
BROOK HOUSE INQUIRY 

First Witness Statement of Vanessa Smith 

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

dated 15 February 2022. 

I, Vanessa Smith, date of birth [~~~~~~j:f~~~~~~~~~~] Engagement Officer, Brook House 

Immigration Removal Centre, Perimeter Road South, Gatwick, RH6 OPQ, will say as 

follows: 

Introduction 

1. To the extent that the contents of this statement are within my 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 be able to do so if given sufficient time. 

3. The Rule 9 request issued to me contains 71 questions, many with detailed sub

questions. I have done my best to address these requests though it has not been easy 

to do so in the limited time available. I will continue to give thought to the questions 

raised by the Inquiry before my oral evidence. 

Background 

4. Prior to beginning to work for the Home Office, I worked as a shop assistant. 

Around 16 August 2005 I started working as an Administration Assistant at UK 

Border Force where I provided administrative support to Immigration Officers. 
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5. Around 13 May 2013 I became an Administration Officer for the Home Office at 

Brook House. In that role I was involved in engaging with residents, service of 

paperwork and administrative duties. Around 19 October 2016 I moved to being an 

Engagement Officer (Temporary Cover Allowance) at Brook House. This was a 

pilot role and I was on temporary cover as an Engagement Officer. I was in this role 

over the Relevant Period. Around 4 October 2017 my role as an Engagement Officer 

was made permanent. 

6. My Engagement Officer role was a role within the Pilot Pre-Departure team (now 

the Detention Engagement team). I agree with the description of my role included 

in [HOM002174], although I would substitute the word resident for detainee. Over 

the Relevant Period, and still today, that role involved a number of responsibilities. 

My job was to meet with the residents and build a returns plan. This would include 

discussing with them their position and trying to identify and resolve barriers to 

their return. The intention behind this was to try and increase voluntary and 

compliant returns. My job also involved monitoring the progress of residents 

against returns plans and delivering returns in the fastest possible time. In addition, 

I conducted induction interviews with incoming residents, outlined the expectation 

of return and discussed the implications of not complying. My job also involved 

meeting with residents to undertake existing transaction type meetings such as the 

service of papers and detention reviews. In my role I would also respond to case 

working issues that came up. I would liaise with the wider business to resolve issues 

and ensure returns were possible. I would build relationships with residents and, 

where possible, would be present at removal and flag contract monitoring issues 

appropriately. Because of Covid-19, my role has changed slightly recently with 

more of a focus on charter flights and telephone interviews. 

Attendance at Brook House 

7. There were two teams at Brook House for the Home Office. There was the Pilot 

Pre-Departure team (whose name has been since changed to Detention Engagement 

team) who dealt with residents to encourage compliant returns. There was another 

team, the contract monitoring team, who dealt with monitoring G4S (their name has 
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also changed to DES Compliance more recently). I am not aware of the particular 

G4S teams. 

8. Before the introduction of the Pre-Departure team as a pilot in October 2016, we 

were all one team working together at Brook House. This would be a team with 

Administration Officers, Executive Officers and Higher Executive Officers. 

Administration Officers would deal with administrative duties and service of 

paperwork which was received from the case working teams. Executive Officers 

were the line managers of the Administration Officers. I also think they would deal 

with some contract monitoring of G4S but I am not sure to what extent that was 

done. 

9. On the introduction of the Pre-Departure team as a pilot in October 2016 we were 

split up. At that point Executive Officers only dealt with contract monitoring for 

G4S in a separate team. Engagement Officers were split off and dealt with residents 

to achieve compliant returns. Administration Officers dealt with administration and 

supported the Engagement Officers. The Pre-Departure team were also given a 

HEO and an SEO who oversaw the entire team. 

10. My role at Brook House was a full time role so I attended there each day. I would 

work early shifts, day shifts, and late shifts. I would primarily work in the 

Immigration Office on site at Brook House. However, I would carry out resident 

interviews in the G4S visits area. 

Contract 

11. At a very high level, I understood the Home Office's contract with G4S in the 

following way: the Home Office would detain residents at the centre. G4S would 

run the centre and manage the residents. The Home Office would monitor G4S and 

under the contract deduct points (or were "pointed" as I have heard the contract 

monitoring team call it) for cases where procedures are not carried out in accordance 

with the contract. 

3 
Witness Name: Vanessa Smith 
Statement No: 
Exhibits: 0 

HOM0332141_0003 



12. In respect of key performance indicators, I was not involved in the process of 

assessing such indicators under the contract because of my role as an Engagement 

Officer. As such, I have little knowledge of the specific key performance indicators 

and how they work. I am, however, aware that at least one such indicator relates to 

inducting residents within a specific timeframe. I know this because I remember a 

situation where we had a large number of inductions to complete in a short period 

of time. When an extension was asked for, it was refused on the basis that it would 

be a failure to comply with the performance indicators. Save for having the high 

level knowledge of how the contract works (to which see the above paragraph), this 

is the extent of what I understand in respect of the key performance indicators. 

13. I do not have much more to add about the contract as I was not involved in the 

management of its enforcement. I do not know what contractual terms were 

regarded as important by the Home Office, and I do not have sufficient knowledge 

to have a view on that myself I was not involved in monitoring and so do not know 

what measures were used to assess against the contract. I do know though that 

assessment was undertaken on a daily basis. I do not know how records of the 

performance assessment were assessed, nor who they were shared with. I think that 

the way results were used was set out in the contract, and points loss could mean 

losses for G4S. But I have no specific knowledge about this as I did not have any 

involvement. 

14. While I do not know the specifics of the contract, I do believe that care and welfare 

was considered from the Home Office perspective to be an important factor in the 

contract. For example, I was aware as an Engagement Officer that I had a duty of 

care towards all residents. So if they raised an issue with me I would flag it up with 

the contract monitoring team. That could be things like ifthe resident was not happy 

with their healthcare or their food, or if a mobile phone was not provided. However, 

I do not know how this played into specific key performance indicators. I also do 

not know whether the Home Office was required to report overall welfare of 

detained persons to anyone. I was not involved in that and would just ensure I 

reported things that I saw or was told to the contract monitoring team. 
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Welfare of detained persons 

15. I have been shown both [CJS00073 l] and [CJS000540]. I can remember seeing the 

Home Office Policy before but not the G4S policy. The latter G4S policy was, I 

believe, more relevant to the compliance and the contract monitoring team. On the 

extent to which these policies protected vulnerable people, it is hard for me to say 

as I was not closely involved with this side of management. From my perspective, 

I would always flag up any vulnerability during any engagement with a resident to 

the contract monitoring team, healthcare team, or G4S as appropriate. They dealt 

with these issues. The contract monitoring team oversaw everything that was 

happening within the centre as they worked with G4S. 

16. When I was working with residents, I would encourage them to put in complaints 

if they were not happy. I would also raise issues myself For example, if a resident 

said to me that he was under 18, I would flag that up straight away. I would inform 

the contract monitoring team and caseworker of the issue. I would call G4S to move 

the resident to a safer room. Social services would then get involved to determine 

whether the person was below the age of 18. I would also check to see if the issue 

had been flagged up previously for that person, and if so get advice from my 

managers before taking any actions. 

17. In respect of how risk was balanced against immigration factors, and the burden on 

individuals to evidence risk of harm that might render the person particularly 

vulnerable, I was not involved in this kind of decision-making. This would be a 

decision that involved G4S, healthcare, caseworker and immigration managers. It 

was not something that really fell within the scope of my role. As a result, I cannot 

comment on the impact of these policies on such decisions. As to whether the Adults 

at Risk policy operated effectively generally, it is difficult for me to say because of 

my limited involvement. To the extent that I was involved (in highlighting risk 

issues to other appropriate teams) I thought it worked effectively. 

18. In respect of Rule 35, I am only involved in part of the process. I think that the bit 

I was involved with was effective at Brook House in the Relevant Period, but I 
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cannot speak for the remainder of the process. I know that a resident will be seen 

by a medical practitioner when they first arrive who will assess them. A Rule 35 

point might arise at that stage and is dealt with separately to me apart serving the 

result/paperwork to the resident. The resident will then come to our team for an 

induction. In that induction we have questions about whether a resident has been 

the subject of torture, or sexual or gender based violence. If they raise a concern at 

that point, I will check whether they have already raised this with the medical 

practitioners. If they have not, we will explain the Rule 35 process and arrange a 

new examination with an appropriate medical practitioner. That person will then be 

seen. At the end of the process a healthcare report will then go to the immigration 

team, and the Administration Officers will send it on to the case worker. Once the 

matter has been decided by the caseworking team, it will come back to me as 

Engagement Officer to deliver the result to the resident. Aside from at the induction 

stage and delivering the outcome, I am not really involved in this process. 

Detainee Forum Meetings 

19. While my team was in its pilot stage, we would attend the Detainee Forum Meetings 

along with the compliance team. I am not sure whether this was in the Relevant 

Period. I think such meetings were held weekly and held in the visit centre. Aside 

from my team attending, there would be the G4S managers, contract monitoring 

team, residents, facilities and members of catering. The focus of these meetings 

would be the residents' cases, food and other facilities issues. Residents would be 

informed about the forum and they could freely turn up to have these discussions. 

We would answer the questions raised by the residents. I believe that minutes of 

these meetings and action notes were taken. 

20. After a period the Pre-Departure team stopped attending these meetings. This was 

because we found them an ineffective way of dealing with an individual person's 

complaints about a case. Instead, we had the interviews where matters could be 

discussed, but we also ran a Thursday drop-in session where we would make sure 

to have our laptops. By having our laptop we could investigate the case file to 

answer a resident's questions, or there and then send an email to the appropriate 
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person to act on the issue raised. We could not really do this at the Detainee Forum 

Meetings because of confidentiality and practicality issues. We have found these 

drop-in sessions more effective than the Detainee Forum Meetings for Pre

Departure team work. They have had to be limited because of Covid-19 currently, 

but management wants to progress them again in the future. In addition to those 

options there were also the request forms available on each wing which my team 

would act on when the matter raised related to us. 

Complaints 

Generally 

21. I have been directed to a number of policies. I should begin by saying that I am not 

involved in the complaints process. My job would primarily involve informing 

residents of the complaints form if they said that they were not happy with 

something. As such my knowledge is limited. 

22. However, to the best of my understanding I think the process worked in this way: a 

resident would submit a complaint by writing it out on a form which are available 

in the centre. They are available from each wing for them to raise issues on all 

matters. That form would then be put in the immigration box. That would then be 

collected and the contract monitoring team would send it to the complaints team. If 

an issue could be resolved with a response from G4S then they would make that 

response through the complaints team. However, if the complaint was a serious 

matter it would go on to PSU for investigation. 

23. In interviews with residents I might receive informal complaints which I would try 

and deal with myself I do not remember the specifics of these informal and lower 

level complaints. However, for serious complaints I would advise that the resident 

fill in the appropriate form. I remember a case when a resident complained to me in 

an interview about use of force which had caused him to be bruised. In that context 

I advised him to submit a complaint form which could be properly investigated. 
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24. I do remember one more significant complaint which I did investigate myself 

because I knew the resident and wanted to assist him. It was a case where a resident 

said he had been made the subject of the no notice removal procedure and was 

unhappy about this. I was surprised as, typically, that procedure is for disruptive 

removals. However, my understanding in respect of that resident was that he was 

compliant and wanting to be returned. Thus it was unlikely that he was going to be 

disruptive when removed. I investigated this and found that there had been an error 

on the Home Office side. By investigating this I was able to raise it with the relevant 

team and have the resident removed from the no notice removal procedure. 

25. I am asked to consider when in the past I have been involved in an investigation 

conducted by G4S or the PSU. The main such investigations I have been involved 

in are those addressed in my statement below. These were, particularly, the 

investigations raised in paragraphs 29 and 43 below. I do not remember being 

involved in an investigation in respect of the matters raised by David Waldock. 

Indeed, my preparing this statement is the first time I have seen DCO David 

Waldock' s complaints. I do not recollect having being involved in other complaints 

investigations. 

26. There is nothing that occurs to me that would be a way for the complaints process 

to be improved. 

27. For complaints not related to mistreatment, they could raise such issues with the 

Engagement Officers or the welfare team and we would try and fix the issue. If the 

matter was more serious they would be told to use the forms available on the wing 

to write in the complaint. 

28. For all complaint forms, if they had a language barrier or some other issue making 

it difficult to fill in a form, the welfare team could help. Also sometimes legal 

representatives might put in the complaint instead. 

22 February 2018 

8 
Witness Name: Vanessa Smith 
Statement No: 
Exhibits: 0 

HOM0332141_0008 



29. I have been asked to comment on an investigation into my misconduct at a training 

course of 22 February 2018. Various documents have been provided to me, and I 

have considered them. The events of 22 February 2018 are a long time ago, and I 

think that the record of what I said in the meeting on 6 April 2018 was made at a 

time when my memory of the incident was better. I have been provided that 

document at [HOM005906]. 

30. Supplementing my evidence from the time, my recollection is that the training 

session on 22 February 2018 was more casual and colloquial than I had previously 

experienced. The training was personal safety training, which was necessary so that 

I could see residents. I cannot now remember the standard of that training. I think, 

although cannot be sure, that the Hibiscus staff were new to the experience of the 

training. We were discussing a particularly dangerous scenario with a high level of 

threat. The trainers had asked us to comment on the situation and what had 

happened. 

31. I explain the reasons why I said he "had it coming" in my interview at 

[HOM005906]. I was expressing myself in the more colloquial language that had 

been used throughout the training session. I thought at the time, and still think now, 

that what I had said was taken out of context and the meaning misunderstood. The 

view I was trying to express was that the actions were justified in the circumstances. 

However, I accepted at the meeting when challenged by an instructor that I should 

not have used that language. I also accepted fault when it was investigated by the 

Home Office and accepted the disciplinary sanction that was issued to me. As I also 

said at the meeting, I would take care in how I expressed myself in the future to be 

careful so that people do not misinterpret my intent. 

32. I am also asked whether at that session I had said "I'd go to town on them". As I 

said at the meeting, I did not use that kind of language. Actually, that phrase is not 

in my vocabulary anyway. I do not remember there being a negative attitude 

towards residents at that meeting, and my attitude to residents is positive. As to 

whether there was laughter: as I said at the time I was laughing along with everyone 

else. Similarly, nodding was in agreement with the actions being explained by the 

9 
Witness Name: Vanessa Smith 
Statement No: 
Exhibits: 0 

HOM0332141_0009 



instructor as I had previously attended this kind of training. The setting was casual 

and colloquial, and I think how I acted was impacted upon by this. I note that the 

allegations in respect of this issue were not proven. 

33. Overall, in the disciplinary process they did what they had to do and investigated 

the matter properly. I was annoyed because I had accepted at the time of the incident 

that I should have not said what I had said. However, I accept that due process had 

to be followed and the proper sanction issued. 

34. As to whether the Panorama documentary led to a change of attitude, I do not think 

prior to the programme there was a negative attitude at the Home Office. This is 

something I comment on elsewhere in this statement. For G4S staff I cannot really 

comment on a change of attitude because I did not have sufficient contact with all 

G4S staff to identify such a change, and particularly those staff on the wings. 

Contact with Detained Persons 

Generally 

35. It is part of my role as an Engagement Officer to have contact with residents at 

Brook House. This will occur every time that I am on shift. This would involve 

serving paperwork, interviews in relation to Home Office matters, drop-in sessions, 

and inductions 

36. The typical way that I would engage with a resident would be in an interview. 

Before going to the interview I would look up the case note on CID (the immigration 

database) and see if there was anything to consider in terms of vulnerability (e.g. 

Part C - which is a document to report things that have happened at the centre such 

as a disruptive resident to the Home Office and for inclusion on the immigration 

database). The way that I would interact with the person would then depend on what 

I read about them so as to best manage the situation. 

37. For example, ifl knew someone had been reported as having a low mood or having 

made self-harm/violent threats, I would take my time and carefully listen to them. I 

10 
Witness Name: Vanessa Smith 
Statement No: 
Exhibits: 0 

HOM0332141_0010 



would want to help them understand the process of what we were discussing and 

ease any frustrations that they may have. Often residents would react well to that 

kind of discussion because I would be able to help them understand and also respond 

to some of their frustrations. 

38. On the database it might instead say that someone was a risk of being violent. If that 

were the case then I would make sure that I had a G4S officer present to ensure the 

situation was safe. In that context I would also be careful to discuss things in a calm 

and collected manner to keep the heat out of the conversation. 

39. Unfortunately, in some discussions we do get some residents who are abusive and 

aggressive to Engagement Officers. In that situation I would have to terminate the 

interview. I would then open the door and leave and inform the G4S officer that 

was present. In the past I have experienced this happening and the officer would 

have to escort the resident back to their room where I believe they would be talked 

to by the wing officer if they did not calm down. 

40. Residents can be understandably frustrated about not getting case information or 

updates about their removal or release. In those circumstances I would try and chase 

up the matter with the caseworker as they are the decision-maker in that situation. 

In that relationship I essentially act as the middle person. In that context I would 

reassure the resident that once an update is obtained, I would notify them. 

41. Sometimes a difficulty we experience when speaking to a resident is a language 

barrier. Language barriers can cause residents to become really frustrated because 

they are unable to understand what is being discussed. Unfortunately, sometimes it 

can take a while to get through to an interpreter which means the discussion is much 

harder (or impossible) to have. I remember that at some point in the past the 

Engagement Officers were provided with the contact details of the individual in 

charge of the translation service so we could make complaints to Bigword. 

42. In general, I have found my discussions with residents positive and pleasant. It 

really helps to speak to them in a friendly manner, signposting them to how they 

can obtain help for their different concerns. A friendly manner means engagements 
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are better for all involved. I think this justifies the introduction of the Pre-Departure 

team; it allows us to build up a rapport with residents. 

D687 

43. I have been directed to some of the papers in relation to comments made to me by 

D687. This situation arose in a context where I had gone to him to provide a monthly 

progress report (IS 15 lF). I cannot remember what his case report specifically 

mentioned. However, I do remember that he was frustrated with the situation. As a 

result he made a comment which I included in my note on CID (which is now 

[HOM032193]). He said that he would do something in a weeks' time if things did 

not change. 

44. I remember asking him to stay in the room, and asked a member of visit staff to be 

with him. I then arranged for the information to be passed on to the G4S managers. 

I advised the staff if the G4S managers believed after speaking to him that an ACDT 

must be opened to let me know. I went back to the office and informed my managers 

to make them aware of the resident's intentions and also informed my manager 

about the statement. My manager agreed with these actions. 

45. The ACDT training that I had at that time is discussed at page 2 in [HOM002505]. 

At that time the contractor training I had received was from 2016/2017 and it lasted 

a few hours. I do not remember more than is set out in the record of that interview. 

I say in that interview that the training was not refreshed regularly. I should say in 

the past few years it has been more common. There is some detail about the changes 

in training subsequently in [HOM002512]. 

46. In my view I correctly followed my ACDT training. The reason I thought that it 

was not serious enough to warrant an ACDT at that time was because he said he 

would do something in a week's time if things did not change. The threat was not 

an immediate one but a conditional one. I thought that I had successfully calmed 

him down. I believe I correctly actioned this because I followed the process as I 

understood it. In the context of a threat that is not an immediate one I would instead 

notify managers. 
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47. I am asked to consider the situation that D687 made threats to overdose to the 

RAPT. If he had told me that I would have assessed the situation and acted on it. 

With him having said he will take an overdose to RAPT (or if he were to have 

already taken one) I would open an ACDT. It is different to a conditional threat with 

a significant time gap, where I thought I had calmed him down. I assessed him based 

on the training I had received and also notified G4S/Immigration managers to make 

them aware. 

48. Today I would still assess the threat and its immediacy in deciding what course of 

action to take in respect of such a decision to open an ACDT or inform managers 

as appropriate. Today, I would ask more questions than I did then to clarify the 

situation and assure him more I am trying to help him. Depending on those answers 

I might take a different approach to what I did then. 

49. I do not believe that my not opening an ACDT for D687 indicates that I had a 

negative attitude about residents. I understood myself to be following the 

appropriate process that I had been taught. Also, as I say above, I told my manager 

of my actions and they agreed at that moment. 

Culture 

50. Before answering these questions, I should set out the relatively limited amount of 

contact that I had with G4S staff In my role I would primarily meet G4S staff in 

the visits area. I would spend a few hours most days in that area seeing residents. 

The G4S staff would bring residents to see me and assist with residents while in the 

visits area. Those who worked in the visits area rotated but were broadly the same 

people. I would rarely go into the wings at Brook House and therefore had limited 

contact with other G4S staff I would, if passing them in the corridor, exchange 

pleasantries in a professional manner. 

51. Members of the contract monitoring team had far more interaction with G4S staff 

generally. Because I was not part of that team, it is difficult for me to comment in 

detail on many of these culture questions. 
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52. There is limited I can say about the culture at Brook House because my role was 

limited to the immigration office and visits centre. I generally saw the same few 

people as they assisted me in the visits centre. From my experience I found the staff 

culture professional but otherwise do not have much more to comment on the 

matter. 

53. In respect of staff morale at Brook House, I found from the limited G4S staff that I 

spoke to that there were general grumbles and complaints about managers not 

seeming to care about them. They also said that they were unhappy because there 

was not enough staff I thought of these as the pretty typical complaints that many 

people have about their workplace. However, I did not think morale particularly 

low or particularly high. 

54. For Home Office staff, I similarly thought that morale was not particularly low or 

particularly high. In fact, for my new team I think we had quite a positive mind-set 

because we were seeing improvements through the pilot scheme being introduced. 

We were getting the opportunity to sit down and discuss the scheme for the better, 

making it work more optimally for everyone involved. This was positive. 

55. I thought the attitudes towards residents at Brook House generally professional and 

nothing out of the ordinary. Of course, I was not watching all G4S staff interactions 

with residents so cannot be sure about their attitudes. I would interact with residents 

at specific times of the day, and in this would also speak to G4S staff When 

speaking to residents in the context of the visits centre, my attitude to an individual 

might depend on what I know about them and their demeanour. If they are friendly 

then we would have a pleasant conversation. If they were not the discussion might 

be more formal. I thought matters professional and did not see anything unusual. 

This was something I think was the case for all Home Office staff That flexibility 

in attitude was also something I saw in G4S staff when they would help me. IfI had 

concerns I would raise them with G4S staff For example, I might give G4S staff 

guidance that they need to go and help a resident with their welfare and health. 
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56. In respect of values, I did not have any particular concerns. I did think in the 

Relevant Period things were pressured for Home Office staff This was because at 

that time we were trying to implement the pre-departure pilot. If things were not 

working then we would change how the process worked. This could cause strain 

but allowed us to respond to the needs of residents and the Home Office. This pilot 

scheme was introduced with the intention of building up a rapport with residents. 

Indeed, in my recollection over the Relevant Period values were only getting better 

as a result of the pilot scheme. I think these have continued to improve, although 

there have needed to be some changes to respond to the demands of Covid-19. 

57. For G4S staff (and Serco staff today) there is contract monitoring where, as part of 

that, the values and performance of work done will be assessed. DES Compliance 

today go particularly in depth with Serco to keep an eye on them. In 2017, and 

indeed today, I was not really involved in contract managing. As such, it is hard for 

me to comment on G4S values. There is nothing that I have seen which gave me 

cause for particular concern. 

58. I did not have much contact with the senior management of G4S because of my role 

as an Engagement Officer. Because of this, I did not really have enough contact to 

get a specific understanding of their values and priorities. As I have already said 

above, I would hear from the less senior staff some of the concerns and gripes that 

they might have. However, this did not give me cause for particular concern. As far 

as I know I think feedback from the resident side would be taken into account and 

things would improve for the better. From 2017 we were also seeing changes (such 

as the pre-departure team pilot) and seeing that things were progressing and 

improving. So generally things were improving for the better. 

59. In respect of Home Office management, I found that the managers did their job 

properly. Managers would typically act on the concerns I would have and offered 

me support. I do not know what the relationship between the Home Office managers 

and G4S was like and so cannot comment from that perspective. 
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60. Residents or staff would sometimes raise concerns with me informally about 

general concerns they might have. From a residents' perspective these were general 

complaints such as people saying that staff did not care. In those circumstances I 

would try my best to help those residents and direct them to the correct place to get 

help. That might include asking G4S staff to help them. I have generally had a 

positive response when I have asked for assistance in respect of a person. To my 

knowledge I have not had a situation where someone has raised anything with me 

as a whistle-blower. 

61. I have not experienced racist attitudes or behaviours in the Home Office staff To 

the extent that I have had contact with G4S staff I have also not experienced racism 

with them. However, I would not expect that they would express such views when 

a member of the Home Office team was in the vicinity, so I am not well placed to 

say whether they did or not, although having seen the Panorama documentary it is 

unfortunately clear that racist language was used 

62. I have not experienced homophobic attitudes or behaviours in the Home Office 

staff I thought we treated everyone the same. To the extent that I have seen 

homosexuality being taken into account, this has been in a positive way to ensure 

the protection of a vulnerable resident. There is one incident I can remember where 

I reported a resident to the contract monitoring team with the suggestion that they 

be moved to Tinsley House. This was because I was concerned that the person was 

vulnerable because of their sexuality. As it turned out the resident was already on 

the radar of the contract monitoring team and I think this was done. To the extent 

that I have had contact with G4S staff I have also not experienced homophobia with 

them. I have not experienced misogyny also, and note that Brook House is a male 

only institution although officers themselves will be both male and female. 

63. I have no knowledge of staff bringing drugs into Brook House. I do know that 

unfortunately there was an issue in Brook House with Spice, albeit it was not clear 

where it came from. 
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64. I have not experienced bullying by other staff at Brook House. I have also not got 

any knowledge of staff bullying other members of staff, although it would not be 

my role to deal with staff complaints. I do remember situations where staff felt that 

they have had bad experiences with residents. This would typically be where staff 

were tasked with delivering bad news to the resident. Particularly prior to the pre

departure team pilot, residents would have a tendency to get nervous about seeing 

us because we would often carry bad news. I completely understand that concern 

from their position. But there could be a lot of frustration at me and others as the 

messengers of bad news. 

Oversight, monitoring and outside involvement 

65. As a starting point oversight and monitoring was not within my role. It was 

primarily a matter for the contract monitoring team and senior management. As 

such, the information I can provide under this heading is relatively limited. 

66. I have reviewed [VEROOOI 16] for the particular recommendations that have been 

brought to my attention. Because of my limited role, there is not much I can add on 

top of what the report records. Insofar as I can help, I can say the following (I have 

not included a reference where I have nothing to add): 

5.11 The FFR Log has been implemented. Information is collected by 

healthcare, and the log is sent to immigration support staff to deal 

with. It is then sent on to the DES (compliance) team and other Home 

Office departments. I think residents are monitored by contractors 

and healthcare. If there are any issues about mental deterioration it 

is also discussed in the morning meetings between contractors and 

the Home Office. If a resident is in the log for 2 days or more then 

Engagement Officers would conduct an FFR interview. 

5.12 My understanding is that something has been put in place in respect 

of this but I am not sure what it is. 
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5.13 I believe this training has been undertaken. The Home Office do have 

e-learning in place for vulnerability training. 

5.18 I am not involved in use of force. However, I have seen more officers 

wearing cameras. I understand the DES (Compliance) team monitors 

all use of force by checking footage and reports to ensure that such 

use is justified. 

5.19 All residents when they enter the centre are seen by healthcare and 

go through the centre induction. The Engagement Officers will ask 

residents if these were carried out when they were arrived. In my 

experience compliance with this has been consistent. 

5.23 I believe this has now been acted on and is implemented. 

5.24 I believe this has now been acted on and is implemented. 

5.35 I do not have a specific knowledge about this, but do know that G4S 

undertook random searches. 

5.44 There is a welfare office based in visits which is a private room. 

67. As to reports of victimisation of residents by staff, to my recollection I have not 

received such reports. I have had more general complaints from residents feeling 

that people do not care about them. If I receive one of these complaints I would pass 

it along to the welfare or healthcare team. For example, there have been incidents 

previously about residents not being provided mobile phones. This was reported to 

the contract monitoring team. In my experience, because the Engagement Officers 

were bringing news to discuss with residents, it was not my experience that they 

would want to raise matters which were happening at the centre. They would 

typically instead want to focus on what was happening with their case. 
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68. I have been asked to comment on various bodies and their involvement at Brook 

House: 

a. The Independent Monitoring Board: I am aware of this body as they would 

sometimes come in to make inquiries about the situation in Brook House and 

ask questions of my team. They would typically have meetings with Home 

Office staff from the contract monitoring team in what is called the IMB 

meeting. Engagement Officers did not attend these meetings, and I did not have 

much interaction with them. We did get told that our team should not provide 

case information because of confidentiality requirements and the privacy of 

residents' information. If IMB members required more information they could 

speak to contract monitoring and raise it at the IMB meeting. 

b. Gatwick Detainees Welfare Group: I am aware of this group and did have some 

involvement with them. We would refer certain types of problem from in the 

centre to them. For example, in the past I have spoken to them about residents 

who have not got their property which was left in their flat when they were 

detained. 

c. Medical Justice: I am not aware of this group and have not been involved with 

them. 

d. Bail for Immigration Detainees: I am aware of this group but would not really 

have any involvement with them. They offered representation for various legal 

matters to residents. If a resident was concerned about having legal 

representation then the welfare team might put them in contact with BID. 

e. Other external organisations: I do remember that Members of Parliament would 

sometimes get involved with individual cases in respect of the centre. I cannot 

think of other external organisations that are relevant. 

Training 
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69. I am asked to comment on the training that I received when I first started my role at 

Brook House. The first role I had was Administrative Officer. This was a long time 

ago and it is hard for me to remember precisely the training that I had at the 

beginning of this role. I think it focused around some e-learning and shadowing 

staff for few weeks to become comfortable with the role and the paperwork. 

70. I received various training sessions at the beginning of my time in the Pre-Departure 

team. This was when the team was still a pilot. The training included: (1) key health 

and safety from G4S; (2) returns logistics and ticketing; (3) ACDT training; ( 4) 

reimbursement pilot and CN docks; (5) TCU (Third Country Unit); (7) complex 

removals and MDTs; (8) country liaison documents; (9) substance misuse; (10) 

NRC (National Removal Command); and, (11) criminal case work. There may be 

others I cannot remember or have received more recently. Unfortunately, aside from 

the name of the sessions I received, which I have had access to in an email, I do not 

have information about duration and provider. The majority of the training was in 

the immigration staff room, with some training in the Brook House board room. 

71. I think the training I received when I moved into the pilot Pre-Departure team, along 

with the training I had previously received in my role at the Home Office, prepared 

me well for my role. The training particularly allowed me to understand how other 

teams worked which enabled us to better explain processes to residents. From the 

training we also got links within immigration teams who we could approach if we 

had inquiries. 

72. In respect of receiving refresher training courses, there are certain courses that we 

are required to take every year or every few years. These include: (1) health and 

safety awareness for staff (every 2 years); (2) health and safety awareness for line 

managers (every 3 years); (3) Inclusion in the Civil Service (every 2 years); (4) 

Security and Data Protection (every year); (5) basic fire awareness (every 3 years); 

(6) modern slavery - first responder (every year); (7) keeping children safe (every 

2 years); (8) knowledge and information management foundation (every 3 years); 

(9) vulnerability training (every year); (10) personal safety training; and, (11) 

counter-terrorism training (every year). There may be others that I cannot 
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remember, and some courses only need to be done as a one-off training session. 

Covid-19 is currently delaying some of these refreshers. 

73. Staff have an obligation to keep up with that training. Much of this training is done 

through e-learning and a record is kept of what learning people have done. 

Originally in this role line managers would monitor e-learning. From around 2.5 

years ago I became the e-learning monitor for my team so I will regularly check 

these records to ensure that people have been doing their learning and updating their 

records. If someone is falling behind or there is a quiet period coming up with time 

to do e-learning I will email the appropriate people to prompt. There is also a hub 

above us at the Home Office who will do checks to ensure e-learning and other 

training courses have been done. 

Relationships with G4S staff 

74. I have been asked to look at some paragraphs in [DL0000141_65] and comment on 

them. In my role, most of the time I did not work with G4S staff As was noted 

above, I primarily worked with G4S staff when I was in the visit centre. Otherwise 

I was in the immigration office working with Home Office staff 

75. I would regularly see the G4S staff in the visits centre because they would be on a 

rotation; I would expect to see similar people. Because of the need to work together, 

I would develop a working relationship with them, and if you are working with 

someone regularly then you will have a certain level of familiarity. This does not 

mean that going to the visits centre would be a social call where I would be speaking 

to the G4S staff I knew all the time. But we might have a little discussion about 

personal lives and things going in between residents attending for meetings. My 

experiences is this almost always would be with lower ranking members of G4S 

staff In my view this was pleasant and friendly conversation in the way that a 

working relationship should be. 

76. It is hard for me to be sure what a lack of independence means in this context 

because I would only have interactions with a limited number of junior G4S staff I 

was not involved at the management level. However, from my experience, I do not 
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feel that there was a lack of independence between the Home Office and G4S staff 

We each had a job to do and they were different jobs. We were professional in 

respect of each other. That we had some level of friendly conversation is 

unsurprising as it is usual (and, I think, helpful) to have a happy relationship 

between colleagues. We cannot be robots. 

77. I have read in [DL0000141_65] that senior Home Office managers watched the 

Panorama episode with G4S staff I have no knowledge of this. If it did occur, it 

may be that I am unaware of it because I am not at manager level and so would not 

know about such meetings going on. 

78. It is correct that I am Facebook friends with some G4S staff Having reviewed my 

account in the process of making this statement, I can provide the following names: 

Sejal Patel, Natty Reynolds, Michael Johnson, Steve Laughton, Suleyman Tagi

Zadeh, Symon O'Keife, Stewart Povey-Meier, Tony Hickson, Khameer Limbachia, 

Des Rebelo. I can also say of former staff I have the following: Emiah Brown, 

Charlie Smith, Dave Babatunde Fagbo, and Gayatrri Mehraa. I have 352 Facebook 

friends currently in total. 

79. For me, I will typically add a Facebook friend if it is someone I know in person. 

Having added them as a friend does not mean much more than that I know the 

person as a passing acquaintance. Typically, a person will friend me on Facebook 

and I will accept it, although sometimes I will add people myself if they come up 

as a suggested friend because we have a connection. For most people, this will then 

involve limited connection through Facebook (possibly with us occasionally 

wishing each other happy birthday or well for big personal events). For me, this is 

all about being nice and kind to colleagues and having a certain level of connection 

with them. I did not understand it to be a problem, and thought it the same as people 

adding each other as friends in other work places. 

80. Broadly, I do not think I had close relations with G4S staff To the extent that I did, 

or I had any relationship with G4S staff, I did not let that impact on my 

independence in the role. It was my job and I would do it appropriately. 
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David Waldock 

81. I have been asked to look at the letter from DCO David Waldock at [VER00006 l]. 

I have not seen this document before and was very surprised to read its contents. 

82. At the time of the Relevant Period, I was probably closest to DCO Gayatrri Mehraa. 

I believe this to be the correct spelling of her name and use it throughout. However 

I would not say that I was best friends with her. I never let that relationship with her 

influence my decisions. My relationship with her arose because I was a colleague 

of her daughter when I was working at Asda, and I later found out that she knew 

my (now ex-) husband (she had previously worked with him at an airport). My 

thoughts were that Gayatrri was a very hard working person and I commended her 

for that. She would always get the people I needed for my visits and could trust her 

to be on time. She was significantly my elder and the conversations we would have 

would be more in the style of a parent passing down advice to a child. And she had 

also experiences similar issues to that which I was facing in my marriage. 

83. I did sometimes speak in Hindi with Gayatrri. This was because I would be asking 

for personal life advice and suggestions. She had experiences with her husband 

which I thought could help me with mine, and I would confide personal matters in 

her. As I noted above, she also had specific personal experience of my (now ex-) 

husband. This all arose in the context of a patchy period in my personal life where 

I was going through difficult times in my relationship. We would have these 

personal discussions either waiting between residents being present or sometimes 

before and after the session in the way colleagues might have a general chat a little 

as they worked. 

84. I do not know what David Waldock is referring to when he says I lied to cover up 

bullying by Gayattri or that I falsified a complaint. I have never done either of these 

things. I have also not accepted bribes and inappropriate gifts, and, again, I do not 

know what is being referred to. I have had experiences in the past where a resident 

has a positive experience and leaves the centre, and they ask whether they would be 

able to buy me a drink or similar. I always politely decline. 
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85. From looking at the documents I think I might have raised a complaint about DCO 

Waldock to the contract monitoring team sometime in the past because it was my 

job to do so. It may be that this is the reason why he involved me in this complaint; 

it may have been some kind of grudge. I do not really know what happened after 

that, but I think he might have been moved to a wing. This is why I think I do not 

remember him as I worked with him for a very short period of time. 

86. It is possible that he was new and maybe I thought he was not doing his job properly 

or there was a behaviour issue. Because of the pilot scheme there were a lot of 

changes at the time and some officers struggled to manage this. In some cases, 

Home Office officers were just calling up their own residents which could cause 

stress and confusion. However, I would have had to have reported any particular 

failings that I saw. It may have been this that he was unhappy with. 

Staffing levels 

87. As I have already said above, I had contact with a relatively limited number of G4S 

staff on a day to day basis, and this was confined to the visits centre. As such, I do 

not have much specific knowledge on which to conclude whether the staffing levels 

at DCO level were adequate. 

88. I do have recollections of people complaining about a lack of staff generally. These 

comments came from both G4S staff and Home Office staff such as the Engagement 

Officers. It was the role of contact monitoring rather than my team to pick this up, 

so I did not specifically focus on these issues. For my part, I do have recollections 

of having a shortage of staff in the visiting area and the Home Office team having 

to ask where staff had gone. The reply would often be that they have had to go on a 

wing because of a shortage of staff there. If I had such issues, which would usually 

lead to delays or failures to produce residents for meetings, I would raise it with my 

Home Office managers and the contract management team. Those people would 

then speak to G4S and try and remedy the issue. It is difficult for me to remember 

whether shortages were remedied regularly as I was not involved in the role of 

remedying such problems. 
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89. There is one specific example that I deal with below where I think there was a 

shortage of staff in a use of force context which should have been avoided. 

90. For the care and treatment of residents, I was not on the wings so do not really know 

if there was a staff shortage issue which caused problems. I would ask in induction 

whether they had seen the appropriate healthcare professions, and the answer was 

usually yes. I do not remember residents generally raising concerns with me about 

this in interviews, so cannot give a particular opinion. I would, however, receive 

unspecific general complaints now and then. 

91. I do think that the staff shortages I have described had an impact on G4S staff The 

staff were frustrated by the longer hours they were required to work and that they 

could be bounced around Brook House to cover need in different places. I think this 

showed itself in the staff I spoke to being unhappy with management. I do think it 

had some issues for safety, particularly in respect of the example I note below where 

use of force was used in a context where there were not enough staff 

92. As to staffing levels in the healthcare team, I did not really deal with this team so 

did not have much specific knowledge about them. On the occasions where I might 

speak to them I did find they would often be quite busy. I had very limited 

interactions with the activities teams and so cannot really comment on whether they 

had a shortage of staff 

Treatment of detained persons 

Use of force 

93. To my recollection I have seen one example of use of force. The context was 

following some meetings in the visitors' area where I left and walked out into the 

corridor. At about that same time a resident left the nearby court room and was 

banging his head against a wall and shouting. Gayatrri Mehraa was present at the 

time and approached the resident. She put her hand against the wall to try and stop 

the resident injuring himself. At this point there was a shortage of staff Gayatrri 

Mehraa was the only person present who could undertake the exercise of use of 
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force to manage the resident. I and the other Engagement Officer present could not 

be involved because we did not have the training, and Home Office officers are told 

not to be involved. I felt quite out of control and out of the loop not being able to 

help or do anything in the situation. 

94. Gayatrri Mehraa used a method to get the resident to the floor as he was going wild 

and in danger of hurting himself and others. At this time I was taken by my 

colleague back into the visit room to protect us from what was going on. I think a 

call was then made for back up to other members of staff at Brook House. As it 

happened, by chance there were members of the UK Border Force present doing 

immigration meetings and heard the shouting, they were able to attend as backup. 

By this point I was in a different room and did not see what was going on. At all 

times I had understood what I had seen to be Gayatrri Mehraa using force to try and 

stop the resident hurting himself. 

95. Reflecting on this event, I think there should have been more staff present. Gayatrri 

Mehraa managed to get the situation under control and G4S officers eventually 

arrived. I understand that there was some kind of review arising out of this event, 

and I think I had to give my side of the story. I think the UK Border Force officers 

did also. I do not know what the outcome of the review specifically was. I think that 

more recently there have been more staff present in the visits area to manage this 

type of situation. 

96. My recollection is that Gayatrri Mehraa was injured as a result of what happened. 

She was a quite elderly woman trying to stop a younger resident from harming 

himself. I believe she went off on sick leave for a time because of the injury she 

sustained. My recollection of talking to her is that she was frustrated that she had 

been left alone to deal with this. Indeed, I think it was only by chance that the UK 

Boarder Force were present. 

97. I have not seen other uses of force, however I do know of other staff getting injured 

as a result of such activity. I remember meeting an officer who had teeth marks in 

his hand as a result of a resident biting him. I think he had to go off on sick leave as 
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a result of the bruising. I have not seen any of the pertinent information in respect 

of that case. I have heard of use of force elsewhere around the centre but would not 

be involved in it and have not seen it. 

98. Looking at use of force generally, I have not had particular concerns because I have 

not been involved. I did have concerns for Gayatrri Mehraa in respect of the one 

occasion I saw because I think there was a safety risk as a result of a lack of staff I 

do vaguely remember one example of a resident complaining about a use of force 

case. I cannot remember the outcome of this but I believe I would have informed 

the resident to raise the complaint through one of the forms so the matter could be 

investigated properly. My experience is residents do not normally raise use of force 

with me. 

99. I have limited experience of managing residents on a day-to-day basis on the wings 

so it is hard for me to comment on the appropriateness of control and restraint 

techniques in the round. What I do know is some residents can become very violent 

because of their frustrations at things not progressing in the way they would like. 

There have also been situations of resident-on-resident conflict, and I have heard of 

cases where residents have fought and been hospitalised. In those circumstances I 

can see why control and restraint techniques might be necessary, although they 

should of course only be used appropriately and in line with training. 

100. In the specific context of non-compliant removals, I know there will be a 

meeting so that a plan of action can be formed to manage the removal. When I serve 

papers, I might also ask for someone to be present from G4S because of a concern 

about violence. There is a list of people that we have which we use to note people 

who we have concerns about on receiving removal directions. This careful approach 

is one we will also use for other types of bad news. 

101. Also, we would try and pre-emptively manage these problems by identifying 

people who might possibly be violent. For example, if during an engagement a 

resident showed signs of a non-compliant return, we would ask G4S to include them 
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on a list of "raised concerns if RDs served". If a resident was on that list the 

Engagement Officer and other staff would then be able to be prepared for a problem. 

102. I am asked to comment on alternatives to control and restraint techniques. As I 

am not trained in such techniques it is hard for me to comment. However, in my 

working life my first option is always to use communication than escalating to using 

such physical methods. If there is a concern that communication and managing how 

you speak will not be enough then I might request that an Oscar (manager) be 

involved and watch what is going on. 

Detained Persons as time served foreign national offenders (TSFNO) 

103. TSFNOs are managed by FNORC (Foreign National Offenders Removal 

Command). I cannot really comment on the co-location of TSFNOs with other 

residents because I am rarely involved in the administration and managements of 

the wings. 

104. Some TSFNOs are quite respectful of staff; others can be quite rude and are of 

the view that they know the system inside out. Everyone is different in how they 

act. Before meeting a person I will typically have checked their information on the 

immigration database, and this will include whether the person is a TSFNO (I would 

not look at the specific offence; although I might look at any Part Cs). The Support 

Officer will typically provide this information. If a person is violent then they will 

be included in the system as Part C. If a person I am going to meet falls into this 

category I would usually ask for an officer to stand outside of the door to keep an 

eye on things. They would then be in a position to come in and help if a problem 

occurred. 

105. I have had experiences where residents express discomfort at the person that 

they are sharing with, and have asked to be switched. This has occurred once or 

twice and I have raised it with the management of the wing to be progressed. 

However, in my experience this is not common. Particularly problematic TSFNOs 

will be put on Ewing of Brook House which is a smaller wing used to manage 
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disruptive people in the Relevant Period. Those people who regularly cause fights 

might be moved to this wing. 

106. I should note that there is a difference between TSFNOs and immigration 

offenders. While TSFNOs will typically have come from serving time in prison, 

immigration offenders will not. While both involve some level of offence, these 

different types of resident could be significantly different. Immigration offenders 

typically would be more nervous because they have not experienced detention or 

prison before. TSFNOs may be less nervous about the situation. However, TSFNOs 

may not have a violent background and immigration offenders might have a 

criminal background (such as offending in a foreign country) so there is not 

necessarily a clear cut distinction between the two. It should also be noted that the 

difference in type of offender can also be relevant to their routes for return. 

Abuse of detained persons 

107. I am not aware of instances of abuse, either physical or verbal, from staff to 

residents. Although having seen the Panorama programme it is clear that 

mistreatment did occur. Again, I should stress that my time on the wings is relatively 

limited, so I did not see a lot of the interactions between staff and residents. Even 

in my prior role as an Administration Officer the time spent on the wing serving 

papers would be limited, and that typically would be done when it was lock up. As 

a result of this I did not have any specific concerns. More recently the contract 

management team go around Brook House every day which allows them to better 

monitor such issues. I am not part of that team and therefore am not involved. 

108. I have been told about residents been abusive to each other but, because of my 

role, I am not involved in such issues. As such, there is limited I can say about this. 

The Panorama Programme 

109. I remember seeing Callum Tulley in visits when he was passing through that 

area. I do not particularly remember speaking to him in that role. He was not 

regularly a visits member of staff so he is someone I would rarely have interactions 
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with him. I may have had passing interactions with him where we have exchanged 

pleasantries. 

110. To my knowledge, I do not appear in the Panorama programme. 

111. I do not have a good recollection of the time that the programme was first shown 

on TV. I do remember that some members of staff were fired. For our part, as Home 

Office Staff we were told not to discuss it so as to avoid the danger of conflict. The 

matter was being investigated and relevant staff had been provided to speak to 

residents and staff about the programme if needed. 

112. From a morale perspective, people were unhappy because of what had happened 

at Brook House, and that colleagues had been suspended and dismissed. I remember 

generally speaking to staff in the visitors' centre about this. However, I do not have 

any specific recollection of conversations. There was also shock about there having 

been undercover reporting at the centre. 

113. I do not know whether, and if so how, residents became aware of the 

programme. It is not something I remember speaking to residents about at visits, 

and I would not generally go around the wing to speak to them. 

114. In my view the programme had the effect of making contract monitoring much 

more vigilant at Brook House. The DES (Compliance) team is also much bigger 

now. Each of those staff will specialise in an area and be the person who has control 

of reviewing that department. There are also now morning meetings every day 

where all contractors discuss what happened the day before. There is also more 

interaction between staff This means I have more of an understanding of what the 

contract management team do than I did in the past. In my view the changes arising 

out of Panorama have been considerable and for the better. 

Specific Individuals 

115. I have been asked to comment on whether I have interacted a number of 

different people. My recollection of working with them is provided below: 
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a. Nathan Ring: I knew him by name as he was a manager at Brook House. We 

would exchange pleasantries if we passed in a corridor. I have no recollection 

of directly working with him. 

b. Steve Webb: I do not remember this person. 

c. Chris Donnelly: I knew him by name as he was a manager at Brook House. We 

would exchange pleasantries if we passed in a corridor. I have no recollection 

of directly working with him. 

d. Kalvin Sanders: I do not remember this person. 

e. Derek Murphy: I do not remember this person. 

f. John Connolly: I remember him as one of the PST (personal safety training) 

trainers. We would meet with him when we received training. Otherwise we 

would exchange pleasantries when we passed in the corridor. I have no other 

recollection of directly working with him. 

g. Dave Webb: I do not remember this person. 

h. Clayton Fraser: I do not remember this person. 

1. Charles Frances: I do not remember this person. 

J. Aaron Stokes: I do not remember this person. 

k. Mark Earl: I do not remember this person. 

1. Slim Bassoud: I know him as he worked in visits, although that role was not 

his regular position and he would primarily come when he was needed to help. 

I think he might be still working Brook House, but I am unsure as I have not 

seen him. I would only really interact with him when he was on visit staff as 

the November I and therefore would go searching for the residents I wanted to 

speak to. My experience of him was that he had a professional manner in that 

31 
Witness Name: Vanessa Smith 
Statement No: 
Exhibits: 0 

HOM0332141_0031 



setting and was pleasant. Otherwise we would exchange pleasantries when we 

passed in the corridor. 

m. Sean Sayers: I do not remember this person. 

n. Ryan Bromley: I do not remember this person. 

o. Daniel Small: I do not remember this person. 

p. Yan Paschali: I do not remember this person. 

q. Daniel Lake: I do not remember this person. 

r. Babatunde Fagbo: I believe he worked in visits sometimes, although I am 

struggling to place the face. I also think I am friends with him on Facebook but 

do not know him well and the names are slightly different so I am not sure. My 

relationship with him is very similar to that with Slim Bassoud as they occupied 

a similar role. 

s. Shane Munro/Munroe: I do not remember this person. 

t. Nurse Jo Buss: I do not remember this person. 

Suggestions for Improvements 

116. As I noted above, significant changes have already been made for the better. In 

addition, the contractor has switched from G4S to Serco with a different governing 

contract. I think all of these changes are for the better, and contract management 

particularly have more significant oversight than was the case in the past. There is 

nothing which occurs to me as further improvements. 

Any other Concerns 

117. I do not think I have anything else to add about the culture of Brook House and 

the treatment of detained persons relevant to the Inquiry. 
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118. In respect of individuals who might be able to assist the inquiry, I would refer 

to the names which are included in the body of my statement. In addition, assistance 

may be got from past and present members of the Detention Engagement team and 

the DES (Compliance) team. 

119. There are no further matters which I consider I need to raise in this statement. 

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 Vanessa Smith 

I------------+--,·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·----------------------; 
; ' Signature . ; 

i Signature i 
i ! 
i·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-! 

Date 3 March 2022 
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