrnational subsequently
learned he was finally sent to Colombia on 14 Jan@11.

An asylum seeker from the Democratic Republic of Qugo (DRC) claimed he
struggled to breathe when security staff restralmedat a Heathrow boarding
gate, and feared he was "going to di¢tle alleged that escorts put a knee on his
chest and sat on him as he resisted efforts ta@nfas removal on a Kenya Airways
flight to Nairobi in January 2011. He had beethi@ UK for eight year and had
claimed asylum as he is an opponent of the Goventiend feared return to the
DRC.

Two students from London University’s School of Orental and African Studies
were taken off of a Virgin Atlantic flight to Naibbon 5 January 2010 when a man
nearby was being forcibly removed from the UKThey said that the man was
handcuffed and in pain as he being violently restih Other passengers on the
plane seated nearby were looking at each otheslelief at a fellow passenger was
who crying out for help and was clearly in consatde distress and pain.

The two students claim the man screamed as heestigined by three guards who
were pinning him in his seat. The students derdnd see the captain which was
denied and they were offered seats at the frotiteoplane so that they would not
hear the man screaming. When they continued tevamncerns, the plane taxied
back to the terminal where according to them arpwite were waiting for them.
They were taken off and one of the students saiddtequestioned under anti-
terrorism powers for several hours before beingred to the underground station at
Heathrow.

A refused asylum seekerfrom Cameroon whose removal on Kenya Airways took
place on 9 April 2010 with 14 other refused asybaekers?!

The Independent reported that he was accompaniadimgle and a female escort
officer plus a male medical escort. All three &provided by the private security
company Group 4 Securicor (G4S). The report dled that Escorts were
authorised to use a variety of techniques to restteportees including a “Goose
Neck” lock and a procedure called “Nose Control”.

8 http:/iwww.guardian.co.uk/uk/2010/oct/21/g4s-jaseierrez-deportee-alleged-mistreatment
® Guardian 23 January 2011

10 “\vitnesses ‘thrown off plane’ during deportatioigfit. Guardian 31October 2010 Matthew Taylor
and Paul Lewis”

1 Independent 15 July 2010



He relates in the article that his wrists and Megse handcuffed for the whole flight
and that his lip was cut and his wrist and chesevieuised. He was allowed to go to
the toilet only with the door open and four guastésding outside.

23. In October 2010 The Times newspaper reportea sacret internal G4S document that it
had obtained, revealing the control and restractiniques used during forced removals.
The escorts from the private security companiegwa#owed to use techniques that the
Government’s advice warns can lead to skull fraagublindness and asphyxia. The
document shows that its escorts are permittedetalibly to inflict pain by applying pressure
to joints, to use handcuffs normally associatedhsfecialist police units, to use nose control
or nose distraction, which is essentially a kachigp to the nose.

24. The Times had learnt that the Prison Servite fghase out nose control techniques as a
way of restraining inmates in jails in England &Ndles because it is considered to be too
risky. Its use in juvenile detention centres hasaaly been banned after an inquiry into the
death of Adam Rickwood, 14, who hanged himself baifiter his face was bloodied by the
technique. "Nose control” is not used by policeceifs.

25. The Home Office has said that the use of farag a matter of last resort if someone
became disruptive or refused to comply, or to pmetiee returnee from harming themselves.
Handcuffs and in exceptional cases, leg restrammsbe uself

26. The Home Office does not publish documentatiothe “control and restraint” methods
used to effect a removal and the UKBA operatingaéads state that “When the application
of force is deemed necessary no more force thaessary will be applied and any such force
must be reasonablé®.

27. As reported by the Independent documents aidagmclusively by the newspaper reveal
the “control and restraint” techniques used byatewdetention and escorting officers. These
include: Rigid bar, chain link and double-lockechtieuffs as well as leg restraints.

28. David Banks Managing Director, G4S Care & des8ervices and Stephen Small,
Managing Director of Detention and Escorting gavielence to the Home Affairs Committee
on 2 November 2010 for the Rules Governing EnfoRethovals enquiry?

29. The Committee was looking at the rules andgma$s employed by G4S during enforced
removal from the UK prompted by the death 20 dasfsie of Jimmy Mubenga who died
while being escorted by two G4S escorts.

30. Mr Banks said that his officers were empoweneder legislation to use control and
restraint techniques when appropriate. He wertb@ay that staff are selected for their
interpersonal skills. Use of de-escalation techesgg a huge part of their training and the use
of force and control and restraint techniques aezllas a last resort. These can mean
anything from the application of handcuffs to tlse wf Prison Service approved methods of
control and restraint.

2 The Times “control and restraint” techniques ugedng forced removals

13 Guardian 14 October 2010

“Independent 5 July 2010

15 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201Gkselect/cmhaff/uc56 3-i/56 3i.htm



31. He believed that last year control and restraas used in about 8% of removals. The
control and restraint techniques used were thagentbre developed by the Prison Service
and approved by UKBA and that the risks associafi#lal positional asphyxia were a major
part of the training programme.

32. Mr Banks told the committee that UKBA wantedédwiew the use of control and restraint
and immediately following the death of Mr Mubenbayt did lift the ability of escorts to use
control and restraint and after a short periodoofsideration, those powers were reinstated in
full.

33. A member of the committee referred to allegetiof behaviour which had been
considered inappropriate concerning a detaineastaing held too tightly, restraint by using
an inappropriate neck hold and being left too longandcuffs and was told that during the
five and a half years of the current contracts, @laints alleging assaults specifically relating
to control and restraint totalled 186. Such coimpéawere investigated by the company and
by UKBA Professional Standards Unit.

34. Banks said all G4S guards were trained in #mgdrs of positional asphyxia and denied
any of its approved techniques involved pushingidees' heads between their legs, saying
the only technique used involved "lifting their daap".

35. Mr Banks was asked about restraint of the lasatiere had been photographs and
drawing in the newspapers about the restraintdividuals. Mr Small said that there was no
training in pushing the head downwards but trainimtgying to keep the deportee upwards.
There were no neck or head holds used. Holds endogks are used to keep people down
in their seat but it did not involve pushing thieads down. Sometimes their heads were
held up when they were trying to put their headsrdo

36. Reference was made to the Ministry of JustiBéigsical Control in Care Training
Manual amended July 20'f0which identified a number of risk factors asstagiawith the
control and restraint procedures. They explainaditiere were two holds that were
discontinued following this publication and thag tuidance to G4S employees had
subsequently been changed. The two holds wergetited double embrace and the double
basket hold. Mr Banks further explained that theas a distraction technique, commonly
called the nose distraction technique which invol\ee very short chop to the nose” that was
discontinued*’

37. However, three months later it was reportedftiilowing Jimmy Mubenga’s death,
whistleblowers from G4S had given testimony whiohtcadicted the evidence given by the
G4S managers regarding a banned restraint techkitpve as “carpet karaok® This
revealed that G4S managers were repeatedly akbdedefused asylum seekers who became
disruptive on flights were being "forced into subkgidon” with their heads placed between
their legs. The technique, which is strictly protedd because it could result in a form of
suffocation known as positional asphyxia, was récked "carpet karaoke" by G4S guards.

38. The article revealed that the whistleblowers fegpeatedly warned that “potentially lethal
force” was being used during the removal procdsss evidence had been secretly submitted
to the Home Affairs Select Committee following JimiMubenga'’s death.

18 http://www.justice.gov.uk/physical-control-in-catmining-manual-2010.pdf

" The nose distraction technique was suspendedebllihistry of Justice in December 2007,
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/jt2007@88lect/jtrights/65/6505.htm

18 Guardian article G4S security firm was warnedethal risk to refused asylum seekers 8 February
2011



39. The whistleblowers also alleged that staff enasufficiently trained. Their evidence
conflicts with that given by David Banks Managingdgtor, G4S Care & Justice Services
and Stephen Small, Managing Director of Detentioth Bscorting to the Home Affairs
Committee on 2 November 2010.

40. On 9 November 2010 Lin Homer former Chief Exeeuof UKBA gave evidence to the
Home Affairs committee on the work of the UK Bordagency’® She was questioned about
the award of the contract to the private compaeljaRce and asked if she was aware of the
complaints about the way in which Reliance deathyeople in custody.

41. Ms Homer replied that they looked at the qualitall the major providers as one of the
aspects of award, and expected them all to havenplaints system and to be able to show
that it was accessible and operated fully andyfairl

42. She was asked if she was aware of the complaiatie against Reliance and the case of
Gary Reynolds was cited. The Independent Policefaints Commission (IPCC) completed
its investigation into the case of 41 year old GReynolds, who became unconscious while
in police custody in Brighton, Sussex.

43. Brighton Custody Suite is run by Reliance, véhsi&ff are not subject to IPCC or Sussex
police disciplinary recommendations, despite tH@G® highly critical findings® The
statement continued that if any part of the crihjastice system was to be run by private
companies it was vital that they are held fully lpeip accountable for their actions and
omissions.

44. Gary Reynolds’ long term prognosis is not kndahhe has suffered life changing
injuries and is currently paralysed on his lefesihd is suffering from significant cognitive
impairment.

45, Hickman and Rose, Gary Reynolds’ solicitororegrl on 31 January 2010 that he was
paralysed down the left hand side of his body arifitss from a permanent brain injury after
being found in a coma in his cell in Brighton pelistation on 2nd March 2088.Gary
Reynolds called for a public inquiry on receivimg treport of an investigation by the
Independent Police Complaints Commission (IPCC)clvhighlighted systemic failures by
custody staff at Brighton Police Station, who wezgponsible for Gary’s care on 2nd March
2008. The IPCC found a failure “to provide Gary Relgs with an adequate level of care”,
which “contributed to Gary Reynolds remaining inamna longer than he should”. The IPCC
also found there was a collective failure to cay a range of highly significant duties
required by the Police and Criminal Evidence Acttfee care of detainees.

The German deportation/removal process

46. In Germany private security companies aremailved in escorting a person to the
aircraft during the enforced removals process.s phéctice is carried out by the German
Federal Police. In general the police are the nesipdity of the regional governments, but
this is not the case at the airport, stations theborders.

19 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201Gtiselect/cmhaff/587/10110901.htm

20 http:/lwww.hickmanandrose.co.uk/Press-Releasgstlary-2010-gary-reynolds-calls-for-a-public-
inquiry-into-systemic-failings-that-almost-killedsh.html

2L http://www.hickmanandrose.co.uk/Press-Releasestlary-2010-gary-reynolds-calls-for-a-public-
inquiry-into-systemic-failings-that-almost-killedsh.html



The system in Germany

47. An effective monitoring system was introduce@001 in Germany first at DUsseldorf
Airport. Frankfurt Airport followed in 2006 and Hadmarg in 2010. The tried and tested
monitoring system comprises two components:

* monitoring of people who are present for forcedmes at the airports in DUsseldorf,
Frankfurt and Hamburg airports

« airport forums were established which are respdméiy installing the monitors and
to which these monitors must regularly report.

48. The committees consist of representatives wéigonental and non-governmental
organisations as well as the churches. They retké/esports of the monitors and discuss
any incidents or problems that have arisen. Thenfigrdo not have any legal or official
supervisory competences. They see themselvesasslisn forums in which problematic
situations and matters can be reviewed and cldrifie

49. Confidentiality is an important feature of foeums’ work. On the one hand the

protection of personal data has to be ensured goakrnmental activities. Data on individual
incidents and other sensitive information is origcdssed among the forum members and not
made available to third parties. The forums care/ariticism and demand improvements,

for example, concerning the protection of the humigints of persons about to be removed.

50. The work of those monitoring removal operatiand of the airport forums has lead to an
ongoing discussion and exchange between repreisestat non-governmental organisations
and the churches with governmental agencies. Thkajahis process is transparency in a
sector previously inaccessible to the public.

51. Independent monitoring of forced returns alssqzrts the rights of everyone involved in
such procedures. This is true for people facingoraahwhose fundamental rights may be
violated when means of restraint are used, argdailsio true for police officials, since the
presence of neutral monitors safeguards them agajsstified attacks and accusations.

52. Essential preconditions for the establishmadtfarther development of the monitoring
system:

Monitors of removal operations must have:

e access to all relevant data and information wiaikéng the confidential nature of
the material into account.

* unhindered access to all phases of the removaégure, meaning free and
uninterrupted monitoring from detention facilitisthe interior of the airplane.

» the possibility of accompanying the flight as farthe country of origin, in
particular in case of joint removal operations frtira European Union.

¢ unhindered communication with the returnees.

« immediate contact with the official in charge oé ttemoval procedure in case of
any problems or incidents.

e aregular exchange of best practices and experigiticether German and
European monitoring institutions with a view to deping common standards.



Conclusion:

53. This briefing has documented a pattern of esteesise of force by Private Security
Contractors during the enforced removals process @wumber of years, often employing
dangerous and abusive control and restraint teaksithat in at least one case, appear to
have resulted in the death of an individual in ®eta2010. This death, and other many
similar cases alleging serious abuse by privatéractors have continued despite two critical
government reports - one produced by Baroness @'IMarch 2010 and the other by the HM
Inspectorate of Prisons in August 2009 — which Inghited deficiencies over the
accountability, training and techniques employedh®se contractors. This suggests there
remains widespread and fundamental problems witlusie of Private Security Companies in
the enforced removals process.

54. In Amnesty International’s view, a complete aadical overhaul and reform of the
current system is now required to enable the UKd&Boment to meet its legal obligations to
protect individuals against human rights abuseshbrt, reforms that must drastically
improve the accountability, monitoring, oversigtimpliance, training and techniques
employed during enforced removals.

55. What follows is a more detailed set of recomdagions, both for the UK government and
Private Security companies, to help prevent setdmunsan rights violations from occurring.
Finally a summary of the relevant international lammights standards that apply to the
lawful and proportional use of force is providetligations that the UK and any companies
contracted on its behalf must meet during the eefibremovals process.

Recommendations for the UK Border Agency:

56. The roles played by Private Security Compatiashave been contracted by States, raise
specific and challenging accountability issuestf@r protection of human rights and
international law. Given long standing concernsrdkie accountability and conduct of

private security companies sub contracted to uakleaw enforcement or related security
operations, the Government should review experignotgher EU countries, most notably in
Germany, where the state uses its own law enfoncepgsonnel to undertake enforced
returns. Their experience suggests that allegabbharm during the removals process are
dramatically reduced when state law enforcemerdquerel are used and independent
monitoring is allowed.

57. Where private companies are contracted by tgdlernment for enforced removals,
oversight, contracts must only be awarded, overaadrmonitored subject to:

« Explicit acknowledgement that private companieg&sgag public law
enforcement operations including the use of forcéhe authority of the state, are
explicitly bound by the Human Rights Act, othererednt human rights
legislation or standards related to law enforcenopetrations including
detention, enforced removals and the use of force.

« Economic incentive, cost or other commercial andp®rational requirements
must not be a basis for awarding or operating estgrdealing with the humane
and lawful treatment of individuals during the rerals process.

« Contracts must be dependent upon suitability abdgimess of the training and
accountability and compliance mechanisms, includisigassessment,



contingency planning procedures, reporting, moimtpand evaluation process to
ensure compliance with internationally recognisedh&n rights standards and
subject to rigorous external and regular complisawggit and monitoring. The

UK government should not allocate contracts togigxcompanies which have
been implicated in instances involving the excessise of force, harm on
removal or any act of torture or other cruel, inlaumor degrading treatment.

« To ensure greater public confidence in the remgwadsess, all allegations of
harm on removal must be subject, where necessaiydépendent investigation
by competent body acting with integrity, impartialand independent from
company, government or the complainant’s influence.

e Toincrease transparency and accountability amditigate against harm, all
removals must be independently monitored by a coempéndependent body
who should accompany, monitor and report on afjestaof the removal process,
including transport from the place of detentioscarting through airports and
on-board aircratft.

58. In these instances, the UK government retai@setgal obligation to protect individuals
against human rights abuse caused by Private 8eQaimpanies as well ensure the right to
judicial remedies.

Recommendations for Private Security Companies.

* No person or company can undertake enforced remavigiout adequate training
and annual certification. Training methods showddsbbject to continuous review,
assessment, learning and development based oraBualof operational experience
and should be subject to regular auditing by theBdiKder Agency. All training
must be geared to help reduce the use of excefesteeand must include:

o all relevant human rights and international ledaigations, human rights
legislation and related standards on use of forckiding the lawful use of
control and restraint techniques.

o modules on dealing with potentially vulnerable grsuethnic, cultural,
religious, age or gender related sensitivities,

o medical assistance, including the medical and pegdical implications
associated with the use of different devices astraints, with particular
focus on the differential impacts it may have difiedent population groups.

0 scenarios based on likely issues faced during eafioremovals, such as
different types of transportation, escorting, oafaoaircraft and different
categories of individuals being removed

o training on verbal techniques / de-escalationniples.

» Private Security Companies should have a cleaoiiace policy in place to which
they can be held publicly to account. The policgwgt list prohibited techniques and
practices, and state its commitment to relevantdrurights and international legal
obligations, human rights legislation and relatieshdards on use of force including
the lawful use of control and restraint techniques.

» There should be an absolute prohibition on anyrebahd restraint techniques that
are likely to impair breathing as should strikesh® head and face whose application



can seriously risk human life, cause serious inpurgonstitute cruel and degrading
treatment.

All use-of-force, including use of restraints, skibbe reported immediately,
monitored and evaluated. Use of Force reports ghimeithorough and detailed to
allow for meaningful assessment to ascertain ihemse of force was strictly
necessary and proportionate at the time of itsiegtdn. It must be clearly specified
in training and operational procedures that evedywidual authorised to use force is
accountable for each and every application of fara® must be able to justify each
and every use of such force.

All use of force must be reported and investigditedugh robust internal compliance
procedures allowing for continual assessment, llegrand evaluation, including
appropriate disciplinary or other remedial proceduiThere must be recourse, to
external investigation by a competent independedyliree from company or
government influence. Private Security Companiesikhnot, in any way, prevent or
hinder an external investigation into use of faattegations.

The use of manual restraints should be avoidedssarstictly necessary to prevent
imminent threats of serious injury or escape andtmat be applied for any longer
time than is strictly necessary. No individuals egply restraints of any kind unless
they have been authorised and trained in the usenfial restraints. Only approved
restraint equipment and techniques may be usedaatidl this, preference should
be given to less injurious restraints such asrsstraints made from fabric. The use
of manual restraints must never be used as a tgalio compliance, or used in ways
that are likely cause unnecessary pain or suffegirfgeighten risk injury, such as, for
example by placing excessive stress on wrist jportby over tightening. Rigid bar
handcuffs and hinged cuffs should not be usedngileir history of abuse

The use of leg restraints should be avoided ibwlkhe most extreme cases which
cannot met with more humane alternative forms sfragnt, and must never be
applied for prolonged periods. Fabric (soft) legtraints should be used; metal leg
restraints should not.

All enforced removals should include a designatadmiance officer who is
qualified as a senior trainer with a supervisoig,ra certified medical officer and a
certified social and welfare officer.

The enforced removals process should be subjectigailed risk management
methodology and contingency planning prior to emoth every removal to help
reduce the use of excessive force or other hunghtsrabuses. To reduce the
likelihood of abuse, contingency planning shoulduga:
0 adequate resources and capacity are allocatedaeaoval depending on
the likely nature of incidents to be faced
0 a minimum number of trained and authorised perdameressary to deal
with anticipated situations.



Key relevant international standards on the use dforce, applicable to any officer acting
under the authority of the state?

* No person acting under the authority of the stateafly law enforcement operations
can inflict, instigate or tolerate any act of toetwr other cruel, inhuman or degrading
treatment or punishment and has a duty to disol#gre to carry out such acts.

* All law enforcement should apply non-violent meaas far as possible before
resorting to the use of force. All use of force o strictly necessary, proportional
to the threat faced and designed to cause the mmimof pain and suffering
necessary to meet its lawful objective. They mayfosce only if other means remain
ineffective or without any promise of achieving tiecessary lawful objective. Force,
including the use of restraints, must not be agdiee any longer time than is strictly
necessary.

» Special attention should be given to the protectbbmuman rights of members of
potentially vulnerable groups, such as childrerg #lderly, women, refugees,
displaced persons and members of minority groupaw enforcement personnel
should pay particular regard to factors of racéprc@ender, sexual orientation, age,
language, religion, nationality, political or othapinion, disability, ethnic or social
origin when carrying out their duty.

* Law enforcement personnel must ensure that alliljplesassistance and medical aid
are rendered to any injured or affected persofttseagarliest possible moment.

» All violations of human rights by law enforcememirgonnel, including any breaches
of these Basic Standards, should be investigalgd fwomptly and independently.
All law enforcement personnel must report everyafderce incident, including the
use of restraints, promptly to their superiors, whould ensure that proper
investigations of all such incidents are carrietl ou

%2 For more details se¢0 Basic Human Rights Standards for Law Enforcement Officials (1998).
AI Index: POL 30/004/1998.



