
BROOK HOUSE INQUIRY 

FIRST WITNESS STATEMENT 
OF 

MARK DEMIAN 

I, MARK CHRISTOPHER DEMIAN, will say as follows: 

BACKGROUND 

1. My name is Mark Christopher Demian and my date of birth is _ _ _DPA 

2. I joined the Metropolitan Police Service as a police constable in October 2003. I worked 

as a police officer for just over 14 years, as part of a crime squad. I left in December 

2017 and at this point I was an acting Sergeant. As a Sergeant, I worked in a managerial 

role managing a crime prevention initiative, volunteer police officers and a driving 

standards department. 

3. I began working for G4S on 11 December 2017 as Head of Safeguarding with 

responsibility for both Brook House and Tinsley House. I was then asked to transfer to 

the newly created role of Head of Residence and Resettlement in Brook House. I 

remained in this role until December 2019 when I was asked to temporarily undertake 

the role of Head of Audit and Compliance. This became a permanent role. In May 2020, 

the contract transferred to Serco and I became Assistant Director of Governance and 

Services. This consisted of carrying out the same tasks as my previous role with some 

additional responsibilities. In February 2022, I became Head of Safeguarding across 

G4S's Care and Rehabilitation Services business. I left Brooke House in order to begin 

my current role. 

4. I left G4S employment in May 2020 as a result of a TUPE process but re-joined the 

company in February 2022. 
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APPLICATION PROCESS 

5. I didn't know very much about Brook House at the time I applied. I had been trying to 

leave the police service as I felt like I needed a change. The role at Brook House seemed 

as though it would be a good stepping stone into the private sector. I had not planned 

to stay in the role for very long but I enjoyed the challenge. 

6. I think the recruitment process prepared me well for my role at Brook House. I had an 

interview with Steve Skin and Ben Saunders and the procedures followed in both Brook 

and Tinsley House were explained to me in detail. I remember coming away from the 

interview with a good understanding of the role. I was also given a tour of Brook House, 

which was very helpful. 

INTERVIEW WITH ED MARSDEN AND KATE LAMPARD DATED 1 FEBRUARY 

2018 

7. I have been asked to refer to VER000217.. I can confirm that I had been Head of 

Safeguarding for around 8 weeks at the time of this interview. As I have detailed below, 

a number of the comments in my interview do not reflect my current understanding of 

the way Brook House operates. I was very new to the role and unfamiliar with working 

in secure settings. I did express these concerns with my line manager prior to being 

interviewed. 

8. On page 4, paragraph 33 of VER000217, I say that staff are very limited in the tools 

they have to deal with poor behaviour from detainees and so detained persons learn that 

rules are unenforceable. My view on this remains the same. At the time I made these 

comments, approximately 50% of the population at Brook House had spent time in 

prison. In prison, they understood that poor behaviour would lead to adjudications, 

sanctions, loss of enhanced status and segregation. There were no such measures at 

Brook House and as a result, there was no way to discourage poor behaviour or reward 

good behaviour. 
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9. I have been asked to give my opinion on the use of each of the tools available to staff 

to deal with poor behaviour. Rule 40 is not a punishment or sanction and is not there to 

deter poor behaviour. Rule 40 is used when a detainee's behaviour has become so bad 

that staff cannot manage the detainee in a normal association setting. It is used to 

safeguard others. The onus is on contractor staff to de-escalate the situation as quickly

as possible and return the detainee to a normal wing. As such, this often happened the --- 

following day and did nothing to deter poor behaviour. 

10. I previously mentioned the lack of PPE, handcuffs and batons in Brook House and how 

this was a struggle for staff. I made this statement after 14 years as a police officer with 

limited experience of the environment and a very different outlook. I think it is right 

that staff do not have handcuffs and batons. Since making that initial statement, I have 

now observed how hard operational staff at Brook House work to prevent the use of 

force being used. Use of force is a last resort in Brook House and officers use their 

interpersonal skills to prevent force from being necessary. I no longer hold the view 

that handcuffs and batons are necessary. 

11. I previously mentioned that safeguarding refresher training had been overlooked in the 

past. Having reviewed my transcript, I have been prompted to remember that I was 

making efforts to secure external training from West Sussex Services. We did introduce 

online training provided by West Sussex but I never got to see through the delivery of 

the in person sessions planned before moving onto a new role. 

12. At page 4, paragraph 37, I stated that the staff/detainee relationship was very positive. 

I joined G4S at a time when significant efforts had been made to improve relationships 

between staff and detainees. I saw staff going out of their way to help and support 

detainees and do everything they could to avoid use of force or the implementation of 

Rule 40. I witnessed friendly interactions between staff and detainees. 

13. In paragraph 72 of page 7 of VER000217, I state that it was difficult to make sure that 

any detainee who was being bullied by other detainees was not missed. At this time, 

staff numbers were increasing but still low compared to the number of detainees in the 

centre. If only two members of staff were on a wing of 120 men, it meant that instances 

of bullying could potentially go unnoticed. This was compounded by staff remaining in 
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wing offices as opposed to being on the landings. When I took over the residential units, 

made efforts to get officers out of the offices and assigned them to specific landings. 

I also placed an order for wing pods to be installed on the middle landing, affording a 

staff view of the entire wing. These were installed in 2020/1 and more recently the 

original wing offices have been repurposed. As there are more staff working at Brook 

House and an improved anti-bullying strategy, at the point I left Brook House I was 

reasonably confident that bullying would not go unnoticed. 

14. I never saw any evidence of staff not taking bullying seriously. 

15. At page 8 of VER000217, I say that the Adults at Risk Scheme in its current format 

isn't geared towards identifying bullying issues. They are two separate issues. The 

Adults at Risk policy is in line with the Home Office guidance. It seeks to safeguard 

the most vulnerable individuals in our care. The policy's main purpose is not to 

combat bullying. 

16. At page 10, paragraphs 105 to 108 [VER000217] I stated that it is a problem that staff 

do not have access to NOMIS and therefore cannot undertake proper risk assessments. 

NOMIS is a prison intelligence system. During my time at Brook House, staff have 

never had access to this system. This means that intelligence that relates to a detainee's 

time in prison is not available to staff at Brook House, which creates obvious concerns. 

Generally, staff have no access to this information. On occasion, a physical prison file 

would come with the detainee to Brook House but this was often delayed or never 

arrived at all. 

17. At paragraph 131 and 132 of page 12 of VER000217, I indicated that staff who work 

in areas involving a number of self-harm and serious incidents were not receiving an 

annual consultation to identify their support needs. The transcript is clear that it was an 

existing policy that suggested that annual consultation should take place. I did not make 

the suggestion. I made the point that it wasn't happening which is accurate. 

18. At page 12 paragraphs 33 to 34, I stated that de-briefs only took place following 

incidents involving use of force. There was a process in place at the time I arrived at 

Brook House for de-briefs to be conducted post serious incidents in line with the 

4 

CJS0074110_0004 



relevant Home Office Detention Centre Order. I made the point that these were not 

consistently undertaken. My comments in the transcript were accurate. 

19. In paragraph 142 of page 12, I say that I can never ensure that 100% of the staff 

"wouldn't do something like that" referring to the Panorama programme. No matter how 

robust the recruitment and vetting processes are there is always a chance that someone 

who has a desire to abuse those in their care may slip through the net and end up 

working at Brook House. 

20. At pages 12-13, paragraph 142 I stated that the Panorama programme had "honed in on 

those couple of incidences" and it was "certainly sensationalised." I think my comments 

related to the fact that the programme was one-sided. I'm confident that if Callum Tulley 

was filming for a period of time, there would be evidence of staff working to help 

detainees. I think there were far more positive incidents than the number of negative 

incidents featured in the programme, but these were not shown. I don't think that this 

footage was representative of the majority of staff and the way in which they acted. I 

did not work at Brook House during the Relevant Period, so I cannot fully comment. 

21. Having reviewed the transcript, page 13 paragraph 143 does not refer to training or 

operational management. I assume that the question is meant to refer to paragraph 146. 

This discussion related to the lack of initial training for managers and how there was a 

lack of mentoring for new managers meaning that operational decisions were taken in 

different ways by individuals. This led to confusion. It also meant that managers did 

not have the tools to manage the staff and challenge poor behaviour. This allowed poor 

culture and poor behaviour to develop. 

22. It is difficult to fully understand the context in which I stated that lots of things that 

were dealt with as disciplinary issues should have been dealt with by the operations 

manager. At the time I arrived at Brook House, there were regular instances where 

DCMs felt unable to challenge poor behaviour exhibited by DCOs. Instead of it being 

dealt with an appropriate lower level, it often resulted in disciplinary action. An 

example of this behaviour is continuous lateness or absence. As this was not addressed 

initially, it often escalated and disciplinary action was required. This behaviour did not 

relate to the treatment of detainees. 
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23. At page 16, paragraph 185 I stated that a lot of the refresher training that should be done 

was missing. I don't remember the specifics but I do vaguely remember that when I 

started work at Brook House there was a backlog of refresher training, which was 

caused by staff shortages. 

CULTURE 

24. I have been asked to provide a description of the culture of Brook House when I worked 

there. I cannot comment on the culture at the centre during the Relevant Period, as I 

was not employed by G4S at that time. When I was there, I remember there being a 

positive culture amongst staff across the centre with a focus on helping detainees. The 

staff were kind, caring and helpful. They had the detainees' best interests at heart. Work 

was carried out throughout my time at Brook House to improve and develop the culture 

but the Panorama programme continued to hold this back, as detainees had a pre-

determined view of what life would be like in Brook House. We had to continuously 

work against this in order to change their perception. Serco are now doing a lot of work 

to develop staff culture and involve every member of staff in these changes. 

25. When I first arrived at Brook House, morale was poor but definitely improving. The 

arrival of Lee Hanford, the increase in staff numbers, the expansion of the Senior 

Management Team (SMT) and the reduction of hours were all positive changes. The 

changes demonstrated to staff that effort was being made to drive improvement at the 

centre. Staff felt that the Panorama programme didn't accurately represent the work 

that was done at Brook House. This led to many good staff members leaving just after 

the Panorama programme aired. 

26. In my experience, staff always displayed kind, compassionate and caring attitudes 

towards detainees. 

27. I did not have any concerns about how the values of G4S or its culture impacted upon 

the general protection of those who were detained at Brook House or the management 

of staff. 
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28. I did not have any concerns about how the values of G4S or its culture impacted upon 

the protection of especially vulnerable detained individuals. 

29. I have been asked to provide my opinion of the management and leadership culture at 

Brook House. I understand that the leadership team had gone through a significant 

transition between the Relevant Period and when I started at Brook House. My 

experience of the culture of the management team was positive. During my time on the 

SMT, our priorities were aligned with those we set for the staff group; to ensure a safe 

environment for those in our care. 

30. I do not recall any occasions where someone raised concerns about the treatment of 

detainees (either individually or collectively) whether informally or as a 

"whistleblower." If any such instances came to my attention, I am confident that they 

would have been acted upon quickly and appropriately. 

31. In the IMB Report 2016, Ben Saunders is noted as having high expectations of staff. I 

never worked with Ben, as he had left the business prior to me starting at Brook House. 

I am unable to comment on this point. 

OVERSIGHT, MONITORING AND OUTSIDE INVOLVEMENT 

32. I have been asked to comment on a HMIP inspection of Brook House that was carried 

out in November 2016 and comment on an action plan. I did not begin working at Brook 

House until December 2017. I cannot comment on recommendations made in 

November 2016, their appropriateness, effectiveness and whether or not they were 

implemented. I cannot comment on any complaints received during this period as I was 

not employed at the centre at that time. 

33. I have been asked to set out my understanding of the role of the IMB. I saw the IMB 

around Brook House regularly. The chair of the IMB was always very approachable 

and easy to engage with. She would ask a lot of questions and had the best interests of 

the detainees at heart. I interacted quite regularly with her. The IMB were an 

independent body and ensured that the correct procedures were being followed in the 

centre. 
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34. I have been asked to set out my understanding of the role of the Gatwick Detainees 

Welfare Group. I did not have any involvement with them. I do not recall ever seeing 

them. I know that they were a non-profit organisation that were there to offer support 

to detainees. They provided financial assistance, clothing and practical resettlement 

support. 

35. I have been asked to set out my understanding of the role of Medical Justice. I 

understood Medical Justice to be a charity that assisted detainees with challenging their 

deportation on medical grounds or supporting the detainees if they felt they had been 

mistreated. My understanding is that Medical Justice would become involved in 

challenging Rule 35 findings. I did not have any involvement with Medical Justice. 

36. I have been asked to set out my understanding of the role of Bail for Immigration 

Detainees. I did not have any involvement with this organisation so I have very little 

understanding of what they did. I believe that they were a charity that supported with 

legal assistance in relation to issues of bail and temporary admission. 

37. I had some involvement with the Samaritans during my early days at Brook House. The 

Samaritans organisation was used more in Tinsley House and they seemed somewhat 

reluctant to come to Brook House. I do not know why. I also had some involvement 

with Sussex Social Services. Whilst I was Head of Safeguarding, I started to develop 

links with the local board and this continued after I left the role. I also liaised with a 

number of NGOs during my time at Brook House to improve the resettlement 

opportunities for detainees. 

PHYSICAL LAYOUT OF BROOK HOUSE 

38. I have been asked to identify any improvements to the physical set up or layout in Brook 

House which I think may have improved the care of detainees. We made a number of 

improvements to the centre during my time at Brook House. We installed wing pods, 

painted and decorated the communal areas and installed a training coffee shop in the 

visits hall. We installed Astroturf on one of the yards and used artwork to soften the 

environment along with new furniture. I think they all improved the care for detainees, 

it made them feel more comfortable. 
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39. E-Wing was designed as a smaller, quieter wing that afforded a higher ratio of staff to 

residents. Detainees that required a higher level of support and more constant 

observations were placed there. E-Wing was also used to facilitate removals where this 

was not possible to do this from the main wing. 

40. Detainees would be moved to E-Wing when they required more support for example, 

if they were suffering with their mental health or detoxing from drug or alcohol abuse 

or being removed from the centre. 

41. I do not know enough about the procedures carried out on E-Wing to explain what took 

place for detainees who were housed there. I cannot comment on why it was different 

to other wings. As previously mentioned, it was smaller and allowed those who needed 

it to receive more support. 

42. There were not set criteria that needed to be satisfied in order for a detainee to be moved 

to E-Wing. Each move was carried out on an individual basis. 

POLICIES AND PROCEDURES 

43. I have been asked to comment on whether the policies and procedures that were 

operational when I worked at Brook House reflected real-life practice. I think that they 

did. The policies were reviewed yearly by the Senior Manager responsible for that area 

of the business and as such, they reflected reality. 

THE ROLE OF A SENIOR MANAGER 

44. I have been asked to provide an explanation of how I engaged with detained individuals. 

I made an effort to spend time on the residential units and be visible to staff and 

detainees. I made efforts to engage with detainees and if there were language barriers, 

I made use of translators or the appropriate staff members to help me converse. Other 

detainees also sometimes acted as translators for me. 

45. 1 have been asked to comment on whether there were any incentives to encouraging 

positive behaviour in detainees. This was difficult, as the Home Office would not allow 
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a scheme of incentives but I did introduce things such as a cleanest wing competition. 

Every month, the staff and detainees from the cleanest wing would be rewarded. This 

encouraged positive behaviour and team spirit. 

46. I have been asked to explain my understanding of the process in place for preventing 

drugs from entering Brook House. The issue of drugs within the centre was far more 

pronounced when I first arrived. There was regular Spice and cannabis use amongst 

detainees. Searching of staff was undertaken but not very often. This improved as time 

went on. Visitors were detected bringing drugs into the centre and on these occasions, 

the police were called and the visitors were arrested. When detainees brought drugs into 

the centre, there were usually no consequences and the drugs were just destroyed by 

the police. 

47. I never felt that financial, commercial or reputational pressures from G4S impacted my 

ability to perform my role and ensure the health, safety and wellbeing of detainees. 

48. I have been asked to comment on whether there were any barriers to me performing my 

role. There was occasionally a reluctance by the Home Office to review or change any 

policies or procedures. A number of DSOs and other governance documents are hugely 

outdated and inconsistent with the current practices and needs of the centre. An example 

of this is R40/42 DSO and related paperwork. The Home Office have agreed that this 

is outdated. We offered to redesign the paperwork in order to make it less complicated 

and trial a new process but this was refused. 

MANAGERIAL OVERSIGHT 

49. I never experienced or was aware of staff displaying racist attitudes or behaviours. I am 

confident that if staff did hold such views that they would not demonstrate this in my 

presence. I would not tolerate such behaviour. 

50. I never experienced or was aware of any homophobic and/or misogynistic attitudes or 

behaviours amongst staff. 

51. I cannot recall any instances of staff bringing drugs into Brook House for detainees. I 

was involved in the suspension of Shermin Mohammed. She was suspected of bringing 
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drugs in for a detainee and of being in a relationship with him. The drugs point was 

never proven but she was dismissed in January 2019 without notice following an 

investigation. 

52. I never had any concerns about staff being bullied or had to deal with a staff complaint 

regarding bullying. 

SENIOR MANAGEMENT TEAM 

53. I have been asked to provide an explanation of the management committee system and 

the role of senior managers and DCMS at these meetings. I do not recall a management 

committee system and related meetings. I can only assume that this took place prior to 

my arrival. There were daily morning briefings and monthly senior management team 

meetings. 

54. The format and agenda of the SMT meetings changed a number of times during my 

four years at Brook House. I think the meetings were helpful and effective. The 

meetings gave the SMT the opportunity to discuss issues and collectively find solutions 

without the distraction of operational issues. The outcome of the meetings would 

normally be actions for individuals which were followed through at subsequent 

meetings. I cannot think of any improvements. 

55. I have been asked to set out how often use of force reviews took place after I began 

working at Brook House. When I arrived, there were monthly multi-disciplinary use of 

force review meetings and both footage and paperwork was reviewed. These meetings 

then stopped, I do not recall when. Prior to my leaving, they re-started in a similar 

format. During my later time at Brook House, daily reviews of use of force incidents 

were undertaken within 24 hours of each incident. 100% of incidents were reviewed by 

a duty director and a member of the Home Office. A use of force instructor would often 

join the review. Any issues or concerns were dealt with promptly. 

56. I have been asked to comment on the quality of leadership by senior managers at Brook 

House. The three directors I worked for were very different and had differing 

approaches. Lee Hanford was an exceptionally effective Director who made great 

efforts to improve Brook Ilouse following the Panorama documentary. He made a 
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significant number of positive changes. Lee was a role model to me and I learned a 

great deal from his approach. The senior management team as a whole were effective 

but the team was undergoing a transition period at the time. Prior to my departure, the 

senior management team worked very well together and I felt that individuals were 

well-suited to their roles. This consisted of very capable individuals who worked very 

well as a team. 

57. Steve Hewer and Sarah Newland provided exceptional leadership and direction. The 

reduced structure implemented by Serco and the Home Office as part of the new 

structure was challenging. The E2 grade was removed and heads of department had no 

"number 2" to rely on and share the workload with. The reliance was now on DOMs, 

who had not received additional training and had other operational duties. The workload 

for the SMT now is huge and almost beyond what is manageable. This is due to the 

increase in staff. This will inevitably lead to things being missed and was a factor 

influencing my decision to leave. 

RELATIONSHIP WITH THE HOME OFFICE 

58. The on-site Home Office staff are split into two teams; one that focuses on detainee 

engagement and one that focuses on contractual compliance. When I first arrived, the 

engagement team was very small and detainees were continuously frustrated with the 

lack of contact from the Home Office. Improvements were made to the engagement 

team and this contact became better over time. The improvements were however short 

lived and COVID-19 has resulted in the same frustrations for detainees, as many of the 

team refuse to have face to face contact with detainees and rely on letters and phone 

calls instead. This was regularly raised by detainees as a point of frustration. 

59. The contractual compliance team were regularly visible within the centre and were very 

helpful and approachable. The majority of the team worked with us and had the best 

interests of the detainees at heart. There were individuals who actively worked against 

the contractor managing the centre. This behaviour does not relate to the Relevant 

Period. I have raised my concerns with the Home Office management and therefore do 

not wish to mention names. 
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60. I attended monthly contract review meetings with the Home Office. There was a set 

agenda and minutes recorded of the meetings, which will be more accurate than my 

recollection of the content of these meetings. In general terms, the meetings discussed 

financial performance, performance against Key Performance Indicators, Rule 40s and 

other operational matters. The information was presented by the contractor and there 

was then an open forum for discussion of issues and concerns. 

DISCIPLINARY AND GRIEVANCE PROCESSES 

61. I conducted a number of grievance investigations and disciplinaries at Brook House 

and across the wider G4S estate. None of these related to the Relevant Period or any of 

the issues highlighted in the Panorama programme. At the time I left G4S, I lost access 

to all documents in relation to any grievance or disciplinary processes. I cannot provide 

the level of detail requested without those documents. I can confirm that I was never 

subject to a grievance or disciplinary investigation and never acted as a witness for 

anyone else's investigation. 

STAFFING LEVELS 

62. I have been asked to confirm if I was aware of other staff raising concerns over staffing 

levels. By the time I arrived at Brook House, staffing levels had begun to increase and 

there was an aggressive recruitment campaign underway. Whilst there were days where 

staff numbers were lower, in general it was less of a concern. 

63. I cannot recall if the proposed change was part of the Brook House Action Plan. I don't 

think it was, as the action plan was done the year before. The action plan did relate to 

making Brook House safer but these particular changes were not included. Shortly after 

my arrival, an agreement was reached with the Home Office to increase the agreed 

staffing levels and have three DCOs on a residential unit and this definitely helped a 

lot. Under the Serco contract, these levels increased again. 

64. I do not have any knowledge of a staffing plan that was in place prior to September 

2017 therefore I cannot comment. 
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GS. I have been asked to review Document CJS000736. I have seen this document 

previously but I was not involved in its development. I did not have actions assigned to 

me and my understanding is that the work that arose from this document was largely 

completed prior to my arrival. I was never asked to provide feedback on it. 

66. I am confident that the staff shortages that occurred during the Relevant Period had an 

impact on the services that could be provided for detainees as well as the consistency 

of care that could be offered. As previously stated, I did not work at Brook House during 

the Relevant Period so I am unable to comment further. 

67. I cannot comment on whether staffing shortages impacted staff morale and safety 

during the Relevant Period, as I was not employed at Brook House during this time. 

68. I have been asked to provide my opinion on whether decisions were made to maintain 

staffing levels below contractual requirements due to cost savings. I sat in monthly 

trading reviews with the Managing Director of G4S. I also attended monthly senior 

management meetings and had countless discussion with the Director about staffing 

levels. I never got any impression that staffing levels were deliberately kept below 

standard requirements in order to save on costs. That was not the case. We tried 

relentlessly to recruit staff at a considerable cost to G4S. In my opinion, it would be 

more cost-effective to recruit and retain staff rather than deliberately work below the 

agreed staffing levels. 

TREATMENT OF DETAINED PERSONS 

69. I have been asked to provide my opinion on the use of control and restraint techniques 

as a mechanisms to control detainees' behaviour. It was not a mechanism to control 

behaviour. Use of force was a last resort. It was only used in exceptional circumstances. 

I don't think it was used excessively at Brook House. 

70. There were no alternatives to control and restraint techniques. Staff would have tried to 

engage with the detainee and persuade them to calm down or change their behaviour 
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prior to using force. A lot of the time this was successful and staff were able to de-

escalate the situation. 

DETAINED PERSONS' WELFARE 

71. I did not receive any training in relation to the welfare of detained persons. 

72. I have been asked to provide details of the use of drugs by detained persons and whether 

policies prevented drugs entering Brook House and/or being used by detained persons. 

The drugs that were predominantly used by detainees were cannabis and Spice. There 

were policies in place to prevent drugs coming in but I cannot comment on their 

effectiveness, as I am unsure. The availability of drugs was far greater in 2017 than it 

was when I left. Spice had a very negative impact on detainees' welfare and behaviour. 

Spice made people act erratically and aggressively. 

73. Forward Trust were a small team at Brook House that offered drug rehabilitation and 

support at Brook House. I cannot comment on the effectiveness, as I did not see enough 

of them and the work they carried out. 

ABUSE OF DETAINED PERSONS 

74. I did not have any specific concerns about the abuse (verbal or physical) of detained 

persons (either individually or collectively) whilst working at Brook House by staff 

75. I did not have any concerns about the about the abuse (verbal or physical) of detained 

persons (either individually or collectively) whilst working at Brook House by other 

detainees. 

COMPLAINTS 

76. I understand the complaints process for detained persons or others making a complaint 

relating to mistreatment by staff well, as I managed it just before I left. There were 

complaint forms available on the units in a number of different languages. The forms 
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would be placed in secure box. G4S staff didn't have access to this box. Home Office 

would collect the complaints from the box on a daily basis. If it was more serious or 

related to allegations of abuse then PSU and the Home Office would be notified 

immediately. 

77. Detainees could make complaints about other detainees in the same way. They could 

also make verbal complaints to any members of staff. 

78. I reviewed a large number of complaints in the four years that I worked at Brook House. 

I do not have access to those records anymore so I cannot recall specific details of any. 

They would generally be low level complaints about unhelpfulness of staff, quality of 

food and property etc. 

79. There were never any investigations conducted against me by G4S or PSU. I was 

involved in investigating a large number of complaints. I cannot remember any specific 

details. 

80. 1 was never involved in any decision to appeal the outcome of a complaint investigated 

by PSU. 

81. I always found it quite strange that the process was paper based, as the detainees had 

access to IT. I think it would have been more efficient to ensure that the complaints 

were done electronically. I think this would have made a lot of improvements to the 

process, as the complaints could have been stored more easily and it reduces the risk of 

any complaints getting lost. 

82. The process for detainees who wished to make complaints about any other matters 

including healthcare was the exact same. They placed the complaints in the healthcare 

box and the complaints were filtered out to the relevant people to investigate them. 

THE PANORAMA PROGRAMME 

83. I did not work with Callum Tulley at any point. 
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84. A lot of detainees came to Brook House and were already aware of the Panorama 

programme. They came to Brook House with a pre-determined negative view that we 

would try our best to change. I did not work at Brook House during the Relevant Period, 

so I cannot comment on whether detainees were aware of it or the impact that had at 

the time. 

85. There were hundreds of age dispute cases during my time at Brook House. Social 

services would always be informed and they would come and carry out an assessment 

if one had not already been completed. The detainee would immediately be removed 

from association with adults from the moment any suspicion was raised regarding their 

age. The Home Office would also be informed of any underage detainees. 

86. Staff levels were increased following the Panorama programme. This created effective 

change, as it spread the workload out more fairly. 

SPECIFIC INDIVIDUALS 

87. I did not know or work with Nathan Ring, Steve Webb, Kalvin Sanders, Derek Murphy, 

John Connolly, Clayton Fraser, Charles Frances, Aaron Stokes, Mark Earl, Sean 

Sayers, Daniel Small, Yan Paschall, Daniel Lake, Babatunde Fagbo, Shane Munro or 

Nurse Jo Buss. 

88. Chris Donnelly is still at Brook House now to my knowledge. He is an Oscar 1. My 

dealings with Chris were limited to the times when I acted as Duty Director and I would 

see him in person or speak with him on the phone. I never managed Chris. 

89. Dave Webb was still at Brook House when I started. I observed him doing use of force 

training. I never had any concerns about him. He was dismissed shortly after I arrived 

for an incident not related to Panorama. 

90. Slim Bassoud still works at Brook House. I did not have a huge amount of interaction 

with him but he was always very friendly. He interacted a lot with detainees and he was 

often called upon to help translate. I never had any concerns about him. 
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91. Ryan Bromley is still working at Brook House. I never had any concerns about him. I 

did not work closely with him. 

SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

92. I do not have any recommendations on things to be changed or improved at Brook 

House. 

93. Staffing levels have already been increased to improve the health, safety and welfare of 

detainees. 

ANY OTHER CONCERNS 

94.1 cannot think of any further matters relevant to the Inquiry's work. All individuals 

working at Brook House are knowledgeable of the matters mentioned in my statement. 

STATEMENT OF TRUTH 

I believe that the facts stated herein 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. 

Signed: 

Dated: 

Signature  
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