
BROOK HOUSE INQUIRY 

First Witness Statement of Helen NVilkinson 

I provide this statement in response to a request under Rule 9 of the Inquiry Rules 2006 

dated 16 November 2021. 

I, Helen Wilkinson, date of birth [.___ RP!‘ ___L previously a Higher Executive Officer 

civil servant assigned to investigations within Home Office Security, of Ordsall Lane, 

Salford, MS 3LZ will say as follows: 

Introduction 

1. In so far as the contents of this statement are within my own personal knowledge, 

they are true, otherwise they are true to the best of my knowledge, information and 

belief. 

2. The answers provided below are to the best of my knowledge and recollection, with 

reference to the documents noted in the Rule 9 request. Should the Inquiry wish me 

to consult any other documents, I would of course be able to do so if given sufficient 

time. 

Background 

3. 1 was an Investigating Officer (10) with the Professional Standards Unit (PSU) from 

April 2012, including during the Relevant Period. I later covered the Senior 

Investigating Officer (SIO) role from May 2021, during which time my title was 

Acting SIO and my grade remained I IEO/10. I left the Home Office on 30 

November 2021. 
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4. As an 10 during the Relevant Period, I was allocated a variety of cases to investigate 

by an SIO. I conducted the investigation and then compiled a report outlining my 

findings. For external complaints, I had to determine whether the evidence showed, 

on the balance of probabilities, whether the complaint was substantiated or 

unsubstantiated. My caseload of external complaints included cases at Brook House 

IRC amongst others and 1 also conducted internal HR misconduct investigations. 

Process 

5. 1 understand that the Home Office provided the Inquiry with a detailed written 

explanation of the complaints process dated 24 July 2020, which covered and linked 

to Detention Service Order 03/2015 — handling complaints' and its annexes. The 

annexes include a flowchart of the process and timescales2. 1 set out below my own 

understanding of the process. 

6. It is my understanding that cases are referred to the PSU via the Complaints Hub 

on a DCF9 (complaint) form' completed by persons detained that are placed in 

complaints boxes in the IRCs and sent to the Hub and then (if relevant) to the PSU 

inbox. The PSU deals with complaints of potential serious misconduct. 

7. Persons detained in IRCs can submit a complaint for investigation regarding their 

handling by Home Office staff / contractors working on behalf of the Home Office, 

as can the general public. 

8. I was not involved with the process and criteria for deciding whether the PSU would 

investigate a complaint or not. I was not involved with the allocation of complaints 

to an Investigating Officer within PSU. I was allocated cases, as an 10, by an SIO, 

usually my line manager. This was the case with D2054 that was allocated to me on 

= https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/handling-complaints-in-immigration-removal-centres 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachrnent data/file/589 
149/DSO 03 2015 Annex C complaints flowchart.pdf 
'Also available here: https://www.gov.uk/government/puhlications/handling-complaints- n-immigration-
removal-centres 

2 
Witness Name: Helen Wilkinson 

Statement No: 

Exhibits: 0 

HOM0332047_0002 



10 July 2017. The other two cases, D687 and D668 were allocated to me by an SIO 

on 17 and 29 November 2017 respectively. 

9. Once a case was allocated the investigator acknowledged the complaint and 

arranged to speak to the complainant. As evidence was received, this would be 

reviewed by the investigator and questions arising would be put to the complainant 

and then to the subjects of the complaint. The investigator identified witnesses and 

arranged to speak to them. Once all evidence was reviewed, the investigator would 

write up the report. They would decide whether, on a balance of probabilities, the 

evidence supported or did not support the complaint made (substantiated or 

unsubstantiated). 

10. If a complainant was no longer in the UK, investigator would check for contact 

details and then contact the complainant for their account and any evidence they 

wished to provide that was relevant to the complaint. These details would be held 

by the contractor at the Centre or on Home Office systems. 

11 If a complainant expressed a wish to retract or withdraw their complaint, an 

investigator would speak to them to establish why. If they maintained their request 

to withdraw it then they would be asked to sign to confirm this. If there were 

concerns about the allegations raised, the matter may still be investigated but that 

was the decision of a Senior Investigating Officer. 

12. There was a two working day requirement for acknowledging a complaint of serious 

misconduct, and a 12 week requirement for a written response. 

13. The investigation was supervised by a Senior Investigating Officer and they would 

review and sign off the report. 

14. Recommendations made in the reports were captured as part of the lessons learned 

process, referred to at paragraph 53 of the DSO. I do not know what follow-up or 

monitoring was conducted by others once the I0 had completed the report. 
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Investigation carried out by me which related to D668, D687, and D2054 

15. In this instance, I was allocated D687 on 17 November 2017 and then allocated 

D668 as well on 29 November 2017. I had no involvement in the commissioning of 

the reports and would not do so given I was the Investigating Officer and any 

investigation was allocated to me by a Senior Investigating Officer. (D2054 was 

allocated on 10 July 2017 and was not part of that later commission). 

16.1 was instructed to conduct the commissioned investigations as complaint 

investigations and advised by SIO (Mark Phillips) that the PSU investigation was 

one of a number of actions taken that cumulatively would cover the Article 3 

requirements. All three investigations were conducted the same way, as complaint 

investigations. I am asked whether I had any concerns about the way the 

investigations were carried out: I did not. I perceived no pressures to reach certain 

conclusions in the PSU reports. My conclusions were based on the evidence. The 

final, detailed, reports were dated 15 September 2017 for D2054 [CSJ001627, 

although a better copy without other documents is at CJS005991], 20 February 2018 

for D687 [HOM002725] and 21 February 2018 for D668 [HOM002748]. 

17.1 do not think that the investigation process was different because these were 

investigations commissioned by the Home Office rather than arising from 

complaints made through the usual process. The only difference I noted was that 

the reply letters I wrote were sent to Detention Services by the Senior Investigating 

Officer, for them to issue to the solicitors acting on behalf of the complainants. 

Usually the letters of response are issued direct from the IO to the complainant, 

whereas the reports (which are reports to Detention and Escorting Services (DES) 

are sent to DES. I recall that I sent the letters to the Senior Investigating Officer 

Anthony Lennon, for him to send on to DES or GLD, I do not now recall which. I 

was not involved in these next steps and had no knowledge of them or of the roles 

of others such as DES or GLD. I had no concerns because I had fulfilled my role by 

doing the investigation impartially and thoroughly and making findings based on 

the evidence. I also have no knowledge of the timings of letters being sent. 
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18.1 am asked how if at all, the investigations you carried out interacted with police 

investigations or criminal prosecution decisions. I did not interact with police 

investigations or criminal prosecution decisions. I did communicate with the police 

regarding two of these investigations. Normally, when a complaint comes into the 

PSU, a SIO reviews it and decides whether to complete a transfer of crime form to 

refer allegations to the police, and if so a member of the support team actions that. 

As an 10, I did not have any involvement in that process. For D2054 a transfer of 

crime form was completed by the support team on 20 July 2017 [HOM002475]. 

The police then requested clarification, and 1 provided background from the initial 

evidence on 24 July 2017. I updated with my fmdings on 18 September 2017 

[HOM002472] and offered a copy of my report to the police, as I would do on such 

cases. They filed their case on 25 September 2017. For D687 an initial introductory 

email was issued to Sussex police by SIO Phillips and I followed this up and 

checked that they were content for me to conduct the PSU investigation and speak 

to D687. They confirmed that they were. After speaking to D687, I updated them 

again, in case that affected their decision and they wanted to investigate. They did 

not. At the end of my investigation I updated the police with my findings, as I would 

do in all my cases. 

19. I am asked to comment on the PSU report for D668 [HOM002748] at page 44 and 

the PSU report for D687 [HOM002725] at page 46, which state that there were 

organisational deficiencies across the Home Office that were either raised to HDO 

Gibson or raised in the recommendations in the report. It states that these included 

learning for individual Home Office staff members and organisational learning for 

the Home Office, including a change in Home Office policy to help prevent a 

recurrence of the incidents investigated. I have no further comments to make. I have 

read the reports and find my reasons stated in the reports are valid. 

20. I do not know what effect my comments had on PSU investigations and individuals 

detained in Brook House. My role as 10 is to investigate and produce a report. I 

have no further involvement. I do not know what changes/improvements were made 

5 
Witness Name: Helen Wilkinson 
Statement No: 1 
Exhibits: 0 

HOM0332047_0005 



following the report and recommendations. I have nothing to add about learning 

required. 

21 I had no involvement in follow ups of recommendations or lessons learned, either 

within the PSU or other of the Home Office, although as an 10 where one of my 

recommendations had been refused the HEO on Lessons Learned (a role within the 

PSU, supporting an STO) could email me, and as the TO who wrote the 

recommendation, 1 would then be offered an opportunity to comment. 1 don't recall 

whether this happened for any Brook House complaints that I dealt with. I would 

estimate that three times as an TO I have been told that recommendations have been 

refused and asked to comment. I have been asked to consider row 82 of the lessons 

learned spreadsheet and have done so. I have also been provided with some emails 

about this recommendation. I recall that T did quote the incorrect DSO reference in 

the recommendations section of the report (paragraphs 8.10.9 and 8.10.10) after 

having quoted it correctly in my findings (paragraph 7.5.5). I became aware of this 

when HEOcr..-:ir (Operational Support, PSU) emailed me on 10 December 2019 

("The business is questioning recommendation (8.10.10). The team are looking at 

the recommendation and it refers to DSO 11/14 which related to a Security incident 

report, however this is not in line with the recommendation made. Please could you 

confirm if you mean DSO 09/16 which is regarding R35 reports?"). I confirmed the 

correct DSO reference for Rule 35 by email to HEozzzi on the same day. I asked 

her to update the recommendation to the business and I would update the report held 

on PSU files. 

22. Although I was not involved in it, I was aware that the PSU has some lessons learned 

processes of its own. I understood that a quarterly lessons learned report was issued 

to specific stakeholders across the Home Office by the lessons learned team. I was 

not involved in any of that. I was also aware that there was a recurring slot at the 

PSU monthly meeting (which I attended) where an overview of the quarterly report 

was read out by the Lessons Learned SIO, and that there was broad sharing of 

knowledge within the PSU — however I was not involved in this. 
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23. My reports accurately reflect my recommendations on the question of whether there 

is any Home Office Policy that should be changed to help prevent a recurrence of 

the incidents investigated, based on the evidence I collected and reviewed. I have 

nothing further to add about changes to policy. My reports accurately reflect my 

recommendations on this. 

24. I am asked to comment on the PSU report for D668 [HOM002748] at pages 39-40. 

D668 had complained that he filled in a complaint form with the care officer as he 

did not feel safe in Brook House IRC, however, he did not receive feedback. This 

allegation was found to be substantiated. I cannot comment on whether failure to 

respond to complaints by individuals detained in Brook House was an organisation-

wide issue. I did not have that strategic overview. I was an JO and investigated a 

varied caseload that was allocated to me by an STO. I cannot comment on whether 

I noticed an improvement in how complaints were handled or any increase in 

complaints because I did not have that strategic overview of cases coming into PSU. 

25.1 am asked to comment on the PSU report for D668 [HOM002748] at pages 34-38, 

which address D668's allegations relating to healthcare, including why the PSU was 

tasked with this. I was aware that complaint cases involving healthcare staff were 

normally referred to the healthcare provider for them to follow their own complaint 

process. In this case, I was tasked with reviewing the actions of healthcare staff in 

the terms of reference I was provided with by the SIO. For D668 this was in relation 

to whether the healthcare clinician had completed the Rule 35 form in line with the 

HO policy on this and whether there had been any influence on this completion and 

to identify what had happened in the healthcare waiting room. The SIO said it was 

for me to cover given the complaints were not about actual clinical care. I was not 

involved in how cases were handled when they came into PSU. I was allocated 

D668's case by an SIO and conducted the investigation and wrote the report based 

on the evidence provided. I have no training on how to investigate complaints 

relating to healthcare. However, I was not looking at clinical decisions in that 

investigation, I was looking at whether the Home Office policy had been followed, 
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whether the doctor had been told not to complete the R35 form fully, and what the 

process was when a detained person attended at the clinic. 

26.I am asked to comment on the PSU report for D687 [HOM002725], my 

investigation into D687's complaints, and my conclusions that his allegations were 

unsubstantiated. This was the outcome of a very detailed investigation report, the 

entirety of which I do not summarise here. I am asked specifically whether I have 

any further comments on page 32 para 7.1.3, where 1 noted that none of the 

interviewees with whom I spoke had witnessed verbal or racist abuse by detained 

persons on the wings. I do not have further comments - my findings were based on 

the evidence provided. To summarise, the interviewees were a variety of staff across 

the Centre from officers to healthcare and volunteer staff. There was no 

corroboration to support D687's allegation of verbal or racist abuse by DCOs 

towards detained persons on the wings. In preceding paragraphs, 7.1.1 onwards, I 

concluded that D687's description ofthe officers changed, that D687 had previously 

used the complaints system but did not do so in relation to the alleged abuse, he had 

had a solicitor throughout his time at Brook House and had ample opportunities to 

make the complaint earlier. In the subsequent paragraphs, 7.1.4 - 7.17, I looked at 

specific officers who might have matched his description. I spoke to a female DCO, 

who said that it was D687 who had been abusive not her. She said she was Sudanese 

and would not have said the alleged abuse and "I could be in the same position, 

someone saying fuck off back to your own country... my primary aim was to assist 

those there in need". She had completed an SIR on the day, setting out how D687 

had called her "a fucking cunt" and was telling her to Viick off and shut the flick 

up". Further, at paragraph 7.1.8 I set out how throughout his time at Brook House, 

D687 is recorded as being abusive to officers, used cannabis and spice, and made 

threats to officers. 

27. My finding at 7.5.5 was that the attempt to hang himself because he did not want to 

leave Brook House was not substantiated because the evidence had not supported 

the reasons D687's had given. 
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28. At 7.5.10 naming and describing two officers who were not present but who had 

been dismissed and featured on the Panorama footage, on top of the other 

inconsistencies referred to in the preceding paragraphs, had the effect of seriously 

affecting D687's credibility given that the evidence showed that it was not true. 

Further accounts about these officers who were not present, are mentioned in the 

next paragraphs. 

29.1 did feel it was a major concern that the two officers did not switch on their BWV 

when the policy is clear on that point. It did affect their credibility, however, the 

other evidence available had supported their actions to use force (7.5.37-7.5.39). I 

did weigh their actions and D687's credibility with the evidence (7.5.41) and found 

on the balance of probabilities that the evidence did not support D687's allegations 

of excessive force. I did raise a number of recommendations to address the failings 

found. 

30. I did make a number of recommendations and I understand these are fed into our 

lessons learned process. As an IO, I do not have any involvement following up on 

my recommendations and do not know what, if any, were implemented. 

31. In relation to my investigation into D2054's complaints, I concluded that his 

allegations were unsubstantiated in my report [CJS005991] at pages 15-26. I do not 

have any further comments in relation to my conclusions. These were based on the 

evidence I was provided with during the investigation. 

General Issues 

32.1 do not recall now why 1 referred to the officers as the article 3 officers in the emails 

[HOM004231] at page 3. I could guess that it was because it related to the officers 

that we had been commissioned to investigate as complaint investigations that 

would feed into the wider article 3 consideration (see paragraph 16 above). I asked 

for checks to be conducted with DEPMU, I assume because I cannot recall, to see 

if there were any comparable complaints of behaviour for any of the officers named 

by D687 and D668. 
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33. The process is in place for making complaints to the Home Office, by means of a 

complaints box on the wings. I do not know how making a complaint is explained 

to detained persons or supported by the DCOs and onsite Home Office staff. As I 

understand it, again there is the same complaints process available on return to the 

Centres. D2054 complained by email following his removal. I do not know the 

process for making a complaint once no longer detained. 

34. In any process, the complainant has to feel comfortable complaining. Some may 

and some may not. My recommendations suggested how these could be promoted, 

8.10.11-14 of the PSU report regarding D668's complaints [HOM002748]. In that 

report, I noted that there "is a reticence by detainees to using the formal complaint 

procedure". I made two recommendations: firstly that Home Office Engagement 

Officers could either use their direct contact with detainees to address any concerns 

or confidence in the system or organise an awareness raising campaign, secondly 

that the box for complaints could be relabelled from 'Immigration and Enforcement 

Complaints' to 'Immigration Detention Complaints — Home Office' so it was clear 

it was for complaints about Brook House RC and not for immigration matters. 

35. There are no barriers to a detained person continuing with a complaint once they 

have commenced. Once they arrive at PSU, they are acknowledged and supported 

by the I0 to provide their evidence about their specific complaint. This also goes 

for detained persons who are witnesses. The IO would liaise with any detained 

person witnesses to provide their evidence. 

36. For staff witnesses, as above the JO would liaise with the member of staff to support 

them through the process. They are supported to give their evidence whether that 

be favourable or unfavourable to other staff. They are made aware that their 

evidence will be included in the report that would be seen by their organisation. 

They are encouraged to report any victimisation they may suffer to their managers 

as it is a disciplinary offence. 
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37. In D2054 the complainant had left the UK. I arranged a telephone interview and 

facilitated his submission of photographs. In D668 I arranged to meet in Home 

Office facilities near to his home and provided photographs so he could identify 

officers. I conducted a telephone interview with a witness D668 provided and fed 

back when another did not respond. in D687 one of the officers had left and 

preferred not to meet in Brook House. I facilitated alternative Home Office premises 

so he was comfortable meeting with PSU to provide his account. I travel, as 

required, to conduct interviews near to where complainants, subjects and witnesses 

are based. In these cases, as additional complaints were submitted these were added 

to the terms of reference and I made additional enquiries to ensure that I had 

accounts from all parties so that I could make sound findings based on the evidence. 

38. I do not consider there was pressure from Home Office Detention Services or G4S 

to reach a certain conclusion. My investigations were conducted impartially and 

findings based on the evidence I was provided with during the investigation. 

39. I cannot say whether the footage broadcast by Panorama in September 2017 

impacted the work of the PSU. I can only answer for myself that I continued to 

investigate and make findings based on the evidence I was provided with during my 

investigations. 

Additional Comments Following D668's Evidence 

40. During D668's oral evidence to the Inquiry, a number of issues were raised in 

relation to my investigation into his complaint, which I wish to address here. 

41. Following D668's oral evidence to the Inquiry, I have consulted the investigation 

minute sheet for the investigation I conducted into D668's complaints 

[HOM002588]. I can see that I requested information on any previous complaints 

about DCOs named by D668 on 12 January 2018 and received a response on 15 

January 2018 (from G4S) and I also requested information from DEPMU and 
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received a response on 16 February 2018. I would not have known at the time of 

D668's interview in December 2017 whether any relevant DCO, including Darren 

Tomsett, had been the subject of other complaints or disciplinary action. Following 

my inquiries, I became aware that Darren Tomsett had left employment at Brook 

House on 5 January 2018, but that he was not "sacked", and there was no record of 

other complaints or misconduct in relation to him. 1 do not recall the conversation 

alleged by D668 in his evidence to have occurred whereby he suggests I told him 

that Darren Tomsett had been "sacked because of his wrongdoing to detainees". 

42. D668 alleges that he requested a copy of the audio from his interview with me, but 

was never provided with one. He alleges at various points in his oral evidence that 

the written summary of the interview is misleading, false, or fails to include things 

which were raised in the interview. I can confirm, having consulted the 

Investigation Minute Sheet completed during the course of my investigation that 

the CD containing the audio recording of the interview with D668 was sent to his 

representative, Puja Nandi of Duncan Lewis, on 22 January 2018 

[HOM002588 0005]. D668 remains represented by Duncan Lewis so they should 

have this CD, unless they have given it to D668, or lost or destroyed it. 

43. There has been some confusion in relation to the allegation that the doctor who 

completed D668's Rule 35 report was told not to complete all relevant sections, and 

who it was that D668 alleged the doctor said told him this. I understood the 

complaint to be that someone (whether Brook House Officers or Home Office staff) 

had put pressure on, or influenced, the doctor in order to persuade him not to 

properly complete the Rule 35. 

44. When interviewing D668, in December 2017, his solicitor was present. He made it 

clear that he believed it was Home Office staff [HOM002539_0029]. When I 

interviewed the doctor, in January 2018, it is clear from the summary that we 

discussed the doctor's interactions with the Home Office [HOM002564]. It was 
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clear to me that the doctor himself had decided not to complete every section of the 

form. His comments as recorded in the summary included: 

"Dr Chaudhary said that he typed the account into the medical record (13:48 hrs 

on 24 July 2017) as Mr [D668] was giving his account. This is then copied into 

the R35 assessment. He said that they allocate 45 minutes for a R35 assessment 

and that is sufficient. He said PT means patient. 

Dr Chaudhary had not seen the copy of the HO report. He said of section 5 that 

he does not use a body map. He says that he can describe a scar better than show 

on a body map and he did do so in his assessment. He said that he was given 

this advice at the HO workshop in January 2017 when they had raised issue that 

they were time consuming. He was shown slides from a 2015 HO workshop as 

a guide but was unable to confirm if this had been the presentation from his 

workshop. The HO had not asked him to complete body maps throughout the 

time he had been completing R35 assessments. If he felt one was needed he 

would complete one. He said that the HO should not take a negative inference 

from the lack of a body map and the R35 report by the HO did not as it 

mentioned the scars. 

In response to why Dr Chaudhary had not completed an assessment at section 6 

of the 'impact detention is having on the detainee and why, including the likely 

impact of ongoing detention' Dr Chaudhary said "often it is a very tricky 

question to answer and often the way I do it is if there is something to offer I 

put it down. If they is nothing to say I don't put it down. You can never predict 

what ongoing detention is going to do to a detainee." 

45. In my report 1 summarised the interviews, set out the requirements of the DSO, and 

made very detailed findings at paragraphs 7.5.8 — 7.5.13 [HOM002748]. I made a 

recommendation in my report about improving this process: 

"7.5.11 The DSO on Rule 35 was very clear, as was the assessment form and 

instructions Dr Chaudhary had in front of him. It is acknowledged that Dr 
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Chaudhary is making a number of these assessments daily and his reluctance 

about making a clinical assessment in case things changed, however that should 

not detract from the importance of the process or the individual before him. 

Medical Practitioners (MP) are asked for their clinical assessment because this 

is an essential part of the decision making process. Dr Chaudhary, as a MP 

completing the Rule 35 assessment is required to give this and chose not to do 

so. I found that Dr Chaudhary's assessment of Mr [D668] under Rule 35 was 

incomplete. It was unfair for Dr Chaudhary to assume that by not stating the 

impact of detention that an assumption of no impact would be made by the 

caseowner. 

7.5.12 Likewise, I was concerned that the caseowner had not queried the 

missing information and had just made her own assessment on an assumption 

that no impact stated meant there was no impact on continued detention. These 

will be addressed in recommendations. 

7.5.13 On the evidence and to a balance of probabilities, I find the allegation 

that Brook House officers informed the doctor not to complete his Rule 35 

Assessment unsubstantiated. It was Dr Chaudhary who decided not to complete 

a body map and not to comment on the impact of continued detention and not 

Brook House officers or the HO as implied." 

46. I note that I do refer to 'Brook House officers' in 7.5.13, but I also say "or the HO 

as implied". In addition, as set out above my investigation did cover fully the 

allegation that the Home Office had told the doctor not to complete the R35 in full. 

47. D668 alleged in his oral evidence that I asked him "where is your proof'. I would 

not have asked this question. I would suggest a complainant can submit evidence if 

they wish to do so and I would review it. He also alleges that I told him in the 

interview that CCTV would not have been working or would have been deleted. 

What I explained to him is that CCTV might not be available due to the passage of 

time (between the alleged incident and a complaint being made), but that I would 
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check. Later in the interview I stated that I understood that CCTV was only retained 

for 30 days [e.g. HOM002539_0024, _0027], and was only kept longer if there had 

been a complaint or other reason for it to be downloaded within the 30 days. I would 

have been aware of this from previous investigations. I reassured D668 that I would 

speak to everyone present and that D668 had mentioned, in order to build a picture 

of the alleged event in the absence of CCTV. Additionally, I did request CCTV for 

all of D668's complaints, as well as viewing the cameras to see what could be 

viewed in some of the areas described, and taking photographs to show what could 

be seen, and asking for viewing logs (see paragraphs 5.16, 6.3.18, 6.4.7, 7.2.7, 7.3.1 

of my report [HOM002748]). My report made recommendations about CCTV 

positioning and recording when CCTV has been viewed as part of a complaint (see 

paragraphs 8.4, 8.10.6, 8.10.16 of [HOM002748]). 

48. In respect of the alleged assault which D668 says took place on a staircase on either 

17 or 18 August 2017, my conclusion that it was unsubstantiated has been described 

as obscure (transcript of D668's evidence, page 8, line 16). In this respect I would 

like to say that there was no CCTV, as the alleged events happened some four 

months before the complaint was assigned to me to investigate, and no complaint 

was made at the time. I had photographs which show the staircase and show that 

the view from the CCTV is obscured and there are blind spots. I made a 

recommendation about this. With regards to the alleged assault itself, none of the 

witnesses put forward by D668 recalled the incident and there were no 

contemporaneous records. The only evidence that it happened was D668's 

complaint itself. I am required to come to a determination on the balance of 

probabilities and in my judgement it was more likely than not that this assault did 

not happen as reported. 

49. Finally, D668 has alleged in his oral evidence that he was not provided with a 

response letter in relation to his complaints and my investigation. D668's response 

letter was issued to his solicitors via Detention Services Complaints, who sent an 

email on 18 April 2018 (15:45hrs) to D668's representatives entitled "Response to 
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complaint SHEROYZ./0067370002/[D668]", which attached my fmal 

determination letter. The determination letter was sent again to Duncan Lewis on 9 

May 2018, by Jose Domingos, after they had contacted me — I think that at that point 

I raised this with the SIO (Anthony Lennon) and on his advice provided the relevant 

GLD contact details to the solicitor. As set out above, I have no knowledge of the 

timescales for sending out the letter as I was not involved in that step. 

50. The letter that D668 was asked about during the Phase 1 hearings, i.e. the letter with 

the final two paragraphs ending with (HOM002747) was my letter. It was my 

final version. The reason it appeared unfinished was because I was very keen to 

ensure that it covered all areas that D668 had raised as complaints, including those 

not part of my detailed investigation which were dealt with as part of a wider review. 

I was not involved in the wider review. I drafted an additional final two paragraphs 

on the assumption that others (I can't now recall who I assumed might do this) 

would add a final line to it based on the outcome of their review and thus inform 

D668 of the outcome of the wider review. I really can't remember exactly what 

prompted me to add them, but I am generally a perfectionist and I would guess that 

I would have wanted to cover absolutely everything in the letter so that D668 had a 

full response to everything he had raised in one place. I don't know why the last 

two paragraphs were removed, or who removed them. I don't have any concerns 

about the letter being amended to remove those two paragraphs. I presume that 

someone did not want to take the approach that I had effectively suggested by 

drafting those last two paragraphs. Obviously, I had included those paragraphs as I 

wanted to inform D668 of the outcome of the wider review, but that was, strictly, a 

matter for others as it did not fall directly in my investigation. The elements I 

investigated were not amended. I did not (and do not) have any concerns with others 

reviewing the letter. 
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Current Position 

51. In my experience there have been no changes to PS U policy, procedure or practice 

in relation to how I investigate complaints relating to Brook House or any other 

external complaint. I investigate impartially and make findings based on the 

evidence 1 am provided with during the investigation i.e. contemporaneous 

documents, CCTV / BWV and through interviews I conduct with the complainant, 

subjects and witnesses. I am unaware of any increase in allegations being 

substantiated or any cases being re-opened. As 10 1 would not have been aware of 

those strategic decisions. 

Statement of Truth 

I believe that the facts stated in this witness statement are true. I understand that 

proceedings for contempt of court may be brought against anyone who makes, or 

causes to be made, a false statement in a document verified by a statement of truth 

without an honest belief in its truth. 

I am content for this witness statement to form part of the evidence before the Brook 

House Inquiry and to be published on the Inquiry's website. 

Name Helen Wilkinson 

Signature 
i . 
Signature

Date 17/01/2022 
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