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BROOK HOUSE INQUIRY 

Witness Statement of Charles Smith 

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

I, Charles Smith, will say as follows: 

Background 

1. My name is Charles Smith, DOB L. DPA 

2. I was a DCO from 1st intake of staff 2009 until May 2017. 

3. I was also an ACDT assessor. 

4. I am no longer in the employ of G4S as I left due to being sacked after being 
assaulted. This assault resulted in a broken scapula and disagreement between 
me and G4S on what capability 1 had for both worth [query work?] and getting 

to and from work. 

Application Process 

5. I was attracted to the position of DCO at Brook House having read the 
description of the job which was advertised (not by G4S) but by the previous 
contractor and the shift details eg 4 days on 4 days off and plenty of holiday 
bonuses. However the real contract was in no relation the same as the 
advertised contract. Our shifts included early a shift late shifts all day shifts, 
and we were expected to opt out of the working time directive so we would 
not be expected to have an 11 hour gap between shifts. 

6. The recruitment process was in no relation to the job, it appeared to be a tick 
box exercise to make sure that our answers were suitable for home office 
suitability questions for the position. 

Culture 
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7. The culture within Brook House was a them and us culture, it was 
management against staff. 

About this time was when I received my serious injury, I was given a lift to the 
hospital and left there, on my own, after being told the damage was unclear 
due to the severe swelling, I had to arrange my own transport back from the 

hospital as well as call my wife who had to arrange a lift from a friend so she 
could pick me and the car from work and drive me home. I was not allowed to 

leave work however until I had finished all the relevant paperwork. (But not 
any form of injury on duty paperwork) 

9. During the time at Brook House, the management attitude was very focused on 

detainees, they were worried about being penalised and fined for not reaching 

targets and little or no support for staff 

10. G4Sts culture impacted as follows - 

a. They were very focused on self-harmers, by putting them on constant 
supervision and using staff members for full shifts with little or no 
breaks causing a lot of personal stress. 

The management of staff was led by targets i.e had they enough staff 
to reach minimum staffing levels, not to cover the way the staff were 
coping or how the staff felt safe and secure within the building. 

c. There was no clear policy made known to DCOs regarding any 
detainees with mental health issues i.e Notice to Staff or training 

policy. 

11. The managements clearest policy was to reach minimum targets, when 
questioned by staff or union (in house reps, which were not given time to 

speak with colleagues or get union training or go to union meetings) appeared 
to be moving staff locations around the buildings at short notice (no change in 
shifts as could not do that) or putting them in situations, where they were away 
from other colleagues to reduce communication. 

12. I was not aware of any occasions where someone raised concerns about the 
treatment of detained persons. 

Physical layout of Brook House 

13. I have no copy of document CJS004587 so cannot comment on the setup. 
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14. I have no copy of document CJS004587 so cannot comment on what 
improvements could be made. 

15. My understanding of E wing is as follow — 

a. Originally it was a Care and Separation unit when the building was 
opened at the time A wing was lost control of and destroyed by 
inmates. 

b. Later half of it was changed to E wing it was used to people who were 
expected to be noncompliant when they were due to be on an escorted 
either flight, including serving prisoners transferred from prison due to 
transfer being when prisons where in patrol state (back to a country 
designated by the home office) or transferred to another detention 
centre. This had to be agreed by the Duty Governor, and I believe the 
home office. Also anyone who was on a constant supervision for "their 

safety and welfare" as had 2 constant observation cells in this location 
(the only in the whole building) 

c. When detainees were on E wing they had restricted movement for the 

safety and security of the centre and the welfare of staff 

d. E wing was different as detainees were there for the safety and welfare 
of the centre. 

e. For detainee to be moved to E wing authorisation was required by 
Duty Governors as well as the Home Office. 

Policies and Procedures 

16. I would comment on the extent to which I was aware of the policies and 
procedures that governed work at Brook House as follows — 

a. During our original Initial Training Course we were trained on a 
number of policies and procedures to which, at the end of the course 
we were tested on. We did have 2 weeks on Control and Restraint 
training (same as HMP) which we must pass to be qualified as a DCO 
we had to have this refreshed once a year. 

b. The police and procedures had to be followed as they were supposed to 
be audited on a regular basis. 

c. The majority appeared to be box ticking exercises so it could be 
confirmed that the company G4S were suitable to keep the contract. 
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With regards to reality the policies were high aimed at detainees. There 
was little information and guidance for staff in how they were to deal 
with unusual situations. 

Training 

General training 

17. 1 attended my initial training course in January 2009 (before the building of 

Brook House had been completed). It was completed at Brook House 

18. The training did not prepare me for the role as it appeared to be based on 
Tinsley House IRC which has a capacity of approx. 100 (at the time both male 
and female). The training should have been in a similar environment, rather 

than an empty location, with perhaps shadowing taking place, seeing how 
colleagues dealt with challenging situations and how they use de-escalations 
as well general talking to people who have found themselves in a place that 
they both didn't know they would be in and also how long they would be 
there.

19. We had refresher courses in Control and Restraint yearly. First Aid every 3 
years. 

20. I was never an activities officer, however did work in that department when 
short staffed, but when first started do remember being shown around the gym 
and be how to do a induction (this was a one off) 

Personal Protection Training 

21. I attended a Personal Protection course when doing my C&R training on every 
refresher. 

22. All C&R instructors were fully qualified and if you did not meet the level 
required you did fail the course.

23. I had Use of Force training. All C&R instructors were fully qualified and if 
you did not meet the level required you did fail the course. 

24. All C&R instructors were fully qualified and if you did not meet the level 
required you did fail the course. 

The role of a DCO and relationships with detained persons 

25. I do not have a copy of the job description CJS004294. 
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26. Communication was the most important part when engaging with detainees. 
This included verbal, non-verbal and physical. Non-verbal communication 
was very important due to some people's little or no knowledge of English. I 
learnt to adapt and using translators, the way I stood, facial expressions, open 
and closed stances, I found that verbal and non-verbal communication was the 
best form of de-escalation. 

27. Incentives and positive behaviour schemes appeared to be removed by 

management when staff tried to enforce the policies, which made them 
irrelevant. Giving the detainees little reason to follow what staff said as they 
had no reason to. 

28. The DCO role during the ACDT process during the Relevant Period was a 
policy that was clear and precise. If a person either self-harmed or threatened 
to self-harm then the person (if a DCO or not) would have to open a ACDT, 
fill in the initial page contact to on duty Oscar, get a number for the ACDT 
notify all staff on duty on that wing update wing observation book. 

29. To prevent drugs entering the centre staff searched (about once a year). I don't 
think it was effective. You could smell it and it was found in searches on 

several occasions, reported to security department after that don't know. With 

regards to the answer in the question, there was an occasion where the 

police searched a car in the car park, under the suspicion of an employee 

bringing drugs into the building, from what I can remember, the employee 

soon left, (I cannot confirm if this person was found with anything or not). I 

do remember on one occasion a kitchen worker was found with a bottle of 
white wine in the kitchen fridge and nothing was done as the reason given 

was "I want to keep it cold" 

30. I have been told that when staff were searched (which was not a regular 
occurrence) and an item was found very little was done. The management 

did little to advise staff of the rules, and I do not remember at any time of 

hearing that staff were either prosecuted or disciplined for breaching these 
rules. 

31. I did not work on the welfare team. 

32. I was not part of the security team. 

Relationships with staff 

33. I was not aware of any racist attitudes or behaviours amongst staff. Brook 
House was staffed by a multicultural group who it appeared to me had no 
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issues. If I had I would have reported it following the policies and procedures 
or calling the whistle-blower number 

34. I was not aware of any homophobic and/or misogynistic attitudes or 
behaviours amongst staff Brook House was staffed by a multicultural group 
who it appeared to me had no issues. If I had I would have reported it 
following the policies and procedures or calling the whistle-blower number 

35. I was not aware of staff bringing drugs into Brook House for use by 
individuals. If I had been I would have reported them. However I understand 
staff who brought into the centre were never prosecuted but were asked to 
leave / fired under gross misconduct. 

36. I did not experience bullying by any other staff at Brook House. If I had I 
would have reported it following the policies and procedures or calling the 
whistle-blower number 

37. I did not have concerns about other staff being bullied and/or had to deal with 
a staff complaint regarding bullying. If I had I would have reported it 
following the policies and procedures or calling the whistle-blower number. 

Relationship with the Home Office 

38. I had very little contact with Home Office staff. I was based on the wings 
where they did not come onto except in unusual circumstances (exception E 
wing) or when on occasion 1 worked in visits when they were doing their 
regular interviews. 

Relationship with Senior Managers 

39. I would describe the relationship with senior managers as difficult. They 
appeared to focus on "friends" (this did lead to jealousy within lower levels 
and a higher turnover of staff due to favouritism). It was a case of if your face 
fits you're in. Senior managers changed from when it opened to when they 
renewed the contract, after that the quality towards staff and quality of 

management was terrible, they had no interest in staff welfare just profits and 
targets. Some management behaviour outside of work lead to cast doubt on 
their fitness to be in that position due to conflict of interest due to their 
behaviour. 

40. Senior managers were both focused on being confrontational, aggressive and 
using scare tactics to try and push staff to work beyond their safe personal 
both physical and mental health wellbeing. With no support structure in place. 
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They lied eg a meeting I had with the Brook House manager (at the time) 
Steve Skitt witness and written by HR (I requested all my files under freedom 
of information act) they said there was no record of that meeting. 

Relationship with DCMs 

41. As a DCO during my time at Brook House I had a number of DCMs and all 
the ones I had I have no issues spring to mind with regards to personal 
management or appraisals. 

42. The DCMs have had a high turnover due to the level of how the applications 
were dealt with, this did improve over a period of time but if you see the 
staffing history at Brook House you will notice there is a dramatic level of 
staff turnover. 

Relationship with other DCOs 

43. The DCOs who worked there had great camaraderie as we trained together and 
dealt with difficult situations from the beginning. The new staff were always 
supported as they were both their colleagues, support. 

Relationship with Healthcare Staff 

44. I would comment as follows regarding my relationship with healthcare - 

a. Healthcare staff were very supportive of detainees, as much as their 
medical qualifications could be. 

b. At every Use of Force a member of healthcare was supposed to be 
there for the safety and welfare of the detainee, they would advise staff 
if it was safe to continue with force if necessary. 

c. Healthcare would not give staff and medical information under patient 
confidentiality; however they were notified of all cases of ACDTs. 
And if they were due for medication list were given out so they could 
be informed so they could go and get their medication. 

d. Healthcare staff were professional, in all times I can remember this 
includes when detainees were either non-compliant or aggressive both 
verbally and physically towards healthcare staff. 

Disciplinary and grievance processes 
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45. I was subject to a disciplinary investigation. In May 2017 a disciplinary 
investigation was brought as me for gross misconduct. I was injured at work 
and suffered a broken scapula. The outcome of this investigation was that my 
contract was terminated for gross misconduct. I appealed the decision and 
sued the company due to the injury I sustained and received compensation. I 
was glad to be out of a badly managed environment. 

46. Grievance procedures were dealt with in a manner which made them pointless 
as managers passed them between each other as to get them proved null and 
void. 

Staffing levels 

47. On many occasions the staffing level was below the required amount, to 
bypass this the used staff who were on restricted duties and classed them as 
working, therefor upping the levels, as well as staff who were on constant 
supervision (could not leave that position), they reduced staffing (at the time 
when DCOs where in the control room to 1) as well as using staff who 
originally DCOs, but at the time were teaching both English and Art. 
Reducing available activities and staff in visits. This was a constant daily 
occurrence and G4S did not offer overtime rates or bonuses until it became 
extremely unsafe within the building. 

48. Low staffing levels led to a lack of trust in management, lack of wanting to 
stay in the job, a large amount of staff moves to different locations and 
transfers to Gatwick airport when new vacancies came up, even for same 
money, as well as return to previous employment. 

49. I have no opinion on staffing levels in the healthcare team. 

50. Activities were well based however some staff refused to not do other duties 
as they felt that was their only position 

51. I have no opinion on Tinsley House staff. 

Treatment of detained persons 

Detained persons generally 

52. 1 never worked in reception for any period of time only to move new 
admissions to a room or bring detainees to reception when they were due to 
leave. 
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53. I have not a copy of (CJS006042) so I cannot comment on the induction 
policy. 

54. There were a number of activities programmes available, if detainees used 
them was their choice. When Brook House was originally opened no staff 
were designated for the courtyards to be staffed. Footballs were provided, 
however on a concrete surface there was a high turnover due to wear and tear. 
IT rooms were open, but on regular occasions not all computers worked and 

took a long time to be repaired. 

55. The size of the building was up to the limited on what could be done, yet the 
amount of detainees was still increased. 

Immigration Rule 35 Process 

56. Anyone who was believed to be in this position was immediately placed in E 
wing for their safety and welfare 

57. With regards to how the process worked I understood that the Duty governor 
would contact the Home Office and Healthcare and the person would need to 

be assessed 

Use of Force 

58. On the 07/06/2016 I was involved in a use of force, which I should not have 
been involved in, but due to a member of staff who was requested to be there a 
(Mr Callum Tulley) not attending I was asked to get involved in a planned 
intervention. During this planned intervention I received what was originally 
thought to be swollen damage to my left shoulder but after and x-ray on the 
29/06/2016 it was confirmed that I had received a broken scapula. 

59. The only issues I had was that the duty manager regarding the above incident 
was trying to push the movement as the team who were due to take the serving 
prisoner on a flight back to his home country were waiting for use and stated 
in conversation that G4S would be fined if we did not present him to the 
overseas crew. After the incident all I can remember is being given a lift to the 

hospital, and left on my own, having to make my own way back and arranging 
my own transport back home, only after writing my report, but not my injury 
on duty report. 
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60. Control and Restraint was only used as a last resort, de-escalation was used 
due to the amount of staffing we had, we were told only to involve C&R as a 
last resort and all other options had been exhausted 

61. De-escalation techniques were in place and were used on all occasions, 
however it was the management appeared to be more worried about being 
fined by the Home Office for being late in presenting detainees late for either 
transfers to other centres or late so they could not make it for flight times. 

Individual welfare 

62. I was ACDT trained but was not medically trained, those who were admitted 
to Brook House were seen by a nurse every time (in confidence) regarding 
their mental health. 

63. Brook House had no separate medical unit only 2 cells (which were 
constructed after it was built) for any detainee who was placed on constant 
watch (E Wing). 

64. Little or no information given to staff relating mental health and wellbeing of 
detainees (including information passed on in the morning briefing by the duty 
governor relating to these individuals) which may have led to the less acts of 
self-harm or assaults on staff 

65. There were drugs that you could smell (cannabis) within Brook House. From 

what 1 understand the most common route was via visits (friends and family). 

On occasion when these were seized the police were called but on numerous 

occasions the person who brought these in the Police allowed to leave with a 
warning and the person in detention no further action was taken. Due to the 
lack of staff searches there is a possibility that this was a route but with little 
proof this is an assumption. The occasion I did hear of a member of staff 
being caught bringing in an illegal substance he was asked to leave (no further 
action was taken against him) 

66. There was no availability of drug rehabilitation/support at Brook House that I 
know of 

67. I do not remember anything about the Chaplaincy role. 

68. If an individual self-harmed and was not on an open ACDT this would need to 
be opened and Oscar 1 informed, the reason was for the safety and welfare of 
the detainee. As long as the full correct procedures were followed including 
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the assessment and review within the first 24hours and all the correct 

procedures were followed. 

69. After a period of time which was (I believe) 3 days, a food refusal log was 
opened by after Oscar 1 was informed, this information was passed on to 
relevant departments who then dealt with it. The wing officers had to make 
sure it was kept up to date at each meal time. 

Detained Persons as time served foreign national offenders (TSFNO) 

70. I never worked in reception of TSFNO individuals. 

71. The majority of TSFNOs understood the rules and followed them (as if they 
were still in HMP Custody) 

72. All people who were transferred from I-IMP to a detention centre I had no 
issues with, during their time in our custody they spoke of the ease compared 
to their time in HMP custody and the benefits they received in the IRC 
compared to Prison, such as being allowed to carry a (basic) mobile phone, 
access to internet daily access to canteen, gym, 3 hot meals a day full amount 
of personal possessions with them at any time. 

Abuse of Individuals Detained at Brook House 

73. I did not have any specific concerns about the abuse of detainees by staff 
during my time there. However I did have a fear how abusive detainees were 
dealt with by management after both assaults on staff and aggressive 
behaviour towards other detainees (if they had been taken to the RSA or 
segregation unit) the management (and I quote) "did not want them down 
there as it would cost them money" 

74. I did not have any specific concerns about the abuse of detainees by other 
detainees during my time there. However I did have a fear how abusive 
detainees were dealt with by management after both assaults on staff and 
aggressive behaviour towards other detainees (if they had been taken to the 

RSA or segregation unit) the management (and I quote) "did not want them 
down there as it would cost them money" 

Complaints 

75. There were complaints forms for detainees on the wings that could be filled 
out (in confidence and looked into and investigated). Staff could also submit a 
Report (in confidence) which would also be investigated. Internally ie there 
would be a fact finding meeting to see if there was a case to answer and it 
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would then be taken to a formal investigation. If referred to the PSU 
(Professional Standards Union) to be honest during my whole time there I do 
not remember any accusation of complaints from either staff or detainees ever 
being dealt with by the PSU. 

76. My only experience of the complaints process was I was asked for a 
complaints form and told the detainee where it should be put. I had no 
complaints against me by another member of staff 

77. In my opinion, the complaints process could be improved if G4S could stop 
trying to deal with everything in house to stop making themselves look bad by 
getting rid of staff without having to lose face. 

78. For complaints made by detainees for other matters, including healthcare I 
believe they would put in a complaints form that was dealt with in confidence. 

The Panorama Programme 

79. I confirm I worked with DCO Callum Tulley, who started at Brook House 
when he went straight into the Activities department. 

When asked, he refused to work in any other department. His behaviour was 
unsupportive towards staff and went on about his was just in it until he became 
the youngest fully qualified football referee in the English football league. He 
was noted when there was an incident he would not support staff and on one 
occasion withdrew from the area whilst picking up playing cards as other staff 
ran towards the support of others for their safety and welfare. He continuously 
refused to go onto the wings to support colleagues at the busiest time of the 
day (meal times), to support staff on the wing whilst other staff members were 
due to go for their meal breaks, leaving the wing short staffed. On the day of 
my shoulder injury there was a serving prisoner on E Wing who was due to be 
collected by overseas escorts early in the morning (which due to prisons being 
shut at that time was whilst he was in our custody) he had stated he was 
refusing to go on the flight (escorted with a number of escorts). In the morning 
briefing I was allocated as Nol on E wing (in charge of the general running of 
the wing), when I arrived I found the inmate (serving prisoner) had been 
unlocked and was in the shower (authorised by a DCM), at this stage the 
inmate stated he was refusing to both go on the flight as well as return to the 
cell (leaving him in an a large open area). The Oscar 1 was informed as well as 
the Duty Governor. I was called in the wing office to be advised to keep an 
eye on the inmate as they were getting a team ready for a planned intervention 
so they could hand the inmate over to the Overseas escorting team. Initially 
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one of the team they selected refused to do the intervention as he said he had 
sciatica, they then called DCO Callum Tully who stated he had to go to change 
and get ready for the intervention, he never returned or answered any radio 
calls and did not return for the intervention after over 20-30 minutes. I was 
then told that I must leave the wing (to be run by a DCM) as if they did not get 
the inmate presented to the overseas crew G4S would be fined for not 
presenting him on time and "they could not afford to do this" as I was told 
clearly by the Duty Governor. In the briefing for the planned intervention we 
were told by the Oscar 1 that this must be completed we were told that the 
team would need to get the person and when he was restrained (following 
Control and Restraint procedures and rules) we would then hand him over to 
the overseas escorting team as we were running late. We were taken to the 
outside the entrance of the showers whilst the inmate was told if he was not 
compliant as a last resort force may be used against him, again he refused and 
we given the instruction to remove him as he was continuously non-compliant. 
Due to his size large Jamaican gentleman (over 6ft) against myself (5ft 7) and 
my 2 colleagues in the small location shower area, which he switched on the 
showers it was difficult to try and gain control we eventually managed to pull 
him from the shower area and his continuous violent behaviour and non-
compliance 2 officers (hot in full PPE) had to join in and with this lead to him, 
and the whole group falling to the floor with my arm outstretched, we 
eventually had control of him as the escorting group saw his violent and non-
compliant behaviour they left the building. The inmate saw that they had left 
and immediately became fully compliant, when being walked to the 
segregation unit. Once this had been completed the team were taken to the 
staff room for the de-briefing at that time I noticed my left shoulder was in 
severe pain, I pointed this out to which the Healthcare department stated "we 
cant do anything for you, your not an inmate" The Duty Governor asked if I 
could continue and go and see my doctor after work. I was in such pain I 
stated I could not. It was arranged for me to be taken to East Surrey Hospital 
A&E department where I was left on my own for a number of hours till being 
toll by the doctor that due to the amount of swelling I had been referred to the 
fracture clinic next week. I called work to be asked could I make my own way 
back. When explained the situation it was arranged that someone would pick 
me up and return me to Brook House, where I was told I needed to fill out a 
Use of Force form as well as an accident at work form, before I would be 
allowed to leave the building. A colleague typed out both my Use of Force and 
also my Accident at work, it was now approximately 1 hour past my finish 
time and to get home I had to get my wife to get a lift so she could drive me 
and the car home, otherwise I would not have been able to get home. I did also 
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find out that DCO Callum Tulley had remained at work for the rest of the day 
and further with no disciplinary action taken against him due to his direct 
action lead directly to my injury. 

80. I did not appear on the Panorama programme as Callum Tulley's actions 
resulted in me being off work for the period in question with a broken scapula. 

81. I was still in contact will my colleagues and they felt let down by both the fact 
that the alleged length of time the filming had taken place and the items that 
had been taken to shown on the TV programme. 

82. I cannot comment on the impact of the programme on detained persons. 

83. I cannot comment on the individual who claimed to be underage. Previous 
individuals who had claimed that they were below the age of 18 were 
immediately removed from general population, for their own safety and then 
they were assessed by specialists who were outside agents authorised by the 
Home Office, a report was completed once this had been done the Home 
office would arrange for them to be removed from Brook House if they were 
below 18 or placed back into general population if they were not. 

84. I do not know if there were any changes to Brook House following the 
Panorama programme. 

Specific individuals 

85. Of the individuals you list who were either investigated, dismissed or 
disciplined I worked with those at A/B/C/E/F/G/H/I/L/O/P/R. I worked with 
a. when he started as a DCO due to staffing we occasionally worked together, 
I found him professional at all times and supportive to staff. I only knew him 
in work. I did not see or hear any derogatory, offensive and insensitive 
remarks about detained persons, which I can remember. I did not witness any 
incidents of verbal abuse, which I can remember. I did not witness any 
incidents of physical abuse, which I can remember. I do not recognise the 
names at D /Q/S/T so cannot give an answer as may have worked when 
I was off. 

Suggestions for Improvements 

86. In my opinion more support for staff would improve things for staff at Brook 
House. For example, an in-house Care team that, in a situation, will support 
them if they are first on scene, should they find a death in custody or to 
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accompany them to hospital and provide support if they receive an injury or 
any form of discriminatory abuse.

Any other concerns 

87. I have no other concerns. 

88. I do not have a list of staff who are knowledgable about the matters in this 

statement. The staff who have experience within this environment and are not 

straight out of training. 

89. There are no other matters I consider relevant. 

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 Charles Smith 

Signature Signature

Date 08.02.22 
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