
BROOK HOUSE INQUIRY 

Witness Statement of Peter Julian Neden 

I, PETER JULIAN NEDEN, provide this witness statement in response to the request I 

received under Rule 9 of the Inquiry Rules 2006, dated 12th January 2021. 

I have previously given evidence in person and in writing to the House of Commons 

Home Affairs Select Committee. I have offered to give the Inquiry my written evidence 

to the Home Affairs Select Committee and the transcript of the session of the 

Committee which I attended. I understand that parliamentary privilege prevents the 

Inquiry's reliance on that evidence, which was given over 4 years ago when my 

recollection of events was better. As I said to the Select Committee in 2017, I was 

ashamed of what 1 saw and 1 am very sorry that the events seen in the Panorama 

programme took place. I can assure the Inquiry, just as I assured the Select Committee, 

that if I or senior colleagues in G4S at the time were in any way aware of any of the 

behaviour shown then we would have taken action to prevent it 

Background 

2. My date of birth is t. DPA

3. I graduated in 1989 from the University of Nottingham with an Honours degree in 

Economics. I also have a postgraduate Diploma in Marketing. 

4. Since then, I have worked in a variety of marketing, business development and general 

management roles. I worked in British Gas/ Centrica from 1989 until 2001. In 2001 I 

joined Securicor which merged with Group 4 Falk in 2004 to form G4S. 
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5. Below I set out the various management roles I undertook whilst employed by G4S 

a. Divisional CEO — Care and Justice Services Dec 2017 — Dec 2018 G4S 

A global role with full responsibility for G4S government services business.

b. Regional President - UK & Ireland May 2014 — Dec 2017 G4S 

Responsible for leading the UK & Ireland Region. The division operated many 

thousands of contracts through a number of business units each with a Managing 

Director. 

c Regional MD - Outsourcing Services Dec 2013 - May 2014 

Responsible for leading a portfolio of businesses in the police, health, local 

government and utilities sectors. 

G4S 

d. Corporate Development Director — UK&I & Africa Aug 2004 - Dec 2013 G4S 

Led the business development, sales and strategy functions 

I left G4S's employment on December 31 2018, to pursue my passion for climbing and 

mountaineering before I was too old to do so. I am no longer employed in full time 

work. 

7. I have reviewed the G4S documentation setting out Regional Management Team 

structure for Care & Justice Services and the structure for the Gatwick Immigration 

Removal Centres (document CJS0072810). During the period 1 April 2017 to 31 

August 2017 (the "Relevant Period"), I was the Regional President of the UK & Ireland 

Division of G4S. This division was made up of several operating business units each 

led by a Managing Director supported by a management team. Custody and Detention 

Services was one of the business units in the division. Jerry Petherick was the 

Managing Director of G4S's Custody and Detention Services. The division included 

thousands of contracts. Brook House was one of these contracts and was, similar to 

most of the government contracts, large and complex in nature. 
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8. The organogram provided in CJS0072810 is correct insofar as it shows the relationship 

between my role and Brook House; however it does not show the other business units 

within the Division, which employed around 30,000 people and for which I was 

responsible. These included:—

a. Facilities Management Services, 

b. Custody & Detention Services 

c. Security Services, 

d. Transport Services, 

e. Healthcare Services, 

f. Utilities Services, 

g. Monitoring Technologies, 

h. Police Support Services, 

i. Employment Support Services. 

9. I was ultimately responsible for all aspects of the delivery of the contracts with G4S's 

Custody & Detention Services. Brook House would have been included in the Business 

Reviews of the Custody & Detention Services business unit. I would hold a monthly 

business review with all Business units. The reviews were held monthly between 

myself and a small Divisional team with the MD of the business unit and their team. 

The purpose was to share any matters of concern from the MD of the business, agree 

any decisions outside of the MD's delegated authority and to jointly review the 

business overall. 

10. There was a standard agenda for these meetings, although in practice not every item 

was covered in every meeting. I no longer have the exact agenda, but from memory it 

would have been as follows: 

a. Health and Safety 

b. Operations 

c. Financials 

d. People 

e. Customer 

Growth and business development 

g. Matters for discussion 

h. Matters for decision 
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i. AOB 

11. Health and Safety was always the first agenda item and in the case of the Custody and 

Detention Services business this was focused on violence from detainees to colleagues 

and from detainees to other detainees, self-harm and suicide. 

12. Where individual contracts became materially difficult for the Division as a whole for 

either operational or financial reasons, these contracts would be subject to more 

intensive review of their operations by the Divisional Management team. This would 

typically take the form of a monthly presentation of the contract operation and 

performance by the Contract Director/ leader — presented to myself and the divisional 

management team. The purpose of this was to provide a full understanding and agree 

any actions needed to improve the performance of the contract. 

13. In terms of external oversight, Brook House was also reviewed by 

a. Her Majesties Inspector of Prisons and Probation (HMIPP) 

b. The Independent Monitoring Board (IMB) 

c. The Home Office 

14. Personally, I did not have dealings with the IMB or HMIPP, as these were managed by 

the Centre Director, but I would have taken an interest in their formal reports. 

15. If any of our custodial facilities had significant concerns raised about them in HMIPP 

inspections or annual IMB reports, I would take a particular interest and ensure that we 

had a plan to rectify those inadequacies. 

16. Neither the IMB nor the HMIPP raised particular concerns regarding detainee welfare, 

or the treatment of detainees by colleagues in the reports prior to September 2017. 

17. In addition to this I held regular (I believe quarterly) meetings with the Home Office 

where the performance of all contracts was discussed at a high level. The Home Office 

used a Red Amber Green rating system across each of the contracts. These meetings 

covered all the contracts G4S operated with the Home Office which included Brook 

House, Tilney House, Cedars Pre-Departure unit, COMPASS (asylum seeker 
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accommodation and support) as well as to a lesser degree the contracts with various 

police forces across the UK. My memory of these meetings is that Brook House was 

always assessed as Green, until the events shown in the Panorama coverage. 

18. The Home Office also had a team of people on site at Brook House, which I believe 

informed the meetings mentioned above. This on-site team would have liaised with 

and discussed any concerns they had with the Brook House management team. 

Before the Relevant Period 

19. I have considered paragraph 2.17 at pages 17-18 of the Medway Improvement Board's 

Final Report of the Board's Advice to Secretary of State for Justice dated 30" March 

2016 ("the Medway Report", document INQ000010) in which document it is recorded 

that I commented on the need for a change of culture to ensure people could openly 

raise their concerns. After taking immediate action to remove any colleagues who were 

of concern, I set about trying to address the organisational culture and to understand the 

reason for the problems through discussions with the Managing Director of the 

Children's Services business Paul Cook, the Chief Executive of the Youth Justice 

Board, Lin Homer and others. I no longer recall all the details, but it appeared to me 

that appropriate leadership was the key issue to address. 

20. I asked the Managing Director of the Children's Services Business, Paul Cook, to put 

together an Improvement plan for Medway. From memory this included taking the 

following Management actions: 

a. Making changes to the leadership and management of the facility, 

b. Reinforcing the reporting arrangements, 

c. Ensuring that the Company's whistleblowing arrangements were fully 

publicised in all facilities, 

d. Encouraging people at the various town hall meetings or leadership forums to 

raise any matters of concern either with line management or via the 

whistleblowing facility, and 
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e. Instigating a monthly divisional Ethics Committee which I chaired to review all 

whistleblowing cases to ensure that all matters were investigated fully and any 

areas of concern were addressed.

21. In the event G4S agreed to transfer Medway STC to the National Offender 

Management Service in May 2016 and began that process of handover thereafter. 

22. I no longer have access to all materials and actions undertaken at the time. 

23. The Medway Report also records that I acknowledged that in theory overly firm 

management could lead to staff being reluctant to raise complaints. Our focus in 2016 

was on Medway, but we took some of the learning from Medway, such as increased use 

of body worn cameras and raising awareness of whistleblowing arrangements, and 

rolled these out across the custodial estate, including the points mentioned at paragraph 

20 (b) to (e) above, and this would have included Brook House. 

24. Whenever I held town hall style meetings or Q&A sessions during visits I and other 

members of the management team would re-enforce the need to raise matters of 

concern either with line management or the whistle blowing facility.

25. I note the Medway Report attributes a comment attributed to me in the section titled 

"Views on Culture and Management of G4S and Medway STC Staff'. The full text at 

2.17 records that: 

"The Board has had the opportunity to speak to staff at all levels inside 

Medway STC and in G4S. Peter Neden, Regional President for UK and 

Ireland, commented that there was a need to encourage a change of culture, 

and for people to be able to openly raise their concerns. In a discussion with 

the Board about why people might not be comfortable raising their concerns, 

he acknowledged, when questioned, that in theory overly firm management 

could lead to staff being reluctant to raise complaints." 

26. I would like to make clear that I did not think that there was a problem at Brook House 

at this time regarding the system of management and raising complaints. My 

recollection is that this comment relates to an academic discussion about the impact that 
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different approaches could have on staff raising issues with the Board. It is not a point 

that I pursued with the Board. 

27. Following the Medway Report, 1 expect 1 would have visited Brook House as part of 

my general programme of facility visits. I did visit all the custodial facilities, often to 

coincide with a regular customer meeting or internal management meeting. 

28. I do not have access to my diary from then so cannot give any particular date. 

29. I have reviewed the minutes of the Senior Management Team (SMT) meeting in 

October 2016 (document CJS000583) which refer to my attendance at a QCRM. The 

document is the Gatwick IRCs SMT Meeting and I was not present at that meeting nor 

would I ordinarily attend. The QCRM was a quarterly contract review meeting 

between the Brook House Director, Ben Saunders and the Home Office appointed 

representative. The Managing Director of the Custody and Detention Services business 

unit would normally attend. This was Jerry Petherick. I would not normally attend but 

would often try to use these dates for visits I might wish to make. This reduced the 

burden on the Centre and allowed me to hear the views of the Home Office. 

30. I cannot comment on the notes of this meeting shown in CJS000583 as I was not 

present. 

31. With regard to the content of QCRM discussions, I do not have the details of the 

agenda for the QCRM meetings but would expect it to cover various operational 

matters relating to: 

a. the running of the centre, 

b. support for the home office programme of repatriation, 

c. staffing, 

d. population mix, 

e. violence (detainee on staff / detainee on detainee) 

f. self-harm 

g. billing, and 

h. 1MB reports. 
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32. I have reviewed a number of documents made available to me by the Inquiry in relation 

to an email Stacie Dean is said to have sent to me in November 2016, including: 

(a) the note of a grievance meeting on Tuesday 3" January 2017 which was attended 

by Stacie Dean, whose grievance was being considered, Jerry Petherick and 

Heather Noble Stacie Dean - document CJS0073633; 

(b) the document titled "Draft Report following investigation into allegations raised 

by Nathan Ward on Panorama, by follow up email and to the House of Commons 

Home Affairs Committee re Brook House (& Tinsley House) Gatwick IRCs", 

dated 16 November 2017, (document CJ S0073663) . From this 1 can see that in 

2017 Rev. Nathan Ward stated that he had made a number of complaints to senior 

management regarding the conduct of colleagues at Brook House and in 

particular, during his exit interview on leaving the company. Mr. Petherick 

checked our files and confirmed G4S had no record of Rev. Ward making a 

complaint about the conduct of colleagues. Mr Petherick also confirmed that he 

and a senior HR manager had conducted the exit interview personally and do not 

recall Rev. Ward raising any such concerns during that meeting. In 2017 G4S 

also had an email sent by Mr Ward following his exit interview, in which he 

raises no concerns regarding the conduct of colleagues or the culture at Brook 

House. Having left G4S I no longer have access to that email but it was offered to 

the Select Committee at the time. It may be that G4S can locate it again. G4S 

also made contact with Mr Ward and requested information from him to further 

investigate his allegations. 

(c) the text of a 5 page letter to "Mr Needham" relating to Brook House which is 

undated and which it has been suggested by others was emailed to me by Stacie 

Dean (document CJS0073632). I do not remember if I did receive this email. 

However, I did, on occasion receive direct communication from colleagues 

working in the business units. I would have passed this to the Managing Director 

of the business unit, Jerry Petherick. I might also have passed it directly to the 

Centre Director at the same time to ensure a swift response to any concerns 

raised. 

8 
Peter Neden 

INQ000119_0008 



33. I have noted the comment about a 'toxic' environment at Brook House in document 

CJS0073632. I would have been concerned about the issues raised and wanted to 

ensure that these were properly considered and resolved and so would have passed any 

concerns of this nature to the Managing Director of the business. 

34. I see from the meeting minutes (document CJS0073633) that Jerry Petherick and an HR 

manager, Heather Noble met with Stacie Dean to understand her concerns more fully. 

35. I have considered the suggestion in the minutes (CJS0073633) and the email 

(CJS0073632) that G4S' "real G4S profit margin" on Tinsley House was mistakenly 

revealed to the Home Office. 1 have no recollection of this allegation, nor do 1 see me 

included in the meeting (CJS0073632). In terms of providing information to the Home 

Office, requirements for this were usually defined by the contract. In any event, G4S 

met with the Home Office regularly in the Executive Oversight Boards and provided 

contract revenue, costs and profit for each of these contracts at that meeting including 

Brook House and Tinsley House. In addition, the billing of both centres had been 

audited by auditors appointed by the Cabinet Office. 

36. I have no memory of being involved with the investigation into Ms Dean's concerns 

but if the matter was recorded in the Register of whistleblowing cases (which it very 

likely was), I would have reviewed this at the Divisional Ethics Committee. I reviewed 

all cases to ensure that each was investigated and concluded appropriately. 

37. I have also reviewed the email from Stacie Dean to Jerry Petherick on the 5th January 

2017 (document CJS0073679), in which Ms Dean documents further details about her 

concerns. I have no memory of being involved, but it is likely that Jerry Petherick 

would have briefed me verbally on the allegations and any actions taken. The custodial 

establishments were often a highly charged environment, and it was not unusual for 

colleagues to raise concerns and occasionally grievances. I always relied on the 

judgement of Jerry Petherick and his team to deal with these matters appropriately and 

was never given cause to be concerned about this approach. Jerry was a seasoned, 

compassionate, and highly capable manager with high personal standards. 
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The Contract 

38. Regarding my involvement in the contract between G4S and the Home Office to run 

Brook House, 1 do not believe 1 had, or recall having any involvement in the contract 

terms or amendment to the contract prior to the period in question. The contract was 

won by GSL a company that G4S acquired shortly after this contract was won. It had 

been run by G4S for many years before I took over as Regional President for the UK & 

Ireland division. 

39. I did become involved in discussions regarding the future terms of the contract after the 

contract in operation in September 2017 had expired. In the end, the subsequent 

contract was awarded to Serco I believe.

40. G4S ongoing performance on the contract was discussed at Home Office / G4S 

Executive Oversight Board meetings which I attended. This was a regular senior level 

meeting where the whole of G4S's relationship and its contracts with the Home Office 

were discussed. The Home Office used a Red Amber Green rating system across each 

of the contracts. My memory is that Brook House was always assessed as Green in 

these meetings until the events shown in the Panorama coverage. 

41. As part of my role, I had ultimate responsibility for contract profitability. Therefore, I 

was ultimately accountable to deliver all the operational and financial results within my 

division. All members of the management team were encouraged to find ways to 

operate their businesses with greater efficiency. The primary focus of these 

programmes was to remove unnecessary back-office costs in the finance, IT and other 

support functions, through streamlining or removing unnecessary activity. 

42. It is also the case that the Home Office was also keen to reduce operational costs as 

price was, in nearly every case I can remember, the determining factor in awarding 

contracts. Lower costs achieved in one generation of a contract would become the 

basis of bidding for the next generation of contracts. 

43. However, no-one was ever encouraged to compromise on detainee welfare or contract 

compliance to increase profit. The Inquiry has sent me document VER000263 which 
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is an interview between Jerry Petherick and representatives from Verita. My attention 

has been drawn to passages dealing with occupancy rates (VER000263 _ 15-16). In 

that document Jerry Petherick provided a clear example of he and I putting the welfare 

of detainees first and foremost. He states: 

"We are obviously looking at the business, let's also he honest about that, but 

let's equally be clear that we do look at safety, and everything like that, and 

there is no ambivalence about that. I lost us millions of pounds of revenue last 

year when I took beds out of Oakhill Secure Training Centre because I didn't 

feel it was safe. My discussion with Peter lasted all of about four minutes I 

recall, because it was a safety thing and there was no ambivalence 

whatsoever." 

44. In my role I would present a three-year strategy for the Group to the G4S board, at 

which our operations in around 100 countries were discussed. I do not recall ever 

discussing Brook House in these meetings with the board. The extent to which services 

to government was a priority area rather than say security technology would have been 

discussed. You might wish to contact G4S. 

45. Of course, after the events shown in the Panorama programme, I did brief the board on 

Brook House. 

46. The Brook House management team would not have been aware of the profitability of 

the contract between the Home Office and G4S to run Brook House. I would echo what 

I said to the Home Affairs Select Committee: G4S was a large, complex business in the 

UK and, like many businesses, some of the services were shared between business units. 

The insurance, legal support, finance function, HR support and IT systems were all 

shared services. The centre management team for Brook House would not see those 

costs and therefore would not have knowledge of contract profit. The shared service 

costs were real costs, but we did not want the centre management team worrying about 

those things. 

47. I cannot provide comment on what profit G4S made from the contract between the 

Home Office and G4S to run Brook house in the years of 2016, 2017 and 2018 because 

1 do not have access to this information. However, the revenue costs and profits of this 
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contract were shared with the Home Office on a regular basis. Moreover, as mentioned 

previously, the billing of these contracts was audited by Cabinet Office's appointed 

advisers. 

48. I have reviewed page 5 of the 15 February 2018 interview with interview with Paul 

Kempster (G4S's Chief Operating Officer for Custodial Services) in the course of the 

Independent Investigation into Brook House (document VER000271_5). I believe that 

Paul Kempster's reference to a meeting with me to review a contract is referring to a 

review of Birmingham Prison which was in difficulty after an incident of concerted 

indiscipline in 2016 and was reviewed by the Divisional management team as described 

in paragraph 12. Paul Kempster, as the Chief Operating Officer, would have attended 

this. 

49. I do not have records of these meetings with Paul Kempster and others about 

Birmingham Prison but recall that there was a significant focus on staffing levels, 

sickness, use of force, levels of violence, the fabric of the buildings, financial 

performance and discussions with NOMS. 

50. Prisoner welfare would have been considered in this review of Birmingham prison, 

particularly levels of prisoner violence and self-harm which were significant challenges 

across the whole prison estate. 

51. In terms of my concerns of the welfare of detained people more generally, I would be 

concerned with overall levels and trends in relation to harm and violence rather than 

specific instances. Whenever, sadly, there was a case of suicide this would be discussed 

in the regular monthly business review meetings. 

Interaction with Brook House during the Relevant Period 

52. I was ultimately accountable for the good operation of Brook House, the wellbeing of 

detainees and colleagues and its operation within the Home Office system. My primary 

means of discharging this responsibility was through the following: 
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a. The key appointment of the Managing Director (MD) of the Custody and 

Detention Services Business unit and I was usually involved in the 

appointment of the Centre Director. 

b. Monthly reviews of the Custody and Detention Services business unit 

against a range of operational and financial measures — the monthly 

Business Review in which I would meet with the MD of the Business unit 

and their team and which I have described in paragraph 10. 

c. Review of the annual plan for the business as presented by the management 

team. 

d. Chairing a harm reduction committee. 

53. Brook House was one of many contracts under my responsibility and the day to day 

operations of the centre were rightly the responsibility of the Centre Director and their 

senior management team. Jerry Petherick, the Managing Director for the Custody and 

Detention Services Business Unit would have reviewed all aspects of performance at 

Brook House with the Centre Director, usually on a monthly basis. 

54. Prior to and during the Relevant Period, I visited all the custodial facilities including 

Brook House, within my area albeit with no set regularity but would attempt to visit 

each of these at least once per year. I would often aim to make these visits coincide 

with a regular customer meeting or internal management meeting. 

55. During my visits I would nearly always walk around the facility with either the Centre 

Director or another colleague and speak to detainees and colleagues. 

56. I no longer have access to the record of visits so am unable to confirm if I visited in the 

Relevant Period of 1 April 2017 — 31 August 2017. 

57. During my visits to Brook House, I would have met with the Centre Director and their 

team. These managers reported to the MD of Custody and Detention Services, Jerry 

Petherick and it was important to maintain the "chain of command" and not undermine 

the role of the MD. I would meet with Jerry Petherick monthly when we held the 

monthly Business Review and would often see Jerry on specific matters more often. I 

would not routinely otherwise meet with the Centre Director or their team. 
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58. At these meetings, discussions would be on the general operation and challenges of the 

facility. 

59. Brook House would have been discussed at Home Office / G4S Executive Oversight 

Board meetings, as described in paragraph 17 above. This was a regular senior level 

meeting where the whole of G4S relationship and its contracts with the Home Office 

would have been discussed. 

60. The Home Office used a Red Amber Green rating system across each of the contracts. 

My memory is that Brook House was always assessed as Green overall. 

61. I did not discuss Brook House with ether the IMB or with the HMIPP. This would have 

been the responsibility of the Centre Director or the MD of Custody and Detention 

Services, Jerry Petherick. 

Culture 

62. Prior to the events portrayed in Panorama I was concerned about some of the behaviour 

of two managers within Brook House and their management style. I believe Steve Skitt 

was one of the managers and I forget who else. My concerns were that these 

individuals' management style was more forceful or overbearing than necessary. I 

cannot recall when these concerns arose but believe it was in the summer of 2017. This 

had been raised by the whistleblowing system and was being investigated by Jerry 

Petherick who was considering the most appropriate course of action. I would have 

ensured these matters were being investigated and considered by Jerry as the Managing 

Director of the business. I monitored the operation of the whistleblowing facility. I did 

not allocate the investigators. 

63. I did not have concerns about Ben Saunders' overall leadership. I also had no cause for 

concern regarding treatment of detainees at Brook House. My own visits and the 

business reviews had not highlighted a Centre in distress. 
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64. Furthermore, my memory is that the Home Office were always very content with the 

service provided at Brook House. Also, the inspection reports by HMIPP and IMB, 

which I relied on also gave no cause for concern 

65. With regard to the overall assessment of Brook House and my opinion of its 

Management under Ben Saunders I quote the opening paragraph from the IMB annual 

report published in April 2017: 

`Much in this report has been said in past years. Once again the IMB judges 

Brook House IRC to be a well-run establishment, providing a decent 

environment where detainees awaiting removal are treated humanely and 

fairly. Management, under the direction of Ben Saunders, has high 

expectations of staff and there are many examples of good and dedicated work 

by officers and managers and a continuing commitment to safety. The Board 

remains pleasantly surprised how open management is to suggestion and 

constructive criticism. There is a real will among the management team to 

seek to improve and a "can-do" culture of transparency. This attitude 

permeates to the officers in their attitude to the TMB, which is one of 

cooperation and helpfulness." 

66. The 2017 report from the 1N4B is publicly available' and the HMIPP January 2017 

report is also publicly available'. The final paragraph of the Introduction of the HMIPP 

report is as follows: 

Overall, this was an encouraging inspection. The centre had improved upon 

the standards we found at the last inspection, and on this occasion was 

assessed as 'reasonably good' in all four of our healthy establishment tests. 

i/ his also marks excellent progress from the standards we were seeing at 

Brook House when it first opened. There is no doubt in my mind that the 

standards now being observed at the centre are the result of a great deal of 

hard work by the management and staff. They should be congratulated on 

1 https://www.imb.org.uk/reports/2016-annual-reports/ 
2 https ://www justiceinspe etorates .gov.uk/hmiprisons/wp -content/uploads/site s/4/2017/03/B rook-
House-Web-2016.pdf 
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their efforts and I hope are encouraged by this report to maintain and build 

upon the clear improvements they have made. 

67. In stating the following 1 am relying on my written evidence to the Home Affairs Select 

Committee which I am sure is accurate. At the point G4S were notified of the 

Panorama allegations, 11 matters had been referred to the group's Speak Out system in 

respect of Brook House. Two cases included allegations that related to staff conduct 

towards detainees. Of those, one case had been closed having been investigated and no 

evidence found to support the allegations. The other case was the subject of an ongoing 

investigation, though G4S confirmed that the allegations that were being investigated 

did not involve the use of force. The table below showed the total number of 

complaints made by detainees which the Home Office fed back to G4S in each year 

from 2015 to 31 July 2017. 

2015 120 

2016 151 

2017 (to 31 July 2017) 110 

• These complaints cover a wide range of categories, including: Physical 

environment (e.g. quality of food) 

• Missing property 

• Availability of service (e.g. access to computers) Unfair treatment by staff 

• Rudeness Unprofessional conduct Poor communication 

• Healthcare (e.g. medication administration) Unfair treatment 

• Welfare request (e.g. access to third sector agency) 

• All complaints were collected by the Home Office daily and provided to 

G4S where they are logged into a complaints system and followed up by 

the most appropriate manager or functional representative. Detainees are 

provided with a written response in relation to their complaint. There is an 

appeals process for any detainee who does not feel that their complaint has 

been dealt with appropriately or if they do not agree with the outcome of 

the process. The Home Office procedures for handling of complaints in 

Immigration Removal Centres are set out in Detention Services Order 

03/2015. 
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68. I cannot comment on the responses or reactions of other DCMs, DCOs or Senior 

Managers to complaints made about the treatment of detainees as I have no recollection 

of any specific incidents or matters. 

69. Discussions took place with both the Home Office and the Ministry of Justice regarding 

increasing capacity in the various facilities was a common occurrence with the ever-

present pressure on the immigration removal estate. 

70. I believe G4S did agree to increase capacity by 60 additional beds at Brook House in 

early 2017. 

71. In respect of a decision to take 60 additional detainees, an approval paper would be 

produced. I would expect that I would have chaired a Divisional Investment Committee 

meeting to review an expansion of this nature. However, I do not have access to the 

records of these meetings, or any papers produced 

72. My involvement in the decision would have been through the mechanisms described 

above. 

73. I have reviewed pages 15 and 16 of the 13 December 2017 interview with Jerry 

Petherick (G4S's Managing Director for Custodial and Detention service) in the course 

of the Independent Investigation into Brook House (document VER000263). That part 

of the interview also refers to the decision to take another 60 detainees. As mentioned 

above I would expect that any paper produced for approval at whatever level would 

have considered whether it was safe and decent for those detained in Brook House. 

74. I would also expect the Home Office to have needed to approve any additional bed 

spaces being provided at Brook House. 

75. Furthermore, the main driver for this would have been to assist the Home Office with 

population pressure. There were equally occasions when G4S sought to reduce 

populations in facilities where it was considered the right course of action in relation to 

the safety of those in custody or the operational impact of such increases. 
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76. G4S would have followed all normal protocols in relation to preventing the access and 

usage of drugs in the Brook House Immigration Removal Centre. This would include 

searching all detainees and visitors on access to the centre and a programme of random 

searching of all staff. In addition, room searches, drug dogs and intelligence gathering 

were all deployed to combat the use of drugs in custodial establishments. However, 

custodial establishments do not have the ability to routinely carry out intimate body 

searches and this is a major reason for the prevalence of drugs in custodial facilities. 

77. Any instance of illegal drug usage in custodial facilities is problematic and 

disappointing. The prevalence and associated problems of illegal drug use was much 

lower in Brook House compared with the prison estate. In this respect I notice that 

drugs did not feature in the HMIPP's Main Concerns and Recommendations on page 18 

of their report published in January 2017. 

78. I do not recall there being any issues about staff bringing in drugs or this being raised as 

a concern at Brook House. This would have been a matter for the Centre Director. I 

would have expected to have been informed if any member of staff was found to have 

been bringing drugs into any centre and the response to this, but as I say, I do not recall 

having any knowledge at the time. 

79. I do not believe I received any allegations relating to staff supplying or dealing drugs at 

Brook House. I have seen the evidence provided to me by the Inquiry in section 7 of 

CJS0073663. This document is the G4S draft report following the investigation of the 

concerns raised by Nathan Ward in the Select Committee hearing in September 2017 

during which he stated he was aware of an e mail sent to me raising concerns about 

specific members of staff dealing Spice to detainees in Brook House in January 2017. 

This concern was investigated and found to be inconclusive. I do not believe I was 

aware of this at the time. The report notes that Nathan Ward may have been referring to 

a different email sent to colleagues and not to me. I also note from the report that my 

Executive Assistant searched my emails from January 2017 and found no record of 

concerns being raised then. I also note that Stacie Dean's email, which has been sent to 

me by the Inquiry (CJS0073632) and which was reportedly sent to me by Stacie Dean in 
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2016, makes no mention of drug dealing by staff. I have commented on this further at 

paragraph 32 above. 

80. 1 did not have concerns about financial, commercial or reputational pressures from G4S 

affecting the ability of staff or managers at Brook House to perform their roles and 

specifically their ability to ensure the health, safety and wellbeing of individuals 

detained at Brook House. The management team were required to fulfil all obligations 

agreed with the Home Office. 

81. Front line colleagues were employed trained and managed to carry out their duties in a 

caring and appropriate manner. 

82. Sadly, it appeared there were a small number of people who chose to behave in a way 

that was wholly unacceptable. I am sorry that both I, and many others did not identify 

and prevent this. I am confident that I would have done something if I had had an 

opportunity, for instance if this has been escalated to me. 

83. I did not have concerns relating to Brook House staff perpetrating abuse either verbally 

or physically or individually or collectively to detained persons prior to the airing of the 

Panorama programme.

84. Once the programme had aired, I was determined that we should take appropriate action 

and restore Brook House to a healthy condition and ensure the welfare of detained 

persons. 

85. I asked Jerry Petherick, the MD of the Custody and Detention Services business unit, to 

put in place a detailed and comprehensive recovery plan. This recovery plan was led by 

Jerry Petherick. 

86. The plan was reviewed extensively internally and also by the Home Office, by both 

officials and the Minister personally. In stating the following I am relying on my written 

evidence to the Home Affairs Select Committee which I am sure is accurate. The plan 

included: 

• Appointment of a new Centre Director, 
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• Changes to the fabric of the buildings to improve the detainee environment 

extending the use of body-worn cameras 

• Re-invigoration of the activity programme 

• increasing communications to staff on the availability of whistleblowing 

channels 

• appointing whistleblowing guardians on each wing of the centre to 

encourage staff to raise concerns 

• increasing the frequency of random staff searches to detect drugs and other 

prohibited items 

• commissioning an expert review of visit arrangements to improve detection 

and prevention of drugs entering the centre - as outlined during the Select 

Committee hearing, we had no right to undertake intimate searches of 

detainees or visitors so we needed to make sure other methods of detection 

are working appropriately. It is well known that this issue arises across the 

UK custody and detention estate and we sought input from both the Home 

Office and the Ministry of Justice 

• increasing the number of un-announced visits by senior management with 

access to all wings of the centre 

• implementing weekly "wing surgeries" to enable detainees to raise any 

concerns or worries directly with managers, in addition to the existing 

Home Office process for detainees to report any concerns 

• introducing staff rotation schemes. 

The plan would have included specific actions, their owners and dates by which they 

should be completed. 

87. I reviewed progress of the plan outside of the monthly business review with Jerry 

Petherick on a frequent and regular basis thereafter. In the immediate aftermath this 

would have been weekly, moving to monthly as progress was made. Jerry would have 

reviewed progress with the Centre Director and their team on a more granular level 

with greater frequency. 
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88. G4S published a progress update on 4 December 2018 (CJS0074010). I expect I would 

have seen this prior to publication. I was reviewing progress of the recovery plan with 

Jerry Petherick and his team and would have relied upon this to establish the contents of 

the report were true. 

89. In addition to the recovery plan the matter was referred to the Police, and G4S co-

operated with their inquiries. 

90. I was not aware of any allegations relating to racist, homophobic or misogynistic 

attitudes or behaviours amongst staff or management at Brook House, other than those 

shown in the Panorama programme. 1 would not have been aware of the details of 

detainees raising complaints, as described above, prior to September 2017.

91. I have reviewed the grievance letter from Stacie Dean provided in CJS 0073632 in 

respect of bullying amongst other issues and expect that I would have passed the matter 

to Jerry Petherick to deal with, supported by his senior FIR manager. I am afraid I 

cannot recall any further details from memory, but this appears to be confirmed by the 

notes of the meeting held and shown in CJS0073633. 

92. As mentioned at paragraph 62 onwards, via the whistleblowing facility I had seen a 

number of concerns raised about one or two of the senior management team who 

reported to Ben Saunders and their management style and behaviour. These concerns 

and the appropriate response were being considered when the Panorama programme 

aired. 

93. A more complete record these matters would be available from G4S. 

94. Some of the Home Office contracts did contain a minimum staffing level, but not all. I 

cannot recall whether the contract with Brook House did or not. 

95. I understood that both the G4S Custody and Detention Services management team and 

the Home Office were content with staffing levels. Indeed, I note that Jerry Petherick in 

his evidence to the Select Committee that "It is also a matter offact that we employ 

more staff at Gatwick than was proposed in our initial bid " 1 believe this to be true. 
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96. I am not aware of any instances whereby required staff were not recruited in order to 

save money or maximise profits. It would have been unacceptable to leave required 

roles vacant and at no stage did I encourage any manager not to fulfil a contractual 

minimum staffing level.

97. Given its proximity to Gatwick, maintain staffing levels was an ongoing challenge, as 

Gatwick provided numerous alternative employment opportunities. 

98. Recruitment and retention were ongoing challenges at Brook House given its proximity 

to Gatwick airport. I do not recall if there was anything beyond the norm in this respect 

prior to September 2017. 

Whistleblowing 

99. G4S publicised its own whistleblowing service — "Speak Out". This was widely 

publicised in all G4S facilities including Brook House during the relevant period. This 

service was managed by a 3rd party and any matters raised were passed to the 

appropriate person within the operating Unit. In the UK & Ireland division, this person 

was the Divisional Legal Counsel, who would set up an appropriate investigation. I 

reviewed all cases monthly in a Divisional Ethics Committee to ensure the 

investigations were completed in a timely manner, that appropriate action was taken in 

each case and to identify any thematic issues of concern. The last of these was very 

rare. 

100. In addition to this, 1 believe the Home Office also published their own whistleblowing 

service, from which G4S did occasionally receive referrals. 

101. I believe the process was comparable to other organisations and the system was well 

publicised, concerns were raised and investigated and then appropriate action taken. I 

believed it was adequate, however, one can never be certain that everything is being 

captured and whilst the use of whistleblowing is in some senses a sign of a healthy 
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organisation, it can also be a concern if matters aren't simply raised at a local level and 

dealt with immediately. 

102. The Board and 1 were keen to ensure that whistleblowing arrangements functioned well 

and that any reports were acted on, which they were. 

103. I would provide an overview of the use of the whistleblowing activity in my Division to 

the CSR Sub Committee of the Main Board. 

104. At the time of these events the level of whistleblowing cases was around 1 per week for 

the whole division as 1 said at the Select Committee hearing. The division, which 

employed around 30,000 people included not only Custody and Detention Services, but 

al so 

a. Facilities Management Services, 

b. Security Services, 

c. Transport Services, 

d. Healthcare Services, 

e. Utilities Services, 

Monitoring Technologies, 

g. Police Support Services, 

h. Employment Support Services 

105. On 28 September 2017 I wrote to the Select Committee in order to provide the 

Committee with relevant evidence and as mentioned above. I am happy to repeat the 

following evidence that I gave to the Home Affairs Select Committee, which I am sure 

is accurate. At the point G4S was notified of the Panorama allegations, 11 matters had 

been referred to the group's Speak Out system in respect of Brook House. Two cases 

included allegations that related to staff conduct towards detainees. Of those, one case 

had been closed having been investigated and no evidence found to support the 

allegations. The other case was the subject of an ongoing investigation, though we 

confirmed that the allegations that were being investigated did not involve the use of 

force. 
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106. I reviewed all whistleblowing cases raised from within my Division, monthly, in a 

Divisional Ethics Committee to ensure the investigations were completed in a timely 

manner and that appropriate action was taken in each case. I would therefore have 

reviewed any matters relating to Brook House and 1 have addressed related issues in my 

comments above under the heading of "Culture" at paragraph 62 onwards. 

Complaints 

107. I am not, and was not familiar with the operational complaints arrangements whereby a 

detainee would raise concerns either informally or formally. 1 relied on the 

management teams within the various facilities to operate these systems and processes, 

and more importantly to listen carefully to any complaints to ensure high standards of 

care. 

108. I believe detainees also had facilities available to raise complaints with the Home 

Office. I have provided further details at paragraph 67. 

Personal Oversight 

109. I have considered pages 6-7 of Jerry Petherick's interview (mentioned above, 

VER000263). I do not recall whether violence and self-harm at Brook House was 

discussed in the Divisional Trading/ Business reviews which I took part in, although I 

would have been made personally aware if assaults, self-harm, or violence at Brook 

House had increased or was of heightened concern. I note in Jerry Petherick's meeting 

with Yerita in VER000263 he describes: 

Each establishment has its own Health and Safety Manager. Have you come 

across our Trading Review structure, or anything like this? I would ,suggest it 

would be worthwhile you attending one of the Gatwick Trading Reviews 

because every month, changing that slightly this year, at least every other month 

there is a formal meeting, individual establishments reporting into Paul 

Kempster and having a meeting, a face- on-face meeting, and going through a 

package of data. Included in that data is a large section on Health and Safety, 
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and that is where the real concentration comes on the assaults, the violence 

data, and so forth. Therefore, I would certainly recommend that you sit in on 

one of those Trading Reviews, so you get a feel for that. 

77. Paul has introduced a Chief Operating Officers Forum, and one of his 

major objectives from me to him is to drive down violence, and that has been a 

focus of those Chief Operating Officers Forums. 

110. I regularly reported to G4S's Group Executive Committee before, during and after the 

Relevant Period. I would hold a monthly review with the Group Chief Executive and 

his team. Routinely this was attended by me and the Divisional Finance Director. 

111. The reviews were focused on the Division's performance as a whole and would not 

normally have covered Brook House specifically. 

112. In addition to the description of my role and responsibilities set out above in paragraph 

7 onwards I was engaged in other reviews. 

113. I would hold monthly business reviews with all Managing Directors of business units 

including the Custody and Detention Services business unit of which Brook House was 

a part. These reviews were led by the Managing Director of the business unit or their 

deputy and include the business unit management team. 

114. I am unable to recall if Brook House was discussed in any detail at the monthly 

business review meetings in the Relevant Period. 

115. On behalf of G4S I met with the Home Office quarterly at Executive Oversight Board 

meetings. These were regular senior level meetings with an appointed representative 

from the Home Office chairing. The purpose was to: 

e. Review the overall relationship between G4S and the Home Office, 

f. Review contract performance at a high level using a Red / Amber / Green 

rating system, 

g. Review the financials of the relevant contracts and assess the significance to 

both parties, 
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h. Consider future work, and 

i. Address any disputes that could not be addressed at a contract level. 

116. The Home Office used a Red Amber Green Rating system for each of the contracts. My 

memory is that Brook House was always assessed on an overall basis as Green in these 

meetings until the events shown in the Panorama coverage. 

117. I have reviewed paragraph 64 of Claire Checksfield's statement (HOM0331981_17) in 

which she has commented she saw me quarterly, which is correct. 

118. 1 do not have any minutes of the Executive Oversight Board meetings from the period 

of 2016-2018 which refer to Brook House, although I expect the Home Office would. 

119. As part of my role, I was involved with the Harm Reduction Committee meetings. I 

refer to document VER000263_6, where Jerry Petherick notes I introduced these 

meetings around summer 2016. The introduction of these stemmed largely in response 

to growing levels of violence and self-harm within the prison estate. I wanted to use 

these meetings to instil a special focus on reducing harm to those in our care and our 

employees. 

120. I established a Divisional Harm Reduction Committee, which I chaired, with the 

purpose of: 

a. Providing a formal monitoring mechanism for managing all forms of harm 

(self-harm, attacks on staff, attacks on detainees, suicide), 

b. Providing a forum in which the different business units could share good 

practice and learnings, 

c. Bring in outside expertise and 

d. Reducing harm. 

121. I included all operations where these issues were relevant (prisons, immigration, police 

custody, children's services, secure healthcare). Therefore, this would have applied to 

Brook House but was not specific to it nor was it created in response to concerns about 

Brook House. 
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122. I do not have access to the minutes of the Harm Reduction Committee meetings, 

therefore cannot provide them for the period of 2016-2018 which refer to Brook House. 

123. The G4S 2017 annual report described the Corporate Social Responsibility Committee 

which was chaired by Clair Spottiswoode in 2017 as follows: 

"Responsibilities 

The Group takes a holistic approach to corporate and social responsibility. 

The scale of the Group, geographic spread of its activities and the complex 

environments our employees operate in creates a variety of challenges. The 

CSR Committee was established in 2011 to review and monitor the Group's 

CSR approach, which includes developing policies on various CSR-related 

matters for consideration by the board and to review and monitor how the 

Group performs against relevant policies. It oversees reporting on CSR 

matters and progress made during the year. Further details of the committee's 

responsibilities can be found in the committee's terms of reference which are 

available at Vs.com/investors." 

124. I believe I began attending the CSR committee in 2015. 

125. I do not recall Brook House being discussed at the CSR meetings, prior to August 31 

2017.

126. I do not have any records or notes of the meetings of the CSR Committee from 2016-

2018 which refer to Brook House. 

127. I refer the Inquiry to paragraphs 84-89 above in relation to how I and G4S responded to 

the Panorama programme. 

G4S Integrated Report and Accounts 2017; https://www.g4s.com/-/media/g4s/global/files/annual-
reports/inte grate d-report-extracts-2017/g4s integrated report 2017. ashx 
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128. In addition to the Recovery plan, with the support of the Home Office, I appointed 

Verita to carry out the Independent Review on behalf of the board of G4S. 

Relationship with other bodies 

129. I was the second most senior representative of the company after the Group Chief 

Executive. As such, I held accountabilities for delivering all G4S contracts with the 

Home Office and its overall relationship with the Department, including Brook House. 

130. The relationship with the Home Office 1 found it to be constructive, professional and 

demanding, with G4S being held to account for delivering its commitments. For 

example, it is matter of public record that G4S incurred losses of tens of millions in 

delivering its "COMPASS" contract for the Home Office. 

131. The relationship with the IMB was held by the Centre Director. I would read their 

reports. I did not have a direct relationship with the IMB for Brook House or any other 

facility. 

132. The relationship with the HMIPP was also held by the Centre Director. I would read 

the HMIPP reports. I did not have a direct relationship with the HMIPP for Brook 

House or any other facility. Jerry Petherick did have a senior level relationship with the 

Inspectors team, given the regular programme of inspections. 

Reaction to Panorama and events thereafter 

133. I have reviewed the letter from Joe Plomin of BBC Panorama dated 24 August 2017 

(BBC000031) detailing the allegations made against staff. At the time I read this letter 

in 2017 I was upset and deeply concerned. I was dismayed to find that people in my 

team had behaved in such an appalling manner, and I was very sorry. 

134. My first concern was to ensure that this could not still be going on and that all detainees 

in Brook House were properly cared for. 
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135. I was also concerned about what could have led to this being undetected, how it had 

come about and what we could do to bolster our systems. This led to the investigations 

that I commissioned and the recovery plan which we put in place. 

136. After that I was concerned that the good work of the vast majority of my team would be 

questioned and that the reputation of G4S tarnished. My comments in the preceding 

sections of my statement also set out my views and reaction to the Panorama 

programme and the behaviours of some staff. 

137. 1 have reviewed the letter from Jerry Petherick to the BBC dated 25 August 2017 in 

response to the allegations (CJS000793). I expect I would have been aware of this, but I 

cannot recall. 

138. Jerry Petherick provided the response to the BBC as he was the Managing Director of 

the Custodial and Detention Services business and so this was his direct responsibility. 

Jerry is and was a respected and experienced leader in the custodial field and had 

therefore appeared as the media spokesperson for G4S custody facilities on many 

previous occasions. 

139. I have reviewed the email from Clare Checksfield (31 August 2017) to G4S and other 

contractors, which was forwarded to me (CJS000801) and my email to Debbie Walker 

(CJS000758). G4S rightly put in place a recovery plan for Brook House as described 

above in my statement. The Home Office reviewed this and made several suggestions 

which were helpful. 

140. I and G4S were appalled by what was shown on Panorama and were determined to take 

appropriate actions to improve the welfare of people in the Centre and ensure that the 

incidents shown could not happen again. The Home Office quite rightly also wished to 

see this, and I believe they were satisfied with the action G4S were taking given the 

various meetings and conversations I held. 
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141. I do not accept any suggestion that we were only taking action in response to Panorama 

because G4S expected that the Home Office would require this. We were determined 

to ensure the safety of those in our care. 

142. I have reviewed the 26th September 207 document titled "Report following investigation 

into allegations raised by detainee D2953 to the Equalities Advisory Support Service 

Helpline (managed by G4S) re Brook House Gatwick" (HOM032609). The report 

refers to a document titled, "All Staff Communication" dated 1 September 2017 

(CJS0074013) which is I believe an email message sent to all colleagues with a G4S 

email address. To summarise the message: 

a) It alerts colleagues to the airing of the Panorama programme 

b) It re-iterates that any behaviour of the sort expected to be shown in the 

Panorama programme was unacceptable 

c) That Brook House was operating safely 

d) That the behaviour described is not representative of colleagues work across 

the country 

e) An encouragement to use the Speak Out whistleblowing facility. 

143. I do not recall being aware of the report by Stephen Cotter dated 26 September 

following investigation into allegations raised by detainee D2953 to the Equalities 

Advisory Support Service helpline (HOM032609) Matters such as this would 

normally be dealt with by the Centre Director. 

144. My immediate reaction to viewing Panorama, as mentioned elsewhere in my statement 

and on previous occasions, was that I was upset and deeply concerned. I was dismayed 

to find that people in my team had behaved in such an appalling manner. 

145. I was determined to take appropriate action and put in place a programme to ensure this 

could not happen again. 

146. I have summarised the programme we put in place at paragraph 86 above. 

147. I have reviewed page 3 of the Combined Report to the Independent Monitoring Board 

dated September 2017 in respect of Brook House (IMB000007). This document 
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records that I issued a notice to staff on 05 September 2017 with an "Update regarding 

Brook House IRC". A summary of the message which I believe was sent to all 

colleagues with a G4S email is as follows 

a. An acknowledgement of how unacceptable the behaviour shown in 

Panorama was, 

b. Confirmation of the immediate steps being taken; and 

c. Re-iteration of the importance of raising any matters of concern via 

whistleblowing. 

148. It has been suggested to me by the Inquiry that there was a meeting between G4S and 

the Home Office on the 13 September 2017. 1 have no records of this meeting and 1 

cannot recall it, but I expect G4S was asked to present their response to the Panorama 

programme and their plans to improve Brook House. We would have presented our 

response as described at paragraph 84 onwards. 

149. The transcript of the interview with Paul Kempster (referred to previously above, 

document VER000271) states at page 13 that I and Jerry Petherick decided that G4S 

needed to improve the assurance process at Brook House. These steps would have been 

included in the Recovery Plan, which I do not have access to. I expect that this would 

have included ensuring increasing the focus and rigour on this by the Centre 

management and the Custody and Detention business. I have commented on the other 

steps. 

150. From memory Jerry planned to establish a formal assurance team led by a newly 

appointed manager reporting to himself. The unit would operate as an internal audit 

unit. I was supportive of this, and it was included in the next annual budget 

submission. 

151. The overall plan was effective in improving Brook House. I am unable to comment 

specifically on the assurance aspect. I read with interest the statement by Peter Clarke, 

the Chief Inspector in 2019, made after their most recent inspection: 

"It is to the credit of the leadership and staff that they have been determined to 

prevent any recurrence of poor behaviour or abuse, and to inject an 
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appropriately respectful culture into the centre, supported by improved training, 

better supervision of staff and positive relationships with detainees," 

152. 1 have described my involvement in G4S's response to Panorama in previous 

paragraphs within this statement, 

153. In relation to the terms of the departure of the Director of Brook House (Ben Saunders) 

from G4S, I was aware and agreed that there needed to be a change of Centre Director. 

I do not recall being involved in the details of any settlement with Ben Saunders. 

154. 1 was disappointed that this was the outcome for Ben as I knew him to be a decent, 

caring and honourable man of high integrity. However, Ben was responsible for what 

happened at Brook House, and it was right to put a new leader in post. From reading 

my evidence to the Select Committee, which I believe to be true, Lee Hanford took 

charge at Brook House as interim centre director on 25 September. Lee had over 25 

years' experience in prisons and immigration services having worked both in the public 

and private sector. 

155. I have reviewed the Project Team Excel spreadsheet (ref CJS0073822) This appears to 

be the initial response plan immediately following notification by Panorama. 

156. I reviewed the implementation of the recovery plan on a regular basis with Jerry 

Petherick who was responsible for the initial response and he would have led the 

delivery of the plan as described elsewhere in this statement. I would have also 

undertaken some of the tasks such as briefing Hugh Ind at the Home Office. 

157. In particular I have reviewed row 44 in the tab titled Data Requirements' of the 

spreadsheet which notes that I asked for a much more detailed schedule in relation to 

efficiency savings. I cannot remember from where this list of questions arose, nor can 

I remember if this follow up was produced. However, I do note that the spreadsheet 

records that "We have offered cumulative efficiency and clustering savings of £4.05m 

from July2012 to May 2017". 
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158. I cannot recall whether I ever received the more detailed schedule in respect of 

efficiency savings that I asked for. Events would have been moving very quickly, and 

it is entirely possible that this no longer seemed important. 

159. I cannot recall whether the initial proposal to commission an independent investigation 

and review from Verita into Brook House was mine or from others. However, I was 

supportive of this as I believed it would be helpful in understanding the causes of the 

failures and what to do to prevent them happening again. I did make the initial 

approach to Kate Lampard and agreed the terms of reference with Kate Lampard and 

Verita in conjunction with the Group Chief Executive and Verita themselves. I note the 

terms of reference are already in the Inquiry's possession (VER000005). 

160. I have reviewed page 22 of the 11 April 2018 interview with David Waldock (DCO, E 

Wing) in the course of the Independent Investigation into Brook House (document 

VER000191) and I note that he states that I said that G4S "knew nothing about 

Panorama". I believe I was saying that prior to the Panorama programme I and others 

in the senior management of G4S were not aware of the behaviour the individuals 

shown in the programme, but I do not recall this exchange. 

161. I have also reviewed a letter which the Inquiry inform me Mr Waldock says that he sent 

to Ashley Almanza in April 2017 (VER000061). Within the letter Mr Waldock 

describes bullying and corruption at Brook House as well as an unhealthy relationship 

between Brook House Directors and the Home Office staff working at Brook House. I 

do not recall this letter and I have no records available. If I was given information of 

this nature I would have treated it as a whistle blowing matter and ensured that the 

concerns were investigated and appropriate action taken. 

162. I have reviewed the email dated 19 November 2018 from Kate Lampard and Ed 

Marsden of Verita to Alan Gibson, for the attention of Elisabeth Fleuriot and me, 

expressing their concern at the initial decision of the G4S board not to publish their 

report in full (see HOM011797). I was involved in numerous discussions regarding the 

publication of the Verita report. I consistently argued that the report should be 

published in full, as this would be the most transparent course of action and ensure that 

other operators of IRCs could read the conclusions. From memory, the Group Chief 
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Executive and the Group Legal Counsel took a different view. I believe this was 

largely because this was a confidential report requested by the Board and as such it 

would normally have remained confidential. There was never any question of 

withholding the report from the Home Office. 

163. I expect that over time and upon further reflection the ultimate decision takers became 

convinced that publishing the report was the right course of action. 

164. I have reviewed my email to Ed Marsden and Kate Lampard dated 26th February 2018 

(VER000113) and the attachment (VER000115), which I sent in order to draw their 

attention to information 1 had received from Jerry Petherick about the inappropriate 

conduct of "personal protection" trainers and some participants in the training on 22 

February 2018, so that they could consider that as part of their investigation. I 

recorded in the email to Ed Marsden that I was alarmed and upset. 

165. Within the email chain is a communication from the Hibiscus Initiatives Project 

Manager to Michelle Smith and Sarah Newland, in which the Project Manager says, "I 

believe you may already have some awareness of this, as we understand that previous 

participants had passed on concerns to JoAnne, who may have passed them onto 

Lynn." This email was not sent to me, rather managers within Brook House and Tilney 

House. 

166. I expect a full investigation into these concerns would have been conducted to establish 

and confirm all the facts including any prior knowledge. 

167. I do not recall whether I was aware that David Webb (one of the trainers referred to in 

the complaint) was involved in the matters broadcast by Panorama, but anyone shown 

in the programme behaving inappropriately was suspended from duty while 

investigations took place and appropriate action was taken. G4S also referred the 

matters to the police and co-operated fully with their investigations. G4s would be able 

to confirm. 

168. As part of my oversight role, I would have ensured that these matters were investigated 

thoroughly, and appropriate action taken. 
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Declaration 

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 willing for the statement to form part of the evidence before the Inquiry and 

published on the Inquiry's website; 

Signed Signature 

Peter Julian Neden 

Dated 6 February 2022 
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