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Detention Assurance Review – IHMS Allegations 
 

Introduction 
1. In July 2015, the Guardian Australia ran a series of 14 articles which alleged 

improper conduct around the provision of health services in immigration detention by 
International Health and Medical Services (IHMS) in the period October 2011 to 
January 2014.  The articles drew heavily on leaked documents purported to come 
from IHMS.  

2. While focusing on the activity of IHMS, the articles also raise concerns around the 
adequacy of the Department’s contract management practices.  Of most concern 
were allegations around potential fraud, deliberate contract manipulation, and failure 
to provide adequate medical services.    

 

Approach 
3. In response to the articles appearing on 21 July 2015, the Department referred the 

allegations for review by the Detention Assurance Branch.   A review model was 
consequently implemented comprising of a set of separate but related activities: 

• an internally conducted management self-assurance review undertaken by 
Detention Health Services Branch – seeking to assess the veracity of the 
allegations of improper conduct (the internal review, Attachment A.1 - Review of 
allegations made against International Health and Medical Services in the 
Guardian Australia, July 2015) 

• an externally conducted management initiated review conducted by KPMG – 
looking to assess the allegations to determine if there is substance requiring 
further investigation (the external review, Attachment A.2 – Management Initiated 
Review – IHMS Contract), and 

• an overarching evaluation of the above by the Detention Assurance Branch, 
including a reconciliation of differing views and collating any arising 
recommendations (this paper). 

4. Supplementary to these activities, two external entities have a significant interest in 
the outcomes of the evaluation of the allegations, namely: 

• The Australian National Audit Office – currently conducting an audit of the 
Department’s contract management of the IHMS contract, and 

• The Australian Federal Police – which received a referral from Senator Hanson-
Young seeking an investigation into the allegations.   
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Context 

5. There are two issues arising from both the external and internal reviews process 
which are important to contextualise the activity between IHMS and by the 
Department over the time period to which the allegations refer, October 2011 to 
January 2014 (the period). 

IMA arrival increase 
6. The leaked documents relate to the period, which coincided with the surge in Illegal 

Maritime Arrivals (essentially a four-fold increase in volume on a year by year 
comparison).  This surge in volume required rapid change, and significant expansion 
and rollout of health services across multiple new facilities.  

7. The Department acknowledges that the existing contract was not designed for this 
volume, and that the service delivery and staffing models for IHMS were 
subsequently modified to meet demand faster than good governance would normally 
allow.  

8. The Department had very limited (location based) monitoring of IHMS service 
delivery prior to the design of the Health Care Services Monitoring Programme in 
2012, and the Health Care Services Performance Management Framework (rolled 
out over 2013 and 2014). 

The commercial nature of the relationship 
9. There is no doubt that IHMS is a commercial entity with a priority objective of 

achieving strong profit and growth.  This is not a criticism, but reflective of the reality 
of contracted service provision.   

10. Through the review processes, both internal and external reviews agree that IHMS 
took an approach of seeking to maximise profits, including through actively reducing 
opportunities for the Department to seek contract abatements. 

11. Having made those comments, it is also important to note that IHMS was a business 
critical and supportive partner in working with the Department to ramp up activity in 
response to the surge in arrivals.  

 

Summary of Findings 
12. The articles contain a large number of allegations, including repeating along key 

themes.  For the purpose of the review activity, the allegations were collated into the 
below set of 8.  Alongside each allegation is the combined outcome of the reviews 
outlined above. 

13. For each allegation, Detention Assurance has provided a combination of 
observations (non-actionable) and recommendations.   

14. The bulk of the recommendations are being implemented through the Detention 
Health Service Branch Work Plan and are forward looking. 
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Allegation 1: Fraud is inevitable 

Allegation  Verified?  

IHMS acceptance that 'fraud is inevitable' in undertaking its reporting to 
the Department and an apparent IHMS desire to intentionally mislead 
the Department in relation to IHMS' performance. 

No 

15. Neither the internal nor external reviews found evidence of fraudulent activity. 

16. The quote that “fraud is inevitable” arises in the context of a singular presentation 
pack designed to educate the audience on contractual performance requirements 
and the challenges of meeting high levels of compliance.  It could be read as a 
clumsily worded way of expressing that with compliance thresholds set at 100%, it is 
inevitable that this threshold will not always be met.  

17. The second part of the allegation relates to a desire to intentionally mislead the 
Department. There is limited evidence of such a ‘desire’, but there is evidence to 
suggest misleading reporting has taken place.  This is discussed under the following 
allegation.  

18. Observation: All contracted service providers should be held to account as part of 
ongoing contract management to ensure effective fraud controls are in place.  

19. Recommendation: No further action on this allegation. 

 

Allegation 2: Deliberate misreporting 

Allegation Verified?  

IHMS deliberately misreported various events and data to the 
Department to avoid or minimise contract non-performance penalties. 

Partially  

20. Both the external and internal reviews found evidence to suggest that the risk of 
IHMS misreporting against performance metrics in the relevant period was high. 

a. The external review noted some evidence that suggests that 
measurement errors were deliberate as they allowed leeway in meeting 
performance metrics. 

b. The internal review noted ongoing concerns around evasive and 
ambiguous responses by IHMS in relation to the allegations.  It was also 
noted that IHMS did not report errors of its own initiative, but would take 
steps to rectify such when the Department raised them.  

21. The external review recommends undertaking further analysis of performance 
reporting over the period, but then questions whether this is a cost effective 
exercise. 
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22. The internal review takes a forward posture and recommends work to improve IHMS 
analysis and communication of data to the Department, particularly in light of the 
difficulties in obtaining comprehensive responses from IHMS in relation to these 
review processes.  

23. Observation: The level of ‘misrepresentation’ sits across the grey area between 
contract profit maximisation, and deliberate malfeasance.  It would be very difficult to 
prove to the criminal standard (beyond reasonable doubt) that ‘evasive and 
ambiguous responses’ are deliberate and therefore attempted fraud.  However, on 
the balance of probabilities, it is likely that IHMS has engaged in some misreporting 
designed to avoid non-compliance or failure to achieve performance targets.  

24. Recommendation: It is recommended that the Detention Health Service Branch 
include rigorous compliance monitoring as part of the broader performance 
management of the Immigration Detention Health Services Contract. 

 

Allegation 3: Absence of character checks 

Allegation Verified?  

Staff working at detention facilities including Regional Processing 
Centres without having the required working with children and/or police 
checks. 

Yes 

25. All parties agree that there were four individuals at the Manus Regional Processing 
Centre in January 2013 who had not undergone the appropriate police checks. 

26. Similarly, IHMS was not able to provide evidence of working with children checks for 
a small number of individuals working at the Perth Immigration Detention Centre 
around the same time.  

27.  IHMS argues that given there is not a financial penalty for this non-compliance, they 
would have no incentive to mislead the Department.  The internal review suggests 
otherwise, that IHMS has misled the Department to avoid admitting non-compliance. 

28.  While worded differently, both the internal and external reviews recommend that 
further assurance is required around IHMS compliance with working with children 
and police checks. 

29. Observation: Working with Children and police checks are different across all 
jurisdictions (as they are State and Territory based).  The Children, Community & 
Settlement Services Division has been alert to this concern for some time, and may 
be able to assist the Detention Health Services Branch in aligning contract policy 
with wider departmental child protection frameworks.   

30. Recommendation: It is recommended that the Detention Health Services Branch 
strengthen reporting requirements around the compliance of IHMS staff with working 
with children and/or police checks – including requesting evidence from IHMS.   
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Allegation 4: Failure to deliver health services 

Allegation Verified?  

IHMS failing to deliver health services to an adequate degree, which 
could impact the health outcomes of detainees including children, failure 
in vaccination provision. 

Partially 

31. The external review comments that two separate audits have identified concerns 
around the level of health care provision for the period.   

32. The internal review is stronger in its criticisms, suggesting IHMS provided minimal 
evidence to support effective vaccination rates, and noting concern around the 
former (and current) status of child health milestone checks. 

33. The internal review also criticises current vaccination rates, suggesting that IHMS is 
misleading the Department through the application of inappropriate calculations.  
Using the specific calculation brings the current vaccination rate down to 91% - 
below the performance metric.    

34. The external review recommends that the Department should undertake further 
review to ensure it is comfortable with the level of healthcare service provision. 

35. The internal review recommends analysis of the measures introduced in the new 
Immigration Detention Health Services Contract to ensure that these measures are 
adequate to support the provision of appropriate health services. 

36. Observation: The level of ‘comfort’ around the provision of healthcare, or what 
constitutes ‘appropriate’ are ambiguous terms.  From both a reputational risk 
perspective, and to satisfy its duty of care, the Department should be assured that 
the provision of care, including adequate vaccinations rates are in line with 
Australian community expectations.  

37. Recommendation: It is recommended that the Detention Health Service Branch 
include rigorous compliance monitoring as part of the broader performance 
management of the Immigration Detention Health Services Contract. 

 

Allegation 5: Excuse culture 

Allegation Verified?  

IHMS having a culture of seeking excuses for non-performance. Partially 

38. The internal review found that this allegation was justified, and that IHMS did have a 
culture of using excuses to avoid findings of non-compliance or underperformance. 

39. The external review differs in finding that IHMS was simply acting ‘commercially’, or 
in other words looking to maximise outcomes.  
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40. An interesting observation in the article containing the allegation quotes from an 
IHMS document “inevitably, the conversation will revolve around what has been 
pulled from the excuse bag, not on performance itself”.  

41. Observation: The implication in the above and particularly in the discussion within 
the external review is that previously the Department has not been well equipped to 
manage the contract in the face of commercially aggressive practices.  Whether this 
is still the case or not, disparity in contract management skills is relatively common 
across Commonwealth contract management. 

42. Recommendation: It is recommended that the Detention Health Service Branch 
liaise further with IHMS to develop expectations around the provision of evidence to 
support ‘excuses’.   

 

Allegation 6: Contract and clinical outcome conflict 

Allegation Verified?  

Fundamental conflicts between contractual and clinical objectives. No 

43. The internal review finds any potential conflict to be adequately managed through 
current arrangements. 

44. The external review indicates there were occasional conflicts but goes on note that 
the Department is now comfortable that such conflicts have been resolved under the 
new contract. 

45. Observation: There is a fundamental conflict between contractual and clinical 
objectives where profit and cost dictate clinical operations.  For example, restriction 
of IHMS operating hours to ‘normal business hours’ is a commercial decision (driven 
by the Department) that does not necessarily accord with the environment in 
detention centres where activity is (particularly amongst the single adult males) 
largely nocturnal. 

46. Recommendation: No further action on this allegation.   

 

Allegation 7: Inappropriate access to medical records 

Allegation Verified?  

Inappropriate access to medical records sought by department staff and 
inappropriate provision of medical information to other governments.  

No 

47. The internal review cites an example of inappropriate access by a State Office 
monitoring team, rapidly resolved. 
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48. The external review comments on the access by the Department of medical records 
for monitoring purposes, and that such was agreed as appropriate by IHMS. 

49. Both reviews discuss and agree that current sharing of information is both 
appropriate and managed in accordance with privacy considerations and need.  

50. Observation: While in the context of this review no further action is necessary, 
IHMS is one of the organisations on Nauru who have been involved in significant 
data and privacy breaches (i.e. the loss of the torture and trauma counselling hard 
drive).  The Department needs to separately consider the adequacy of current 
controls around that risk. 

51. Recommendation: No further action on this allegation.   

 

Allegation 8: Unable to locate detainees 

Allegation Verified?  

The IHMS has been unable to 'locate' detainees due to poor data 
provision by the Department. 

No 

52. Neither the internal or external reviews found this allegation to be true. 

53. There have been instances where there is a delay between detainee movements 
and uploading of data into IHMS and departmental systems – particularly during the 
period of increased tempo. 

54. However neither review is able to provide an example of where such delays have 
caused a significant issue.  

55. Recommendation: No further action on this allegation.   
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