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Dear I

Thank you for submitting the Domestic Homicide Review (DHR) report (Nezha) for
Dudley Community Safety Partnership (CSP) to the Home Office Quality Assurance (QA)
Panel. The report was considered at the QA Panel meeting on 20t March 2024. |
apologise for the delay in responding to you.

The QA Panel felt that report benefitted from the flexibility of the panel in taking account of
information prior to the review time frame and including this in the report.

The report also helpfully includes a well populated and SMART action plan. Additionally,
section 1.6 provides a good summary of the work of the panel.

The QA Panel felt that there are some aspects of the report which may benefit from
further revision, but the Home Office is content that on completion of these changes, the
DHR may be published. Areas for final development:

* The explanation as to why the family and friends of Nezha were not engaged with
and that correspondence/contact with family needed to go through Family Liaison
Officer (FLO) and Professional Standards Department (PSD) representative should
be included earlier in the report, for transparency.

» Suitable pseudonyms should be used instead of C1, W1 and W2.

* The equality and diversity section is underdeveloped. The ethnicities of the victim
and perpetrator are absent, and the section does not state that that English was not
their first language and that there may have been cultural barriers to accessing
services. This is a missed opportunity to highlight any particular issues and barriers
that they may have faced.



Given that the victim was a migrant woman who came to the UK fleeing the civil war
in Syria, panel representation on this would have been beneficial. This may have
helped paint a fuller picture of the victim.

Information around women being disproportionately impacted by domestic abuse is
included in the appendix, but the review would be stronger if it was also included
within the equality and diversity section.

It is not clear why the review suggests that Nezha'’s income fell when she finished
her PhD studies — was this because the work she did alongside her PhD for the
university finished? If so, this could be made clearer.

It is stated under the panel membership that names will be removed prior to
publication — this goes against the current guidance. A panel member role (for North
Midlands Partnership NHS Foundation Trust) is also missing.

The Preface explains that the precise circumstances leading to the deaths of the
victim and perpetrator were determined by the Office of the Coroner in July 2022.
There should be some further explanation on the circumstances at this point.

1.10.3 and 7.4.1 will need updating prior to publication, which relates to the PSD
review.

There were issues relating to the granting of the firearms licence. It was granted
before the police received the information from GP and it is unclear if the police
information that was held regarding the perpetrator’s drug trading and supplying and
different aliases were taken into consideration in relation to granting the firearms
licencing. More detail in this section would be beneficial.

The perpetrator had problem alcohol and opioid addiction that was not identified as
a vulnerability in the data collection form and was not analysed within the report.

There is no information on whether the review contacted the two previous partners
of the perpetrator, which is a missed opportunity. It would be helpful to understand
the decision making surrounding this.

The report states that the judge deemed W1 fabricated allegations against Ahmand.
Given the other records of abuse by him against her are referred to, it would be
useful to also reference these in this section.

Para 9.15 reveals the sex of C1.

The contents in the executive summary use a different name (not Nezha).

1.14.9 includes information on ‘key elements’ such as low income, separation and
drug and alcohol abuse but it does not explicitly link these to Nezha’s
circumstances, so it is not clear if they are relevant or not.

The inclusion of an ‘address’ column for the subjects of the review (para 1.2) is
unnecessary. Also, including the month and year of birth for the subjects is



unnecessary and the age (where relevant) should just be included. The age of the
child should not be included at all.

* Given that this case relates to a suicide, it would be useful to include Public Health
England on the dissemination list (1.15).

Once completed the Home Office would be grateful if you could provide us with a digital
copy of the revised final version of the report with all finalised attachments and appendices
and the weblink to the site where the report will be published. Please ensure this letter is
published alongside the report.

Please send the digital copy and weblink to DHREnquiries@homeoffice.gov.uk. This is for
our own records for future analysis to go towards highlighting best practice and to inform
public policy.

The DHR report including the executive summary and action plan should be converted to a
PDF document and be smaller than 20 MB in size; this final Home Office QA Panel
feedback letter should be attached to the end of the report as an annex; and the DHR
Action Plan should be added to the report as an annex. This should include all
implementation updates and note that the action plan is a live document and subject to
change as outcomes are delivered.

Please also send a digital copy to the Domestic Abuse Commissioner at
DHR@domesticabusecommissioner.independent.gov.uk

On behalf of the QA Panel, | would like to thank you, the report chair and author, and other
colleagues for the considerable work that you have put into this review. Yours sincerely,

Home Office DHR Quality Assurance Panel



