
BROOK HOUSE INQUIRY 

First Witness Statement of Daniel Lake 

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

2006 dated 5 July 2021. 

I, Daniel Lake (D.O.B DPA will say as follows: 

Introduction 

1. I have been asked to provide a witness statement to the Inquiry as a result of the 

position I held previously as a G4S Custodial and Detention Officer (DCO) at 

Brook House from 8 August 2016 to 26 December 2017. 1 am no longer employed 

by G4S and give this statement in a personal capacity. 

Background 

2. I began working for G4S at Brook House in August 2016. Prior to that, I was 

employed in various roles as a labourer and garage door engineer. I have no 

professional qualifications. My specific role at G4S was as an Activities Officer, 

which involved providing detainees with activities and sporting equipment as well 

as supporting DCOs on the wings. This was the only role I held during the period 

of my employment. 

3. Following the airing of the Panorama programme and subsequent investigation 

into all staff, I spent six weeks on sick leave suffering from stress. I left my job at 

Brook House in December 2017 and have held no similar roles. I am currently 

training to be a lift engineer. 
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Application Process 

4. 1 was attracted to working as a DCO at Brook House as I was looking for a stable 

career, which I believed this role would provide. I had no qualifications from 

school and was starting a family at the time. I had no specific knowledge of Brook 

House, or precisely what the job would entail. I believed it would provide a steady 

income, which was my main motivation for applying. 

5. The recruitment process did not prepare me for the role. The eight week training 

programme took place in a classroom and was largely theoretical. It did involve 

some role play scenarios but nothing that could have prepared me for the 

environment I was going into. There was some discussion of what we might do in 

certain scenarios, but that is very different from dealing with the reality of the 

place. The training was general as we did not know what our specific role would 

be until the end of the process. At the end of the training course I was allocated 

the role of Activities Officer. This role differed from DCOs who were assigned to 

wings as we were based in the library, IT room and sports office, and were 

responsible for giving detainees access to these activities. Activities Officers were 

not allocated to a wing and did not have the responsibility of looking after a wing. 

Culture 

6. The culture at Brook House was a pretty bad one. It was a very macho type of 

place, and the attitudes between staff and detainees were not great; there was a 

general mutual disrespect. The managers were largely absent and they were not 

supportive; you did not feel you could ask questions of them — the attitude was 

just to get on with it, or 'man up' if there were any issues. The culture remained 

the same for the entire period I worked at Brook House. 

7. Staff morale was very low during the entire time I worked there. We were always 

understaffed so it was not a great place to work; no one enjoyed it. The turnover of 
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staff was extremely high so you were never working with the same people for 

very long. After three weeks of finishing our training, the group of people I 

trained with were the most experienced officers there. The managers were never 

around and did not care about you; officers were just left to get on with it and deal 

with any issues themselves. If there were serious issues, you would just push the 

emergency button and wait for First Response to attend. 

8. I would say the attitudes towards detainees were not great due to the shortage of 

staff which meant officers were always on the back foot. There was also a lot of 

hostility from detainees. There were never enough staff so you always felt slightly 

unsafe. Detainees were frustrated to be there and with only three staff, or fewer, to 

120 detainees, there was a limit as to how much you could try to help anyone. 

That led to a culture of just getting your head down and doing what you had to 

each day. 

9. It was a pretty crazy place as you had detainees finishing long prison sentences for 

serious and violent crime in there alongside others who had just overrun their 

visas. There were definitely people there who had been in the system and knew 

how to push your buttons. There was no protection for anyone, staff or otherwise, 

because you were so outnumbered and the detainees were free to be out of their 

rooms all day. You would see some detainees were just terrified and would try to 

stay in their rooms. All detainees were allocated to a wing, and were supposed to 

stay there, but this was difficult to enforce and some detainees would just sneak 

past and go looking for vulnerable people to take advantage of; not in a physical 

way, but just like, asking them for money or to do things for them. It was not 

really a safe place and staff were so outnumbered we didn't really feel that safe 

either. But the attitude from managers was just get on with it. 

10. There was nothing in place to deal with those detainees who had severe mental 

health issues. There were so many people there that needed to be in hospital in my 

opinion. It was not a suitable place for them to be. You would have people 
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starving themselves, or self-harming. The only thing you could do would just be to 

put them on E wing, which was supposed to be for people who had misbehaved on 

their wings, so they could be watched more closely. Healthcare would visit but 

there was no one there really assessing whether these people were mentally stable 

enough to be in there. 

11. I could not tell you what the values or priorities of senior management were 

because they were never around. There was no support at all. If they did show up 

to deal with an issue, they would just immediately agree with the detainee in order 

to keep the peace. I barely saw my line manager, and you did not feel like you 

could go to them with any problems. It was a pretty macho male-dominated 

culture. I am not aware of anyone raising concerns with management, and 

certainly no-one raised any with me. It was not the sort of place where you would 

raise any issues. You did not feel like it would be handled well if you did; for 

example, if you reported someone you might be concerned that managers would 

go straight to that person with your allegation, which obviously would make it 

difficult for you to work with them. 

Physical Layout of Brook House 

12. I am not sure of any changes to the layout of the building that would have 

improved the atmosphere. There could be an attempt to separate people out based 

on the reason they were there, but there would need to be more staff if detainees 

were going to be stopped from moving freely around the buildings. 

13. E Wing was used to keep inmates who had misbehaved or caused issues in other 

wings. People would be sent there if they were fighting, refusing to lock up at 

night, or breaking the rules in other ways. It was also used to keep people with 

mental health issues as they could be watched more closely there. It was basically 

the same as other wings except the detainees could not leave. They could walk 

around within the wing, play pool, watch TV and so on. But they weren't able to 
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go to other wings. It also had 'constant watch rooms,' which had glass panels that 

meant staff could watch detainees who were at risk of self-harm. At the back of 

the wing there was a caged door and segregation. If people were really acting out 

they would be put in segregation and locked in their rooms all day to protect 

others. I am not entirely sure what the process for leaving E Wing was, but I think 

people would just be sent there for a certain period of time. 

Policies and Procedures 

14. 1 am afraid my memory of the policies and procedures has faded over time. I think 

we would have been given them during the training but I cannot recall 

specifically. My memory is that it was more of a learn on the job situation, but I 

may have had certain policies drawn to my attention. I do not recall anything ever 

changing or being updated during the time I was there. There was a bit of a sense 

of winging it because the daily reality of life in Brook House was so different 

from anything you had ever experienced before. 

Facilities 

15. The condition of the facilities at Brook House was one of the major issues that 

caused frustration to detainees. One example of this was the computers, which 

were very slow meaning detainees often had trouble accessing their emails. All we 

could do as Activities Officers was to report this to management but nothing was 

done to improve the state and condition of the computers as a result of reports we 

made. 

Training 

16. The first eight weeks of my employment were spent on the training course. As I 

have said (at para 5) the training did not prepare me for the role. It was classroom 

based and we would watch slide shows and so on. There was training in control 
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and restraint (the use of force technique that was used in Brook House), but it is 

very different in real life when people are fighting back. At the time I had no 

knowledge of the role I was going to be working in so 1 had no reason to doubt 

that the training was adequate. We had basic first aid training but it did not cover 

the serious mental health issues that we would be dealing with (for example, how 

to deal with incidents of self-harm). 

17. There was no specific training for my role as at that point I did not know what my 

role would be. I learnt my role by shadowing someone for the first two weeks. 

Records indicate that I underwent a C&R refresher course on 21 June 2017 with 

DCO Stephen Webb. I do not recall the details of this one day course and have no 

comments on the quality of content and delivery. However, I think there should 

have been more of an emphasis on first aid rather than C&R as self-harm was a 

more common issue than detainees fighting. As far as I can recall I did not have 

any personal protection training. 

The Role of DCOs and relationships with detained persons 

18. My relationship with detainees was usually fine because, as an Activities Officer, 

I would be providing them with equipment (for example, footballs), or opening 

the courtyard; therefore, I was not one of the officers they would generally have a 

go at (although at times we would be subject to aggression if we were delayed in 

opening courtyards or the IT room due to staff shortages — see para 29). Language 

was a barrier in there but 99% of the time they spoke enough English to 

communicate on a basic level. If there was a complete language barrier we had a 

telephone number we could call to get access to interpreters who would translate. 

It was easy to access them and worked well on the whole. You could also rely on 

other detainees to translate. 

19. The biggest barrier in there was mental health and just the general frustration of 

people being in there for so long. There were detainees who were at Brook House 
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for long periods despite it being a removal centre. Detainees would just be so 

frustrated; they would be dealing with lawyers not turning up, not being able to 

access their paperwork, things like that. It gets to the point where you are helpless 

yourself; there is nothing you can really do to help them so they just get really 

frustrated with you. Some of the people there exhibited disturbing behaviour, such 

as self-harm, which I did not feel equipped to deal with. 

20. There were some incentives for good behaviour; for example, detainees could 

have a job in the kitchens. We also had something called 'cultural kitchen' where 

they could ask for any ingredients they wanted and cook food from their home 

country. However, this was only available when we had enough staff and there 

were so many staff shortages it wasn't always possible. It is difficult to think of 

other incentives that could be offered; if you gave a play-station or something like 

that, someone would just steal it. We really did not have control of the building so 

you could not prevent that. 

21. If you had concerns about someone, for example, refusing to eat, you would open 

up an ACDT and then they would be checked every mealtime to see if they were 

eating. The managers would have to sign off on the ACDT so they would also be 

aware of the issue. My experience was that it was only really taken seriously if 

something had actually happened to the person because there were so many 

people in there dealing with these sorts of issues. Once you had reported any 

concerns it would not necessarily be your responsibility to check back on it, it 

would be whoever was on the wing at the time (who would have access to the 

ACDT). I did not work as part of the welfare team or security team. 

Relationships with staff 

22. I cannot recall the details of any specific incidents of racism, homophobia or 

misogyny by any member of staff towards any other member of staff or detainees. 

However, as I said previously, it was generally a very macho culture and I cannot 
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say these attitudes did not exist. I did not personally experience or witness any 

bullying by any other staff, although the general culture from management was 

not supportive. I was not aware of anyone making any complaints about bullying, 

but my experience was that it was not a place where people would necessarily feel 

they could take action (for example, management would probably laugh at you if 

you complained someone was bullying you). 

Relationship with the Home Office 

23. I had no working relationship with the Home Office. They would enter the 

building via the main reception and take the lift to the top floor, where the offices 

were. They would not be on the main floors so I did not have any involvement 

with them. 

Relationship with senior managers 

24. Again, I did not really have a relationship with senior managers as they would stay 

up on the top floor and not really get involved with the day to day issues. You did 

not feel like you could go up there and discuss anything; you were expected to 

figure it out yourself I think they showed a very poor quality of leadership, were 

invisible and left staff unsupported and outnumbered. 

Relationships with DCMs 

25. My experience of my manager was that I rarely saw him. His name was Ramon (I 

am afraid I cannot recall his surname). I had no appraisals or one-to-ones of any 

kind. There was no performance review. 

Relationships with other DCOs 
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26. It is difficult to say I felt able to rely on other DCOs because the turnover of staff 

was so high that you would rarely be working with the same people. I had a good 

relationship with other activities officers but we did not work alongside each other 

as such. It was more a situation where you just got on with it and did what you 

needed to each day to get through it. 

Relationship with Healthcare Staff 

27. I would not go straight to healthcare if I had concerns about someone; that would 

have to go through a manager. However, if you pushed a red button (in an 

emergency situation) healthcare would also arrive, and they would give 

medication to detainees who needed it. My experience was that healthcare were 

around and would check on the wings. They would also be involved with the care 

of any vulnerable people on E Wing. I think they were quite limited in what they 

could actually do so their main role was to do with medication. I never heard any 

complaints about healthcare from detainees. 

28. Up until the airing of the Panorama programme I had no involvement in any 

disciplinary or grievance investigation, in any capacity. 

Staffing levels 

29. We were short staffed every day. Sometimes we were so short staffed (as 

activities officers) that we were not able to open the courtyard, which meant 

detainees could not get any fresh air at all. It meant we could not provide things 

like cultural kitchen (see para 20); it was a huge thing for people there to be able 

to cook their own food. It felt unsafe there even when we were fully staffed so it 

was just worse when there were staff shortages. Everyone would get fed up and 

the tension would just build, especially if people couldn't go outside. Obviously 

that puts extra stress on the wings because 60 people who would have been in the 
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courtyard are stuck in the wing. You would have detainees kicking the doors. Staff 

felt unsafe so this would limit what you would be able to do on the wing. 

Tinsley House Staff 

30. Tinsley House staff were completely out of their depth at Brook House and it was 

obvious that they were scared. It was a completely different environment. They 

would have had the same training as us but the reality is that Tinsley House is like 

day-care whereas Brook House is like a prison. They were not used to locking 

people up and other aspects of the regime that is in place at Brook House. 

Treatment of Detained Persons 

31. I did not work on reception for detained persons. As an Activities Officer I was 

not involved in the induction process so am unable to comment on the accuracy of 

the induction policy. 

Activities for Individuals 

32. I do not think there were enough activities to keep detainees occupied, but it is 

difficult to know what could have been provided. It was also difficult because they 

would want to play pool but then would snap pool cues, or would want footballs 

but would keep popping them. We tried to organise a football match but it just 

turned into a mass brawl. We just didn't have the staff or facilities to do it. There 

was an IT room but this was useless as most websites were blocked and detainees 

couldn't even access the documents they needed for their court hearings most of 

the time. We also had badminton and cricket. It is difficult to think of anything 

else you could provide with the facilities and space available. 

Immigration Rule 35 Process 

33. I had no involvement with the Rule 35 process. 
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Individual Welfare 

34. I had no specific training on mental health which was a real problem as there were 

so many people with serious issues. This was something I had never seen before; 

people smashing their heads against walls or cutting themselves. I think lots of the 

detainees should have been formally assessed to establish whether they were safe 

to stay at Brook House. If anyone was cutting themselves or showing other 

alarming behaviours they would be sent to E wing where they could be put on 

constant watch (i.e. watched all day by a single member of staff). If medication 

was required, healthcare would be involved. Healthcare, along with managers, 

would make decisions such as admitting people to hospital. I recall attending 

hospital a number of times with detainees; for example, where someone had 

starved themselves and needed to be put on a drip, or where someone cut 

themselves and needed stitches. There was never a problem getting someone from 

healthcare if they were needed but I am not sure they could really do that much 

other than medication and immediate needs. There was not anyone assessing the 

state of these people and whether they were stable enough to be detained in Brook 

House. 

35. Drug addiction at Brook House was managed by healthcare giving medication. 

There was no rehabilitation as such, the issue was managed with substitute 

medication whilst people were at Brook House. I am sure there were policies to 

stop illegal drugs entering but there were illegal drugs at Brook House (although 

that was not something I usually had any involvement with in my role as 

Activities Officer). Spice was the biggest problem as it would make people very 

violent and this would make the place more dangerous. 

36. My understanding is that the Chaplaincy was there to offer religious guidance. I 

was not aware of the Chaplaincy raising any concerns, and certainly these would 

not have been raised with me. 
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37. When an individual self-harmed, first aid would be a priority. The officer would 

push their button and a first responder would arrive along with healthcare. Once it 

had been established that there was no officer in danger, healthcare would take 

over and decide what medical treatment was needed. It would be a decision for 

healthcare along with the manager of the wing whether that person needed to go to 

hospital. Unfortunately I am not aware of the policy to which you refer so cannot 

provide any specific comment on whether it was followed. 

38. if a person refused to eat the food provided, the officer would open an ACDT and 

they would then be monitored at every mealtime to see if they were eating (see 

para 21). I have been asked to comment on the extent to which a policy was 

followed when a detainee refused to eat; this policy has not been identified and I 

am not aware of it. It is difficult to think of ways in which people could be 

encouraged to eat if they wanted to go on hunger strike. If it was a case where 

people did not like the food, they could purchase other food from the shop, but we 

were not able to give out any alternative as everyone had to be treated in the same 

way. 

39. I have been referred to documents CJS001893 and HOM000088, which relate to 

case reviews for DI42 and DI527. The documents record that I attended these 

reviews. I have no recollection of attending any case reviews, and am unable to 

explain their purpose and function. My attendance on these occasions was out of 

the ordinary (it was not part of my regular duties) and I would not have made any 

contribution. I received no training on case reviews as it was not one of my 

regular duties as an Activities Officer. 

Detained Persons as time served foreign national offenders (TSFNO) 

40. I did not work on reception for TSNFO individuals. My approach to TSFNOs was 

the same as everyone else because, as officers, we did not routinely know why 

people were there. This definitely meant there were welfare concerns as you 

would have visa overstayers sharing a room with people who had done serious 
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prison sentences for violent crime. You could see that some detainees were 

terrified and we did not have the tools to manage people's behaviour. Some 

people would be easy targets; not necessarily physically, but for money or 

bullying behaviour. 

Abuse of individuals detained at Brook House 

41 I am sure there were staff that did not have the best attitude towards detainees but 

I do not recall having concerns about the abuse of detainees by staff. There would 

be verbal abuse and fights between detainees but I do not recall any situation 

where someone was on the receiving end of an unprovoked assault. There were 

also cultural and language barriers which meant that it was not always possible to 

tell whether interactions between detainees were hostile or not. 

Complaints 

42. If a detained person wanted to complain about staff or any other person they 

would ask for a form from the activities staff, which they would fill out and post 

in a red box in the library. This would then be emptied by management. I am not 

sure what would happen from that point onwards. The process was the same for 

staff, except that the staff complaints box was not on the wing, it was by the 

entrance to the building. I have no knowledge of the process for investigations by 

G4S or the Professional Standards Unit. Up until the Panorama programme aired, 

I had no involvement in any complaint or investigation in any capacity. 

Use of Force, discussions about use of force and attitudes towards detained 

persons 

43. Control and restraint (C&R) techniques were most commonly used when people 

were being deported and were refusing to leave the building. You would 

obviously try to talk to detainees and persuade them to leave voluntarily but this 
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was not always successful. Sometimes I would have a month without having to be 

involved in control and restraint, but then you might have three in one day. We 

would go in with three men as a triangle, a shield at the front, and give them three 

chances to walk out before using force. After any incident you would fill out a 

form detailing what happened and pass this to a manager. In my experience force 

was used as a last resort and you would try to talk to them first and coax them to 

the front door. I was not aware of any alternative if this did not work. 

19 Apri12017 

44. I have shown a transcript of DCO Tulley's interviews with the BBC in which he 

describes a conversation that allegedly took place between myself and DCO Dan 

Small on 19 April 2017 regarding a detainee's hunger strike [TRN000036, page 

5]. 1 do not recall the conversation so am unable to confirm whether or not 1 made 

the remarks, or provide any wider context to the conversation. If I did make the 

remarks in question, they are absolutely not appropriate, and I am truly sorry to 

anyone I may have offended. My explanation for this (and any other inappropriate 

remarks I made during my time at Brook House) was that it was a toxic culture in 

which it was usual for staff to use inappropriate and offensive 'workplace banter' 

to deal with the stress they were under and to distance themselves from the 

suffering and frustration they were witnessing on a daily basis. 

24 April 2017 

45. Although 1 do not recall the conversation, 1 accept that the transcript at 

TRN000035 (pages 5-6) accurately records an exchange I had with DCO Tulley 

on 24 April 2017 regarding an incident which took place over the previous 

weekend. (I note that in this conversation DCO Tulley uses the phrase "three man 

unlock," rather than myself, as R9 question 9 states). I do not recall how I came to 

be aware of the incident, but it was not uncommon for both staff and detainees to 

discuss any incidents. An unannounced restraint is a planned removal in which the 

detainee is not given prior warning in order to reduce the risk of self-harm or harm 
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to officers. I am not aware of whether an unannounced restraint was carried out on 

25 April 2017 and I do not recall being involved in one subsequently. 

29 April 2017 

46. I accept that the transcript at TRN0000021 (page 6) accurately records a 

conversation I had with DCOs Small and Tulley on 29 April 2017 regarding the 

suspension of DCO Fagbo. Whilst I do not recall this particular conversation, it 

would be very out of character for DCO Small to have "lost his rag" and shouted 

at a detainee, as he was a calm DCO in my experience. There were instances of 

officers losing their cool due to the lack of staff and highly stressful working 

environment. Although I do not recall any specific incident, I may have lost my 

composure when dealing with detainees at times due to the highly stressful and 

hostile environment 1 was working in. However, at no point did my actions ever 

result in any physical harm to a detainee or a colleague. 

47. I accept that the transcript (page 6 of TRN000021) accurately records remarks I 

made about new staff. I was expressing my frustration regarding new officers 

joining the centre with enthusiastic attitudes (as I had done previously) but with no 

real understanding of the reality of the environment they would be working in. 

This frustration resulted from the pressure I was under every day at Brook House. 

The comments were part of a private conversation with close colleagues (DCOs 

Small and Tulley), were not directed at anyone and I did not mean to cause any 

offence. 

4 May 2017 

48. I do not have any recollection of the conversation recorded in the transcript at 

TRN0000076 (page 42) so I am unable to confirm whether or not I was present. 

`Dixie' was a nickname given to DCO Steve Dicks. It is not appropriate for a staff 

member to refer to a detainee with mental health issues as a "lunatic." Coarse and 

inappropriate language was used by staff at Brook House and, regrettably, I may 

have used such language in conversations with colleagues in order to fit into the 

15 
Witness Name: Daniel Lake 
Statement No: First Statement 

BDP000002_001 5 



environment that I was working in and to form relationships with other officers 

and DCMs. As such language was commonplace amongst staff, I am not able to 

provide specific examples and dates as requested (either in relation to myself or 

other staff members) due to the amount of time that has passed. 

13 May 2017 

49. I accept that the transcript at TRN000095 (page 32) records a conversation I had 

with DCO Tulley regarding an incident involving DCO Derek Murphy, although 

due to the passage of time I cannot now recall the incident (and am therefore not 

sure whether I witnessed it directly or was told about it by another officer of 

DCO). On reflection, I realise I should have reported this incident to management. 

My reason for failing to report this incident is the general culture of non-reporting 

which existed at Brook House and which is discussed further at paragraph 11. 

18 May 2017 

50. I have reviewed the transcript at TRN0000027 (page 20), which records a 

conversation between DCO Tulley and Yan Paschali in which DCO Tulley states 

that I did not want to go on a hospital escort. Although I cannot recall this 

particular example, I generally did not enjoy being involved in hospital escorts for 

a number of reasons, namely: an escort often meant being out for the entire day; 

they involved a lot of waiting around; there was a risk that you would run over 

your shift; and they involved escorting the detainee without the safety net of being 

able to call First Response if assistance was needed. Although 1 have not been 

referred to a transcript of a conversation in which I state that DCO Tulley would 

be "up for it" (so I am unable to confirm if these are in fact my words), I recall 

that DCO Tulley liked going out on escort so it is likely that this is what I meant. 

27 May 2017 

51. I have reviewed documents CJS005651 and CJS005975, which record that I was 

part of a second team on 27 May 2017 whose role was to remove detainee D2401 

from his room to facilitate the planned removal of his roommate, D1914. I have 
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also reviewed the notes of the briefmg given by DCM Dix, at which I would have 

been present. Due to the length of time that has passed since these events, I do not 

recall the details of this briefing, but have no reason to doubt the accuracy of the 

notes provided. The reports indicate that I was not present during the removal of 

D1914, as my role was to escort his roommate out of the room prior to the 

removal; therefore, I am unable to comment on the conduct of the officers 

involved in D1914's removal. I would not have completed a report in relation to 

the planned restraint of D1914 as I was not present. I am unable to explain why 

DCM Loughton's injury report names me as a witness to the restraint — I believe 

this is likely to be an error as it does not accord with my statement, or with the 

reports of the other officers involved. 

52.1 accept that the transcript at TRN0000087 (page 19) accurately records remarks I 

made to DCO Tulley about D1914. These remarks were clearly inappropriate and 

I apologise for any offence caused to anyone. My belief that D1914 may feign a 

heart attack would not have had any impact on the removal (the records indicate 

that I was not present in any event). Healthcare would have been present at all 

times in order to observe the physical state of the detainee. I accept that I used the 

phrase "give him a right hook mate" in response to DCO Tulley's safety concerns 

at D1914 being returned to Brook House [BBC footage at BBC000341 - 

V2017052800010-1.mp4] . This was meant as a joke between colleagues — I did 

not mean it literally. I accept that this remark, however intended, was 

inappropriate and 1 apologise for any offence caused. 

53. I have reviewed document CPS000025, which alleges that I reported to DCO 

Tulley that D1914 had feigned a heart attack and was removed from the flight. I 

have also reviewed CCTV footage of this conversation and accept it took place. 

The notes of DCM Dix's briefing suggest that officers were informed of D1914's 

medical history prior to the planned removal, so I would have been aware of this. I 

do not believe I was involved in the restraint and/or removal of D1914 so 1 am 

unable to comment on whether his medical history was taken sufficiently 
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seriously. Healthcare would have been present at the removal in order to monitor 

the detainee's physical condition during the removal. 

54. I am asked whether I accept using language including "nonce" and "murderer" to 

describe D1914 (by reference to the transcript at TRN0000078). The transcript 

indicates (at page 12) that it was another officer (identified as "Male Officer") 

used the term nonce to describe D1914, and DCO Tulley referred to him as a 

murderer. Therefore I cannot confirm whether or not I used this language in 

relation to D1914. If I did, I accept that it was entirely inappropriate. it was used 

in the context of a private conversation between colleagues, in the wider context 

of Brook House, where such language was routinely used by staff, as the transcript 

illustrates. It appears that we (DCO Tulley and myself) had accessed D 1914's 

criminal history on the database. 

55. I have reviewed DCO Tulley's SIR in relation to D1914 [CJS004803]. I do not 

recall witnessing D1914's behaviour towards DCO Tulley although he may have 

told me about it. 

31 May 2017 

56. I have reviewed the transcript at TRN0000079 (at page 10)relating to a 

conversation on 31 May 2017.1 accept that I did use the term "half caste" in 

relation to a member of staff. I was not aware that this was an offensive term, and 

certainly did not mean to cause any offence. I do not consider myself to hold 

discriminatory views. 1 did not report the comments made by DCO Small, which 1 

would have taken to be "workplace banter," and would not have taken them 

seriously. It is unlikely that I would have reported such comments in any event 

due to the reasons set out in paragraph 11. I never witnessed DCO Small treating 

any detainee less favourably as a result of their race. 

14/15 June 2017 

57. I have reviewed the transcript at TRN0000093 (pages 27-28) and I accept that this 

accurately records a conversation I had with DCO Tulley regarding an incident 
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involving DCO Sean Sayers and D313. I do not accept that I said DCO Sayers 

"used the face of 1)313 to get up off the hed" (as has been attributed to me); 

CPS000025 suggests this description was given by DCO Sayers himself. 

Although I do not dispute that I reported this incident to DCO Tulley, I do not 

recall witnessing DCO Sayers hit the detainee. If it is correct that DCO Sayers 

struck a detainee with the back of his hand, as alleged, this is not a reasonable and 

proportionate use of force. It was my understanding that the person using force 

would be responsible for providing a use of force report, as directed by a manager. 

As I did not use any force in connection with this incident, I would not have 

provided a report. It was not my understanding that I was required to provide a use 

of force report where another officer had used force, unless I was directly 

involved in the incident. 

58. I accept that page 6 of the transcript [TRN0000093] accurately records a 

conversation I had with DCO Tulley on 15 June 2017. The language I used was 

inappropriate and I am truly sorry for any offence caused. This type of language 

was the norm amongst staff and detainees at Brook House and I had become 

completely desensitised to it. 

3 July 2017 

59. I have reviewed the transcript at TRN0000032 (pages 11-12) and accept that I 

made the comments that have been attributed to me. It appears that I was referring 

to the fact that a restraint had been attempted on a particularly big and aggressive 

detainee using more inexperienced officers. There were certain officers who 

tended to be used again and again for C&R; they were physically bigger, more 

experienced in using force and may have had advanced training. The fact that 

other officers were used in this instance would have been out of the ordinary, 

which explains why I would have been discussing it with DCO Tulley. 

21 July 2017 

60. I do not accept that I was present during the incident described in CJS005582. In 

that report, DCO Tait describes being in conversation with me when he heard a 
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commotion at the other end of the wing, which he then went to investigate. It does 

not appear that I went with DCO Tait to investigate the disturbance. 

26 July 2017 

61. I do not recall the planned removal of D31; however, my use of force report 

suggests I was responsible for restraining the detainee's right arm in order to assist 

with moving him to CSU where he was to be transferred to the care of Tascor 

officers to facilitate his deportation. I have considered the notes of the briefing 

provided by DCM Loughton. Whilst I am unable to recall the details of the 

briefing five years later, I have no reason to doubt the accuracy of the notes 

provided. 

The Panorama Programme 

62. I was part of the same team as Callum Tulley for most of the year I worked at 

Brook House, other than the first month when he was off sick. As activities 

officers work alone, I did not work directly alongside him, but we remained in the 

same team. I appear in the programme for about three seconds from 10:15 to 

10:18, although my face is blurred out. 

63. The Panorama programme had a very damaging impact on staff morale. Everyone 

became very suspicious of each other. The programme and resulting investigation 

had a massive impact on me personally (please see paragraph 65 for further 

details). The detainees were aware of the programme for a long time before it 

came out and would use it to taunt staff, refusing to lock up at night, for example. 

There was a feeling that they felt empowered and this impacted on our ability to 

maintain any control. I am not able to comment on whether the programme 

resulted in any changes as I did not return to my role. I was signed off for a period 

and then left my role shortly afterwards. 

64. I was not aware of any detainee reporting being underage (as is alleged in the 

Panorama programme). 
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Investigation and Disciplinary following Panorama 

65. I have reviewed the investigation report into the use of force by DCO Sayers on 

15 June 2017 [CJS005937]. I do not accept its conclusion that I was "evasive and 

unhelpful during interview." I found the style of the interviewer to be very 

aggressive and designed to get me to say what he wanted to hear; it felt more like 

an interrogation than an interview, and lasted for several hours. My account of the 

incident was not accepted. The process had a profoundly negative effect on me 

and was part of the reason I was subsequently signed off for stress. Following the 

investigation, I was given a written warning by G4S for failing to report DCO 

Sayers. I have been asked to comment on a letter dated 12 October 2017 which 

confirms the outcome of the disciplinary investigation [CJS0073133]. I do not 

recall being shown CCTV of the incident. As I state at paragraph 57, I do not 

recall witnessing DCO Sayers strike a detainee. Otherwise I do not dispute the 

conclusions reached in this letter. 1 accepted this outcome and did not make any 

response. I cannot recall exactly when the investigation took place but it was 

shortly after the Panorama aired. Shortly after the investigation I was signed off 

with stress for six weeks before returning on light duties. I do not recall precisely 

when this period of sick leave occurred. To the best of my recollection I was not 

contacted by G4S or anyone at Brook House during this period of sick leave with 

regards to my welfare. I left shortly afterwards as I had a young baby at the time, 

and the stressful workplace environment, long hours and travel time were too 

much for me at that time in my life. 

Drugs 

66. I am not sure of the exact procedures used to stop drugs entering Brook House but 

I can tell you it was not successful. There were drugs everywhere in there. You 

would not see them but you would smell weed or you could tell that detainees 

were high on spice as they would turn into zombies, or become very violent. We 
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did not have the staffing levels to actually challenge anyone so it was not a safe 

environment. I cannot recall ever hearing about anyone being caught bringing 

drugs in. To confirm, 1 was never in possession of controlled drugs whilst on duty 

at Brook House, nor was I subject to any search of my person or my personal 

effects whilst employed at Brook House. 

67. On occasion I would be asked to carry out a room search if there was suspicious 

activity. This was not a regular occurrence. I have been referred to some BBC 

notes which allege I carried out a room search with DCO Tulley and two other 

officers on 26 May 2017 [CPS000025]. I do not recall recovering spice from a 

detainee's room on this occasion or during any other room search. If any drugs 

had been recovered they would be immediately handed over to the security team 

and an official report submitted. 

Specific Individuals 

68. The individuals listed were all employed at Brook House during the time of my 

employment, so I would have worked with them all to varying degrees. There 

were members of staff at Brook House that you would witness displaying attitudes 

and behaviour that I did not agree with, for example verbally aggressive 

behaviour. However, I do not recall the specific detail of any incidents and do not 

feel I can add anything to what has already been shown by the Panorama 

programme. As I have stated previously, the culture at Brook House was very 

macho and this was shaped by senior management. 

Suggestions for Improvements 

69. Individual health, safety and welfare would be improved by the following: better 

and more specific training, particularly in dealing with mental health concerns; 

more present management; a more supportive culture; increased staffing 
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generally; segregation of detainees based on risk profile and reason for detainment 

and (where possible) shorter periods of detention. 

70. I do not believe there are any other matters that arc relevant to the Inquiry's work. 

Statement of Truth 

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

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

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

without an honest belief in its truth. 

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

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

Name 1 
....y.i.n 1 sul 1 ke 

Signature :
Signature 
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