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	Detention/Custody Related Complaints

	Finalised in Q1 26/27
	



	Ref no.
	Date recorded
	Date finalised
	Brief summary of allegations
	Service acceptable
	Learning identified (individual or corporate)
	Custody suite

	CO/02920/25
	29/10/2025
	07/04/2026
	Detained longer than necessary
	Yes
	No
	Medway

	CO/00702/26
	11/03/2026
	21/04/2026
	Not provided with food and drink
Observation level too low
Checks not carried out
Denied phone call
Solicitor not contacted
	No - for provision of meals only
	Be sure to explain to detained persons the provisions available whilst in custody.
	Medway

	CO/00801/23
	30/07/2023
	01/05/2026
	Denied medication
	Yes
	No
	Medway

	CO/00912/26
	07/04/2026
	08/05/2026
	Denied medical attention, medication and food
	Complaint withdrawn
	n/a
	Medway

	CO/00127/26
	12/01/2026
	13/05/2026
	Detained longer than necessary, insufficient food and cell too cold
	Yes
	No
	Medway

	CO/01553/25
	20/06/2025
	05/06/2026
	Denied food and water
	Yes
	No
	Medway

	CO/00676/26
	09/03/2026
	08/06/2026
	Denied medication
	Resolved os3
	No
	Medway

	CO/00447/25
	14/02/2025
	10/06/2026
	Denied medication
	Complaint withdrawn
	n/a
	Medway

	CO/02356/25
	04/09/2025
	13/05/2026
	Denied food
Denied medication
Not seen by mental health specialist
Access to exercise yard too infrequent
Cell lights never turned off
Insufficient safeguarding
Denied personal hygiene items
	Yes
	Recording both positive and negative interactions in custody records to ensure a balanced and accurate account.
Improve communication with detainees about medication decisions to reduce anxiety and prevent complaints.
Accurately recording all detainee requests, including those relating to mental health, and ensuring clear communication about the reasons for operational decisions such as lighting and yard access.
To create an environment where detainees feel safe to share concerns, staff will be reminded of the need to provide reassurance during risk assessments and explain the support available.
Recording all offers and refusals of hygiene facilities to ensure transparency and accuracy. Staff will be reminded to proactively offer hygiene opportunities during extended periods of detention.
Clear, professional communication when responding to detainee concerns. Staff will be reminded to ensure that all interactions reflect respect and empathy, even during periods of high operational demand.
	Medway & North Kent

	CO/00188/26
	19/01/2026
	01/04/2026
	Denied medical attention
Detained longer than necessary
Denied shower
	Yes
	No
	North Kent

	CO/00014/26
	02/01/2026
	08/04/2026
	Detained longer than necessary
	Complaint withdrawn
	n/a
	North Kent

	CO/00970/26
	09/04/2026
	14/04/2026
	Failures in safeguarding welfare and ensuring appropriate medical attention.
	Resolved os3
	No
	North Kent

	CO/00065/25
	07/01/2025
	01/05/2026
	Detained longer than necessary
	Complaint withdrawn
	n/a
	North Kent

	CO/00536/26
	26/02/2026
	01/05/2026
	Too long to speak to solicitor
Detained longer than necessary
	Yes
	No
	North Kent

	CO/00570/26
	27/02/2026
	05/05/2026
	Denied medical attention
	Yes
	No
	North Kent

	CO/00750/26
	17/03/2026
	12/05/2026
	Facilities inappropriate for a disabled detainee
	Yes
	No
	North Kent

	CO/01370/26
	21/05/2026
	29/06/2026
	Denied medication
	Yes
	No
	North Kent

	CO/03494/24
	02/12/2024
	07/04/2026
	Denied opportunity to speak to an inspector
	Yes
	No
	Maidstone

	CO/01021/25
	23/04/2025
	14/04/2026
	Denied medication
	Yes
	No
	Maidstone

	CO/02886/25
	27/10/2025
	27/05/2026
	Denied medication
	Yes
	No
	Maidstone

	CO/00200/26
	20/01/2026
	12/06/2026
	Denied food and drink
Detained longer than necessary
Cell floor was too cold
	No - in relation to meal not provided when requested
	Custody staff need to ensure that where food is requested it is provided in a timely manner.
	Tonbridge

	CO/02101/25
	12/08/2025
	14/04/2026
	Denied medical attention
	Yes
	No
	Margate

	CO/00685/26
	10/03/2026
	15/04/2026
	Denied medical attention
Denied phone call
	Yes
	No
	Margate

	CO/03124/25
	19/11/2025
	28/04/2026
	Denied medical attention
	Yes
	No
	Margate

	CO/00660/26
	09/03/2026
	14/05/2026
	Custody staff would not confirm arrest of complainant's daughter over telephone
Detainee released from custody without travel arrangements to return home
	Yes
	No
	Margate

	CO/01367/26
	21/05/2026
	21/05/2026
	No mental health assessment
	Resolved os3
	No
	Margate

	CO/01249/26
	08/05/2026
	09/06/2026
	Denied medication
	No action taken - repetitive complaint
	n/a
	Margate

	CO/00983/26
	13/04/2026
	15/06/2026
	No mental health assessment
	Resolved os3
	Greater emphasis is needed on responding to reported risk and making precautionary referrals, even where presentation does not immediately indicate crisis.
	Margate

	CO/02779/25
	15/10/2025
	01/04/2026
	Injury not cared for, not provided food and staff performed inadequate checks on detainee
	Yes
	No
	Folkestone

	CO/03065/25
	12/11/2025
	14/04/2026
	Delays in contacting solicitor and appropriate adult
Not allowed to wash
	Yes
	Custody teams need to ensure that sufficient detail is recorded on the custody logs to show timings of contact with the appropriate adult service and for a rationale to be recorded for any delay in doing this.
When a detainee is charged and refused bail as part of the ongoing management of their wellbeing they should be requested at the time if they want to be woken up for a shower or wash in the morning before court.
	Folkestone

	CO/00049/26
	06/01/2026
	30/04/2026
	Detained longer than necessary
	Yes
	No
	Folkestone

	CO/00347/26
	03/02/2026
	09/06/2026
	Denied medication
	No
	Custody staff will be reminded of the importance of accurately recording key interactions.
	Folkestone

	CO/00425/26
	11/02/2026
	09/06/2026
	Detained longer than necessary
	Yes
	No
	Folkestone

	CO/00354/26
	04/02/2026
	18/06/2026
	Not allowed to wash
	Complaint withdrawn
	n/a
	Folkestone

	CO/03219/25
	27/11/2025
	07/04/2026
	Mental health needs ignored
	Yes
	No
	Canterbury

	CO/00554/26
	27/02/2026
	21/04/2026
	Not seen by mental health nurse
	No
	Identify when person in custody is in need of additional support and ensure they are seen by a HCP or MH nurse.
	Canterbury

	CO/01072/25
	01/05/2025
	29/04/2026
	Denied medical attention
	Yes
	No
	Canterbury

	CO/01180/26
	01/05/2026
	19/05/2026
	Inadequate medical care
	Resolved os3
	No
	Canterbury

	CO/00281/26
	28/01/2026
	08/06/2026
	Denied food and water
	Resolved os3
	No
	Canterbury




	
Detention/Custody Related Reviews

	Finalised in Q1 26/27
	From 1st April – 30th June 2026




	Review No. 
	Complaint No.
	Complaint as  Recorded by PSD
	Complaint Outcome from PSD
	OPCC Review Outcome

	5
	CO/3082/25
	1. Complainant is dissatisfied that following his arrest he was taken to Medway Police Station in Gillingham rather than be processed locally in Sittingbourne. 
2. Complainant is dissatisfied that officers searched and removed items from his bag without his consent. He did not authorise any further search or movement of his property beyond the medication check. 
3. Complainant is dissatisfied that no officer informed him that his property would be searched and no record of this search was provided to him upon release. 
4. Complainant questions the necessity and proportionality of conducting a drug test following arrest. 
5. Complainant is dissatisfied that when his iphone was returned to him he discovered that all additional security measures had been removed from multiple applications, including but not limited to: Snapchat, whatsapp, files, Instagram, twitter, Imessage.  This represents a serious breach of his privacy, digital security and personal data protection. 
6. Complainant states after his release he realised his portable power bank was missing. He questions whether this was taken into police possession and if yes, why was it removed from his bag and why was it not logged, accounted for or returned to him?
	1-4: Service acceptable; 5 and 6 - Unable to Determine
	Invalid - Out of time

	6
	CO/145/26
	1. The complainant states on 14/12/23 they were arrested based solely on a single, uncorroborated IP address without verifying whether it was static or dynamic, identifying the device, or conducting proportionate enquiries. The decision to arrest was therefore disproportionate, premature, and unsupported by evidence. This significantly impacted their life. 
2. The complainant states their arrest rationale was contradictory and unjustified. Despite providing full identification, officers later claimed the arrest was necessary because they appeared “evasive” or “suspicious.” They dispute this, noting no such behaviour was recorded and believing this was a retrospective attempt to justify an arrest without proper evidential basis. 
3. The complainant states that the investigation lacked diligence and timeliness. Despite repeatedly providing the correct passwords, digital forensics took 14 months, and two prioritised computer towers were left untriaged for a year. They state this reflects neglect, not diligence and, ‘directly interfered with my human rights. Most notably, it engaged my right to liberty under Article 5 of the European Convention on Human Rights, as I remained subject to restrictive bail conditions for over a year without sufficient investigative progress to justify their continuation.’
4. The complainant states that no investigative work occurred beyond seizing their devices, and the investigation amounted only to seizing and searching devices, waiting over a year for forensics, finding nothing, and closing the case. 
 5. The complainant is dissatisfied that the investigation continued despite the victim withdrawing support. They state that, despite this and the absence of evidence beyond an IP address, Kent Police pursued the case for over a year, imposing significant restrictions on their liberty, employment, and family life. They state this continuation was disproportionate. 
6. The complainant is dissatisfied with the restrictive bail conditions placed on them for over a year, stating the prolonged investigation and continuation of bail interfered with their right to respect for private and family life under Article 8 of the European Convention on Human Rights. They state this caused substantial and unnecessary harm to their personal life, family relationships, employment, and reputation, and prevented them from living freely while the matter remained unresolved. 
 7. The complainant is dissatisfied that, despite repeatedly informing police their nephew urgently needed access to his assignment stored on the complainant’s seized computer, the file was not returned to the complainant until after the submission deadline, causing significant academic and financial consequences. 
8. The complainant states the subject officer provided false and misleading statements in police records regarding their requests for their nephews assignment. 
9. The complainant is dissatisfied with the speculation that they disposed of a device. They state this is ‘contradicted by the fact that I retain devices over a decade old. These inaccuracies materially affected decisions about my arrest, bail, and proposed disclosures.’ 
	1-8: Service acceptable;   9- Unable to Determine
	Not upheld

	7
	CO/771/26
	The complainant is dissatisfied with the care she received while in custody on 5th February 2026. She states that she requested to see a nurse but was denied medical treatment. The complainant further reports that she believed her cell buzzer had been turned off, that she was denied access to water, and that as a result of these circumstances she experienced a panic attack.
	Service acceptable
	Invalid - no grounds received

	15
	CO/536/26
	1. Complainant is dissatisfied that he was arrested for ‘suspected assault’ but this changed multiple times during his time in custody. 
2. Complainant is dissatisfied that it took 23plus hours to speak to his duty solicitor.
3. Complainant is dissatisfied that the officers in interview treated him as the guilty party. The officer even asked to see his knuckles to see if there was any bruising, the solicitor was very unhappy and told them off about the way they conducted themselves during the interview.
 4. Complainant is dissatisfied that he was remanded in custody for 40 plus hours to appear at court.
	4 x Service acceptable
	Invalid - no grounds received

	16
	CO/3217/25
	1.Complainant is dissatisfied that police forced entry into home without permission or identification. 
2.Complainant is dissatisfied with the use of force by police, resulting in him being knocked unconscious, nerve damage, serious elbow injury, bleeding, and bruising. 
3. Complainant is dissatisfied that handcuffing caused additional injury and bleeding when they were tightened by officers.  
4.Complainant is dissatisfied that they were arrested without clear justification and have not been charged. 
5.Complainant is dissatisfied that medical treatment was denied while in custody despite a known serious health condition. 
 6. Complainant is dissatisfied that Police forced entry and assaulted him in front of his son who ran out of the house screaming and visibly upset. 
	6 x Service acceptable
	Incorrect RRB; now fwd'd to IOPC

	26
	CO/200/26
	1. The complainant states they were unlawfully arrested despite video evidence of their own property being damaged and of themselves being assaulted. They believe the decision to arrest was influenced by their gender stating, ‘It seems guilt or suspicion is being determined by someone’s gender rather than the undeniable incriminating evidence.’ 
2. The complainant is dissatisfied that no arrests were made by officers following their allegations of criminal damage and assault. They state officers ignored available evidence and, ‘shockingly they weren’t arrested despite video evidence and a confession of them committing 2 criminal offences.’ 
3. The complainant is dissatisfied they were handcuffed behind their back, stating this caused their left shoulder considerable pain, and the handcuffs were only adjusted roughly halfway through the journey to police custody. 
4. The complainant states, ‘the police took my computer away. I want it back, it’s mine and I have a receipt for it.’ This is available in large print on request 
5. The complainant states they were detained in police custody for 20 hours without any justifiable reason. 
6. The complainant states there was a failure to provide food and drink to them in custody despite being offered it. This resulted in a prolonged period without either. They state, ’Surely food and drink should be a basic human right, so why would they offer me something at 9:30pm but don’t give it to me?’ 
7. The complainant states the conditions of their cell caused discomfort to them. They state, ‘During my entire detention I stayed on the raised area in my cell because my footwear was taken from me and the floor was cold so sitting or lying down was the most comfortable thing to do.’ 
8. The complainant is dissatisfied they have not been provided with any crime reference numbers or reports from the police regarding the incidents reported to police on 07/01/26. 
9. The complainant states officers attended their address on 08/01/26 and gave their wife and daughter a written warning regarding the damage they had caused to their computer, but not the assault against them. They are dissatisfied their other daughter was not given any warning despite helping to damage their computer and assaulting the complainant on 07/01/26.
	1-5 and 7-9: all Service acceptable but (6) is Not Acceptable
	Not upheld

	33
	CO/683/22
	1) The complainant alleges that Kent Police disclosed to a rugby club that they had been arrested for rape in 2019;  
2) The complainant is dissatisfied that a Kent Police officer spoke to the complainant concerning the complainant’s report of crime whilst the complainant was in a cell.
3) The complainant is dissatisfied with the level of force used by Kent Police officers when arresting him on 06/06/2022.
4) Complainant is dissatisfied that when he was arrested on 14/06/2022 and searched, Kent Police officers failed to locate coins the complainant still had on his person. 
5)  The complainant alleges a Kent Police officer has assaulted them on 14/06/2022  as they have sprayed the complainant with incapacitant spray when they were not presenting any threat and was behind a closed door.  
	5 x Service acceptable
	Invalid - Out of time

	42
	CO/898/26
	1. The complainant is dissatisfied that, despite police being aware of her diagnosed ADHD, officers failed to properly identify her vulnerability or assess whether she required the support of an appropriate adult or intermediary. No reasonable adjustments were made in accordance with the Equality Act 2010, and she was interviewed and administered an adult caution without support to assist her communication or understanding.  
2. The complainant is dissatisfied that, during booking into custody, the custody record inaccurately recorded drugs and alcohol use. They state this information is incorrect, as they do not take drugs and rarely consume alcohol.  
3. The complainant is dissatisfied that an adult caution was issued at a time when they did not have appropriate support to understand the process or its implications. They state that they required assistance and wish for the caution to be removed from their police record.  
4. The complainant is dissatisfied that when police attended her address, their actions triggered a trauma response, causing her to experience fear and confusion. She states that her behaviour was not a deliberate attempt to obstruct police but was misinterpreted rather than understood as a trauma response.  
	NFA, as repetitive
	Not upheld
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