
Annex B to the Section 21 Notice dated 20th December 2021 

Background questions 

My name is David Webb and I worked for G4S from 2nd June 2014 to 5th March 2018 

in the role of Detainee Custody Officer (DCO) based at Brook House. During my 

time at Brook House I also undertook training and qualified on 11th August 2017 as a 

Use of Force Instructor. The role of DCO entailed running the daily regime of the 

centre and taking care of the detainees needs.The role of Use of Force Instructor 

entailed providing initial training for new staff and refresher courses for existing staff 

During the Relevant Period I was mainly shadowing existing Use of Force Instructors 

in preparation for completing the Use of Force course on 11 th August 2017. This 

meant that I was not working as DCO within the main building. Once I had 

completed this course I returned to my role as DCO at Brook House. 

I am currently employed as a vehicle technician in a commercial garage. 

Training and Use of Force 

2. I have been asked to review Document CJS0072733 relating to training that I 

received. 

I can confirm that the training record at pages 10 to 12 is accurate. 

Prior to commencing my role in G4S I attended an initial one week training course on 

use of force. This was delivered by David Killick and Stuart Papacharalambous at 

Brook House. The content was initially classroom based covering the regulations 

surrounding use of force, decision making process, de-escalation and report writing. 

This was followed by practical training in the use force and personal protection. This 

was followed by assessments. 

Refresher training was completed annually. 

De-escalation training was part of all refresher courses as part of the classroom based 

activities. I received this training as part of my annual refresher training as outlined in 

the training log 0.150072733 on 20th-28th March 2014, 6th February 2015, 1St February 

2016 and 4m January 2017. 

3. Document CJS006659, I can confirm that the declaration of health was filled out by 

myself as I can confirm it is my writing. I am unable to recall if I signed this 

document due to the period of time passed. I can confirm that I competed the course 
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on 4'1' January 2017. 1 do not know why the final section of the form was not signed 

by myself due the period of time that has passed. 

4. Document CJS006660. I undertook the qualification of Use of Force Instructor 

following seeing internal communication offering the opportunity. I applied as I felt 

that it would provide a new challenge and improve my own skill set. The 

requirements to become a Use of Force Instructor were to successfully complete an 

initial assessment day at NTRG Kidlington. Having successfully completed this 

assessment day I went on to complete the full training course in August 2017. In the 

preceding period to the full training course I spent significant time shadowing existing 

trainers to gain experience. Following completion of my training course on 11 th

August 20171 trained new and existing staff from both Brook House and Tinsley 

House up until I left employment at G4S. I do not have records in my possession that 

outline specific dates of training or the names of individuals who I trained. These 

would be held by G4S. 

5. I have been asked to comment on the following documents which outline my 

involvement in use of force incidents 

• CJS005626 against (D1744) (2 April 2017) 

• CJS0005598 against [D3275] (21 May 2017) 

• CJS005651 against [D1914] (27 May 2017) 

• CJS004315 against [D149] (31 May 2017) 

• CJS005556 against [D434] (23 May 2017 

• CJS005622 against [D2953] (9 July 2017) 

Document CJS005626 — 2nd April 2017 

I do not recall the incident specifically. From reading the document it states that my 

role was the officer supporting the detainee in a guiding hold on the right arm. The 

reasons for using a guiding hold was to support the detainee, following a fight with 

other detainees, as he was unsteady on his feet. A guiding hold was used, not a 

restrictive hold. I believe from reading the document that the use of force was 

necessary, reasonable and proportionate and used as a last resort and was in the best 

interests of the detainee who was unsteady following the fight. On this occasion no 

de-escalation was needed as officers were supporting the detainee not restraining. I 

have no concerns arising from this incident. 

Document CJS005598 — 21' May 2017 
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Having reviewed the document 1 can confirm that I did not have a role in this incident 

as it states that it was DCM Steve Webb. 

Document CJS005651 -27'h May 2017 

I do not recall the incident specifically. From reading the document it states that my 

role was the officer supporting the detainee in a guiding hold on the left arm. The 

reason for Use of Force was in order to relocate a detainee in compliance with the 

detainee's removal details and authorised by supervising officer Steve Dix (DCM). In 

re-reading the information that was shared as part of the briefing I believe that the use 

of force was necessary, reasonable and proportionate and used as a last resort 

following extensive de-escalation and negotiations conducted by the DCM Steve Dix 

prior to the decision to use force. I don't recall having any concerns at the time and 

healthcare were present. 

Document CJS004315 — 31st May 2017 

I do not recall the incident specifically. From reading the document it states that I was 

in the role of arm officer supporting the detainee's right arm. The reason for Use of 

Force was in order to relocate the detainee to CSU following an incident earlier in the 

day where the detainee had attempted to take an officer's key as authorised by 

supervising officer Steve Laughton (DCM). I believe that the use of force was 

necessary, reasonable and proportionate and used as a last resort following 

conversations by Steve Laughton with the detainee prior to relocation to CSU as 

outlined in briefing notes. I do not recall having any concerns at the time and 

healthcare were present. 

Document CJS005556 — 23rd May 2017 

I do not recall the incident specifically. From reading the document it states that I was 

in the role of arm officer supporting the detainee's right arm using a guiding hold to 

support the detainee whilst in handcuffs in line with regulations relating to health and 

safety. The reason for Use of Force was in order to escort the detainee to discharge in 

compliance with the detainee's removal details and authorised by supervising officer 

Dave Aldis (DCM). In re-reading the information that was shared as part of the 

briefing I believe that use of force was necessary, reasonable and proportionate and 

used as a last resort for the safety of the detainee and staff following previous 

disruptive behaviour when attempting to facilitate his removal directions. I do not 

recall having any concerns at the time and healthcare were present. 
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Document CJS005622 

I do not recall the incident specifically. From reading the document it states that I was 

the officer who searched the detainee on arrival to CSU. I had no part in the Use of 

Force, nor did I witness the Use of Force so am unable to comment as to if it were 

necessary, reasonable and proportionate or used as a last resort. 

6. Having reviewed the video footage Disk 52 and Disk 53 it is my view that the 

detainee was not in the prone position for an extended period, the footage is not clear 

but from my perspective the detainee was on his knees for much of the time. 

7. In relation to the additional documentation provided in relation to the 27th May 2017 I 

have reviewed Disk 50 and 51, KENCOV1025 and the transcript TRN0000087. I 

recall a conversation with Callum Tulley referring to the use of the shield (line 506 to 

526 in transcript). 

Line 516 "If he dies, he dies...It's nothing on us...At the end of the day", I do not 

recall making this comment and from the video provided I can not find reference to 

this comment. 

Line 599/600 — I believe that the transcript is incorrect. I believe that I said "At the 

end of the day all you need to do is control his fucking head." The meaning of this 

comment was related to Callum Tulley asking about the use of the shield. As shield 

officer in a planned use of force the objective is to take control of the head allowing 

the other officers to take control of the detainee's arms. 

8. In my role as DCO there were other occasions where I used force against a detained 

person. Due to the period of time that has passed I can not recall the specific incidents 

so am unable to comment. 

Complaints and disciplinary procedure 

Pre-Panorama 

9. Document H0M001415 outlines 2 previous complaints made against myself on 26th

March 2015 and 7th April 2016.1 was unaware that these complaints had been made 

until I read the document referenced above. As such I do not know the specific 

circumstances of the complaints or how they were resolved. 

Panorama complaint and response 

10. I do recall receiving the letter form the BBC, document BBC000027. I did not 

respond to the letter. 
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27 May 2017 — "Shield" incident 

11. I have reviewed the documents in relation to the 27th May 2017. 

12. I recall a conversation with Callum Tulley referring to the use of the shield (line 506 

to 526 in transcript TRN0000013) and accept the comments relating the use of the 

shield at 45 degrees and that contact should be made using the edge of the shield 

between the knees and throat. At the time these comments were made I believe that 

this was the correct way to use a shield as outlined in use of force training. 

Line 516 "If he dies, he dies...It's nothing on us...At the end of the day", I do not 

recall making this comment and in reviewing the video footage that has been 

provided I am unable to find the specific part of the footage that related to these 

comments.. 

Line 599/600 — I believe that the transcript is incorrect. I believe that I said "At the 

end of the day all you need to do is control his flicking head." The meaning of this 

comment was related to Callum Tulley asking about the use of the shield. As shield 

officer in a planned use of force the objective is to take control of the head allowing 

the other officers to take control of the detainee's arms. 

During this specific incident I was not the shield officer so did not use the shield to 

make contact with the detainee. I was the officer taking control of the arm. 

During other incidents where use of force was used I was generally an officer 

allocated to the arms and I do not recall an incident where I was shield officer. 

1" June 2017 — Use of Force incident 

13 I have read the transcript 'M1%10000088. I am unable to review the undercover filming 

KENCOV1026 as this has not been provided. 

14. I have read the relevant part of the transcript. 

15. In relation to the transcript at 4:15 I do not recall the conversation with Callum Tulley 

and do not know the event that this refers to. I have not been given access to the 

undercover filming of this incident so am unable to confirm it is myself shown I the 

footage. 

16. To the best of my knowledge I do not recall a conversation with Yan Paschall and 

have not been provided with evidence of this conversation. 

17. 1 do recall receiving the letter document HOM001112. I did not send a written 

response to this letter. It was my understanding that I had received a suspension as I 

had been sited as being involved in an upcoming Panorama expose. During the 
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suspension I was not to attend work, attend any G4S building or speak to any member 

of G4S staff. For the term of the suspension I would still receive full pay. 

18. With reference to document C.19004345 I do recall attending the interview held at 

Tinsley House on 11 th September 2017 where a statement was taken from myself. 

Whilst the document does not record the interview verbatim, I agree that it constitutes 

an accurate record of the meeting. 

19. With reference to document HOM001116 I can confirm that I received the letter from 

Sarah Newland. I did not make a written response to the letter and did not appeal the 

decision. It was my understanding that the outcome of the disciplinary process was a 

verbal warning due to my incorrect use of terminology. I was issued with the verbal 

warning on 28th September 2017 and this would remain on my record for 6 months. 

20. With reference to document HOM001417 I do recall receiving this letter from Paul 

Gasson. I did not make a written response. I can confirm that I did return to my duties 

on 10th November 2017. To the best of my knowledge there were no requirements that 

I had to meet prior to resuming my duties as DCO or as a Use of Force instructor. To 

the best of my knowledge I was not required to undertake any retraining or refresher 

training prior to resuming my duties for both roles. To the best of my knowledge there 

were no additional requirements or monitoring upon my return to role. 

21. Document CJS006658. I can confirm attending the meeting with Lee Hanford on 10th

November 2017. I recall a discussion about my return to work and that my DCO 

badge had been returned and a check in on how I was feeling. My understanding of 

the meeting was that I would return to work. 

2018 disciplinary proceedings 

22. With reference to document HOM001120 my recollections of this incident are as 

follows. On the 22' February 2018 I was one of the trainers who delivered a Personal 

Protection Course to candidates consisting of Home Office staff, healthcare staff and 

Hibiscus staff. This course was held at Brook House not Tinsley House as stated in 

the document. The course lasted approximately 8 hours and was a mix of classroom 

based activities and scenario based training in the Dojo. 

Allegation 1 "I'm going to fucking destroy you". This was during the practical 

scenario based training. The report of the use of this language was during the practical 

role play scenario part of the training, and at the time I was playing the part of a 

detainee. As trainers we try to recreate the scenario as close as possible to what 
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candidates may face when dealing with real situations. In a lot of real situations that 

staff will encounter the detained person will be verbally abusive and often will make 

threats towards the staff member. I felt that when playing the part of the detainee use 

of such language was appropriate in providing a scenario that was close to what the 

candidates may face. Use of such aggressive language was used in scenario based 

training by all trainers. 

23. I recall talking about report writing in the section of the course based on report 

writing. Within this part of the training the message that trainers want to get across is 

the need for accurate report writing for all incidents and to write exactly what 

happened. I do not believe that the comment that I was allowed back to work "due to 

my great report writing skills" is an accurate description of what I said. 1 recall stating 

that I was the only suspended staff member that was allowed back to work due to my 

accurate report writing." When I said this, I meant that my reports were a true 

reflection of the incident and had not been falsified. 

I do not recall saying that "I got a cruise out of it" at all. I have never been on a cruise 

and in addition during my suspension I was phoned weekly by Michelle Fernandez on 

my home landline therefore not able to go on holiday. 

Having reviewed the witness statements that have been provided there is 

contradictory information. For example 2 statements outline that inappropriate 

language was only used during scenarios and that they did not recall any comments 

about a cruise. 

24. I do recall receiving this letter. I did not make any written response. My 

understanding of the reasons for suspension was to allow an investigation to take 

place into the allegations of use of inappropriate language. During the suspension I 

was not to attend work, attend any G4S building or speak to any member of G4S staff. 

For the term of the suspension I would still receive full pay. 

25. Document 110M001146. I do recall receiving the letter. I did not make any written 

response. My understanding of the reasons for my dismissal was that Peter Small 

upheld the allegations of gross misconduct. Whilst I did not agree with the outcome I 

decided not to pursue the matter further as I had lost faith in G4S. 
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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 

Signature 

Date 

David Webb 

12/02/2022 

Signature 
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