
BROOK HOUSE INQUIRY 

Witness Statement of Mr Joe Bryant 

I, Mr Joe Bryant, D.O.B:[_ DPA i, of DPA 

DPA j, will say as follows: 

Introduction 

1. I have previously provided a draft witness statement to the Brook House Inquiry in 

response to the request under Rule 9 of the Inquiry Rules 2006 dated 13th August 

2021. 

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

Rules 2006 dated 7th December 2021 ('Further Questions') in addition to the 

responses detailed in the request under Rule 9 of the Inquiry Rules 2006 dated 13th 

August 2021. 1 have incorporated my answers to the Further Questions into my 

original draft witness statement submitted in response to the original request made 

on 13th August. 

3. The below statement is accurate and true to the best of my knowledge and memory 

of the Relevant Period. Since my first draft witness statement was provided, I have 

now had access to and the opportunity to review additional documentation That 

relates to the Relevant Period to assist me in providing further details. The 

documents I have been asked to consider are referenced within this statement. 

Background 

4. I, Mr Joe Bryant, have worked at Brook House, part of Gatwick Immigration 

Removal Centre, since August 2016. After completing my Initial Training Course 

('ITC'), I went live in October 2016 as a Detainee Custody Officer ('DCO'). When 
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I started as a DCO, I was initially based on Arun Wing ('A Wing') and Eden Wing 

('E g')/ Care and Separation Unit ('CSU'). 

5. During the period Is' April 2017 — 31st August 2017 (the 'Relevant Period' for the 

purpose of this Inquiry), I applied to transfer to the Security Department, which I 

was successful in, and transferred to my new role in the Security Department as a 

Security Collator at the end of June 2017. My job title when I moved to the Security 

Department continued to be a DCO. For clarity, I was a DCO during the Relevant 

Period. 

6. Since the Relevant Period, I have continued to work at Gatwick IRC. In March 

2019, I was seconded to the rank of Detainee Custody Manager ('DCM') where I 

was based as Oscar 2. However, I also covered other areas as required such as Oscar 

1 and Residential Units. In January 2020 I got the role of DCM permanently. I do 

not recall the specific number of times I covered the Residential Units but would 

only be covering if there was a shortage of Residential Managers, so I would have 

covered Residential on a handful of occasions. 

7. I have been referred to document CJS005655 by the Inquiry in the Further 

Questions dated 7'h December. 2021. I have never seen this document before, 

however, on review of the spreadsheet I believe it to be a G4S spreadsheet of 

employees which would have been updated regularly (therefore it would only show 

the most up to date information). The document shows me to be a DCM because I 

was promoted to DCM in March 2019. The spreadsheet says that I left in May 2020, 

but this is around the time when Serco took over the contract from G4S and I was 

TUPE'd over to Serco. I continue to work at Brook House. 

Application Process 
8. Prior to working at Brook House I previously worked in Leisure and was looking 

for a new job. I knew a member of staff who already worked at Brook House and 

when I said I was looking for a job they mentioned that there was an advert out for 
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DCO's. I later went online and read the advert, the specific details of which I do not 

recall, and applied as I thought it was an exciting new opportunity. 

9. From my memory of the recruitment process it consisted of an online application 

and an assessment day which was designed to assess me as a candidate. It had a 

group exercise and a 1-2-1 interview which did not give me any further insight into 

the role. However, I was aware of the role, duties and responsibilities from the 

person I knew who already worked at Brook House. 

Culture 

10. I would describe the culture at Brook House when I started and throughout my time 

there as professional. However, it was often a difficult and stressful environment to 

work in, but in my experience the duty of care we owed to the detainees was 

paramount. The staff that I had dealings with wanted to do the best job possible, to 

maintain a safe and secure IRC and help detained individuals wherever possible. As 

a staffing group, we relied on each other and working as a team was key to the day-

to-day running of the units within Brook House. The staffing levels were as required 

within the Contract, as far as I was aware and although they appeared low, they 

were considered normal at the relevant time. 

11. I have been asked by the Inquiry,to further clarify where .I indicated that Brook 

House was often a difficult and stressful environment to work in, this is due to the 

nature of the job. You are dealing with a lot of individuals who do not want to be at 

the IRC, many of whom will have their own personal issues as well as the 

uncertainty of their immigration status. You are also dealing with a mixture of 

individuals from completely different backgrounds. When there were only 2-3 

officers looking after a wing with around 100-120 detainees it resulted in your days 

being extremely busy and quite stressful. 

12. I think that the stressful environment could have been managed better with more 

staff. However, back then it was my understanding that the staffing levels were as 
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were required within the Contract, as far as I was aware, and although they appeared 

low, they were considered normal at the time. 

13. I cannot speak for other individuals however my own personal morale prior to and 

during the Relevant Period was good as I felt more experienced in my role at the 

time and had been transferred to the Security Department which meant I had a new 

role to learn. As a Security Department we were made aware of the Panorama 

programme before it was aired and were provided with some information on what 

it contained. We were also tasked with finding any and all documentation including 

footage from our own CCTV to provide to investigating parties. This was very 

daunting and overwhelming as I had just started in the department, which was a 

small team, but as a team, we worked hard to ensure the tasks were completed so 

there was a real sense of teamwork despite the very stressful circumstances. 

14. Despite some detainees being particularly challenging, in my experience staff 

attitudes towards individuals detained at Brook House were good. The staff focused 

on looking after the detainees' welfare, helping wherever possible, ensuring 

security was maintained, safeguarding where required and building good rapport 

with the individuals detained. 

15. „ During ,the Relevant Period I had, no, concerns-about the values, of G4S or how its 

culture impacted detained persons, vulnerable detained persons or the management 

of staff. I had regular contact with vulnerable detained persons, particularly during 

my time working on E wing, including but not limited to those on a Supported 

Living Plan, those on ACDTs, and those with mental health and physical health 

issues. E Wing, which included the Care and Separation Unit (CSU), was a smaller 

unit than the other wings, so staff there had more time to spend with each detainee. 

However, the detainees on E Wing were generally more challenging than other 

detainees, for a variety of reasons. 

16. I have been asked by the Inquiry to further clarify why the detainees on E Wing 

were generally more challenging than other detainees. This is because of the reasons 
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set out in paragraph 20 of this statement, in which I describe what E Wing was used 

for. 

17. In my experience the Senior Managers were helpful and approachable, 1 believe 

their priorities were to maintain a safe and secure centre which is also compliant 

with the contract at the time and to ensure the building was running efficiently and 

effectively. 

18. I am not aware of any concerns that were raised in relation to the treatment of any 

detainees. However, I am confident that if concerns were raised to the Senior 

Managers and DCM's, it would have been actioned in the correct manner. 

Physical Layout of Brook House 

19. I have been provided with document CJS004587 by the Inquiry which is a map of 

Brook House IRC. I believe this to be an accurate representation of Brook House 

during the Relevant Period. Having considered the layout, I do not believe the set 

up negatively affected the care of detained persons. The environment could be 

perceived as daunting as it is built to the specifications of a Category B prison and 

the units are often loud due to the number of detained individuals on each unit, but 

I am not sure whether anything could be done to change this. 

20. During the Relevant period Eden Wing was used for: 

• Particularly vulnerable individuals, including those who required medical 

observations, those with mental health issues, drug and alcohol dependencies or 

individuals who were on constant supervision under ACDTs. 

• Individuals situated on the wing for their own protection 

• Individuals that had been disruptive in the centre 

• Individuals that were not happy to go on their removal directions so were 

situated on E wing so there would be no disruption to the residential wings. 

• Individuals that had recently been on Rule 40 (Removal From Association) or 

Rule 42 (Temporary Confinement) and had spent some time in the CSU and had 
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been placed on E wing to test their compliance with the regime before moving 

back to a residential wing. 

• At the time there was a document known as an Eden Wing Assessment, any 

individual who was down there would have one and it would state the reason 

they were on the wing and what level of association they could have. These 

were completed and assessed by DCM's. Sometimes I would be asked my 

assessment of what their demeanour and behaviour was like on the wing so the 

DCM could take this into account when they did their assessment. As a result 

of the assessments, detainees on E wing could often be on different regimes, 

with different levels of association. I believe the criteria for an individual to be 

moved back to a residential unit would be a period of compliance, no risk of 

harm to themselves or other individuals in the rest of the centre, or they were no 

longer constant supervision under an ACDT and it was assessed as appropriate 

to move back to a residential unit. Those detainees who had refused to comply 

with removal directions were also returned to normal residential units if the 

removal directions were cancelled and they became compliant. 

Policies and Procedures 

21. The policies and procedures that I believed governed our ways of working at Brook 

House were: DC Rules which were bought to our attention on the ITC and 

knowledge of which was part of our final,exam. DSO's, which are available online, 

were also bought to my attention but I do not recall if this was on the ITC or early 

on when I first started. G4S's policies were on the public drive which staff had 

access to. As far as I am aware all these above policies and procedures governed 

the procedures and ways of working at Brook House so were used by all staff. At 

the time I would not have had any dealings with how the policies were maintained 

and updated. 

Trainin! 

22. I started my ITC in August 2016 and completed it by October 2016 where I 

completed some shadowing before going live in early October 2016. 
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23. The training covered all the subjects required to be accredited as a DCO which 

included first aid, safeguarding training, security training, CT (Counter Terrorism) 

training, health and safety, Personal Protection and Control and Restraint training 

among others. I feel the training prepared us for the role however I believe that the 

shadowing period was more effective as taking part in scenarios in a training 

environment cannot fully prepare you for a live incident/ situation/ confrontation 

you may be faced with. 1 also found the shadowing more effective as I got to see 

the day-to-day running of the area and learn in a more practical approach which 

suited my own individual learning style. 

24. I have been asked by the Inquiry to comment on improvements to the ITC in the 

Further Questions dated 7th December 2021. In terms of any improvements that 

could have been made to the ITC, I think that shadowing earlier on in the course 

would be beneficial as it would put the learning points and topics being studied into 

context. The learner would have already seen the environment and the day-to-day 

running of the wing. However, I understand this may not be possible because you 

can only do shadowing when you have a certain level of clearance. As a trainee you 

do not have such clearances and therefore would not be allowed to be in contact 

with detained individuals. I understand that there are also time constraints because 

a lot of training fitted into those first few weeks. Regarding incident management, 

I think that showing trainees more scenarios ,would also 

25. During my time at Brook House I have attended Control and Restraint refresher 

courses yearly and have also attended staff refreshers however I believe my first 

staff refresher was after the Relevant Period. 

26. I have never worked in activities and am not therefore able to comment on whether 

the staff in activities had any additional training. I am however aware that all 

activities staff are DCOs and were required to attend the ITC in the usual way. 

27. Personal Protection training was delivered on the ITC before the Control and 

Restraint week. I do not recall any refreshers in Personal Protection. 
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28. I would describe the Personal Protection training as basic. However, the delivery of 

the training was professional. I have been asked by the Inquiry to further clarify the 

phrase 'basic' in the Further Questions dated 7th December 2021. When I refer to 

the phrase 'basic', this is because, from memory, it was only taught over one day. I 

did not think that this timeframe allowed the trainers to go in depth and teach a wide 

variety of techniques. However, I highlight that the only reason I say this is because 

I have a martial arts background and would have been used to / known that there 

are a wider variety of techniques that can be used over and above the couple of 

techniques we were taught. It is only because of my background that I would have 

probably expected more training on this aspect of the job. 

29. I completed my Control and Restraint training on my ITC course when I first started 

which was between August and October 2016. I have since completed 1 day 

refresher courses every year the last of which was on the 31/05/2021. 

30. In my opinion the quality of the training has always been clear, effective and 

professional with time taken to demonstrate techniques and to break down 

techniques step-by-step. 

31. I, have been asked by Ahe Inquiry to further, comment on the effectiveness of the 

refresher courses in Further Questions dated 7th December 2021. I consider the 

Control and Restraint refreshers to be effective as you go through every technique 

with the instructors, and they observe to ensure you are doing the techniques 

correctly. The training covers all the locks, all the different parts/aspects of a 

removal, reminds you of the different positions the detainee might be in and also 

how to safely navigate different parts of the building during a Control and Restraint 

incident, for example stairs. I do not feel there is a need for any improvement of the 

refresher training. 

32. When I transferred to the Security Department, I did a day of shadowing but most 

of my learning was on-the-job, with the help of the Security Manager and a more 
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experienced Security Collator who showed me the processes and how to complete 

tasks and paperwork. 

33. When I became a DCM I was based as an Oscar 2 and would only cover Residential 

if there were no Residential Managers. I had a couple of days shadowing at the time. 

There was a matrix that was used by the DCMs at the time which was area specific 

which would detail all the KPI's and tasks that needed to be completed so this was 

a good guide and almost acted like a checklist. I also sat down with the Use of Force 

instructor and was provided with some training on how to supervise incidents such 

as Control and Restraint incidents which included a PowerPoint presentation. I feel 

that the training I received helped me to be able to do my role. 

The role of a DCO and relationships with detained persons. 

34. I have recently been provided with a copy of document CJS004294 by the Inquiry 

which is a role profile of a DCO. Having considered this document, in my opinion, 

it is an accurate reflection of the roles and responsibilities of a DCO whilst I was 

employed by G4S at Brook House. The only exception to this would be Section 1 

'Output/ Responsibilities', subcategory 5 because it refers to the establishment as 

being a Prison, rather than an Immigration Removal Centre ('IRC'). I would 

assume that it may have been taken from another document because the DCO role 

and Prison Officer role are ,similar. 

35. Engaging with detained persons in my opinion, is vital to the role of a DCO as it 

helped me better to understand the individual needs, provide assistance if they had 

any questions or queries and also build a rapport with the individuals. Sometimes 

language was an issue however there were some Officers who could translate who 

you could ask to assist if on duty and we also had access to Big Word which is a 

translation service on the phone which I found helpful and could be accessed from 

the telephone in every wing office. 

36. Many activities were available for detained persons to participate in including pool, 

football, cricket, IT rooms, cultural kitchen, education, arts and crafts, library and 
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the gym. Detained persons could also apply for a role in paid work subject to 

necessary risk assessment. The paid work included, being a diversity worker, 

servery worker, a kitchen worker or cleaner on the wing. However, I would not 

consider any of these activities as incentives to positive behaviour as it was part of 

the activities available to all detainees who complied with the regime. I am not 

aware of any incentives that could be used to encourage positive behaviour, as all 

detainees had use of a TV in their rooms and were provided with a mobile phone to 

make calls to family and friends. They also had the same levels of association and 

visits. If a detainee was non-compliant with the regime and was therefore subject to 

Rule 40 or Rule 42, their association was limited and rooms in the CSU did not 

contain TVs. However, in my experience, disruption amongst detainees resulted 

from frustrations with their cases for deportation which were governed by Home 

Office. 

37. Whilst working at Brook House I have never worked as part of the Welfare Team. 

38. I joined the Security Department at the end of June 2017. During the Relevant 

Period I was still training in my new job role and learning the processes. TSFNO's 

were and still are, processed on arrival in reception and Room Share Risk 

Assessments (RSRA) are carried out by DCM's and reception staff. If someone was 

identified as high-risk room share, they will be allocated a single ,occupancy room 

and will be subject to a day 2 assessment, which means they would be assessed by 

safer custody, healthcare and security before a decision is made. Security would 

process the prison files by reading through them, update the system with any 

relevant information and/or risk factors and the prison file will be stored. Other risk 

assessments arc carried out by Security if a detainee applies to use the cultural 

kitchen (as this may involve the use of knives) and when a detainee applies for paid 

work. In these cases, individual risk assessments are carried out based on history 

and intel received by SIR's. These individual risk assessments are completed for all 

detained individuals regardless if they were a TSFNO or not. We also completed 

the security section of any route orders for individuals who require an escort 

whether this is to hospital or other, where we would provide the information on the 
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system for the Duty Director to make a decision on the risk assessment if the 

detained individual would be handcuffed on the escort. All risk assessments apply 

to all detained individuals regardless if they were a TSFNO. During the Relevant 

Period I was still learning these processes so some of the knowledge stated above 

may have been from what I learnt after the Relevant Period as I cannot remember 

what processes I learnt first. 

ACDT's 

39. The use of ACDTs was paramount within Brook House and in my opinion always 

has been. As with all DCOs and DCMs, I was trained in how to open an ACDT and 

the circumstances for opening one. Once opened the DCM does an initial 

assessment and immediate case review and sets the levels of observations which as 

DCO I would adhere to. My role as a DCO was to ensure that the observations were 

completed, that I had meaningful and relevant interactions with detainees who were 

on ACDT's on the wing I was working on and to offer support. The process and 

procedure were adequate and appropriate to safeguard all vulnerable individuals as 

observations could be increased to constant supervision or decreased to the point of 

closing an ACDT dependant on the individual's needs, mood and demeanour in the 

case reviews. Staff had access to the ACDT booklets for the relevant detainees and 

could therefore make themselves aware of the individual's issues by reading the 

booklet. ,

40. Documents CJS002696 and CJS007153 which have been provided to me by the 

Inquiry in the Further Questions dated 7th December 2021 are case reviews of 

detained persons on ACDTs. At that time, I would have been a DCO on the unit 

conducting observations. This would also mean that I may have been present in the 

case reviews if I was the officer on the unit selected by the DCM to do so. 

41. I have looked at both documents CJS002696 and CJS007153 but I do not have any 

specific recollection of these particular reviews. The only comment I could give on 

this would be taken directly from the documents themselves. Having considered 

the documents I am satisfied that the correct processes were followed. 
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42. I recall that we received training on the ITC in regards to ACDT processes and 

mental health awareness. I cannot remember the specifics of this training but I do 

know that we were taught about communication skills and interpersonal skills. 

43. ACDT's are a very important document and its importance was stressed to me 

during the ITC. At the end of the day it could result in saving someone's life and so 

the job must be done correctly. Our job is to keep people safe. 

44. I believe the case reviews were effective as different parties were present who could 

advise with the issues. I also believe that the observations were adequately carried 

out from my experiences. 

AbuseNiolence between Detained Persons 

45. I felt that detained persons were safe at Brook House during the Relevant Period. If 

any issues had come to my attention I would have reported it for it to then be 

actioned to ensure that individuals are safeguarded where required. 

25th August 2017 - D1467 

46. I have been asked by the Inquiry to comment upon document CJS005317, however, 

I have dealt with many Counter Terrorism referrals during my time working in the 

Security Department and so it is difficult to recall whether I remember this specific 

incident. At the time of this report I would have been working in the Security 

Department as a Security Collator which is a DCO rank and would have processed 

hundreds of Security Information Reports ('SIR') per year. For further context, on 

average during the Relevant Period we would receive about 10 to 15 SIRs on a daily 

basis, but some days it can be up to 30. Wherever I had involvement in this matter 

will be documented within CJS005317. I cannot provide any specific comment over 

and above what is contained in this document. 

47. By way of background information, I feel it is relevant to explain how the SIR 

process works. If the Security Department receive a SIR, such as the one discussed 
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here, I would update the log and then upload it to the DAT (Detainee Administrative 

Tool) system. I would have then done an Intel evaluation to evaluate the validity of 

the source. I would then tick what sources have been checked to provide any related 

Intel. I then detail the related Intel and use this to complete my Intelligence 

Assessment. I would then complete the relevant actions. On this occasion it was a 

Counter Terrorism ('CT') referral due to links to extremist groups as he was being 

threatened by them. 

48. Any information regarding extremist groups should be referred to CT teams so 

action can be taken if required and it feeds into their Intel. The SIR would then be 

handed to the Security Manager (a DCM) to sign off and say they agree with the 

actions or say what further actions they wanted. The SIR would then go to a member 

of the SMT (Senior Management Team) or Head of Security for their comments to 

say if they are happy with the actions and if they wanted any further actions 

completed. Once this was done the SIR would come back to a Security Collator to 

complete any outstanding actions and close off the report. 

49. As seen in Document Reference CJS005317 the Security Manager and SMT signed 

off the report indicating that they agreed with my actions. 

Is' May 201.7 — D642 and D1661 

50. I have had the opportunity to look at document CJS005351 which is an SIR I 

submitted further to witnessing threatening behaviour between detainees. I do not 

specifically recall this incident but, furtherto a review of CJS005351, I think I recall 

that multiple room searches were conducted that day. It appears from the report that 

challenging the behaviour worked to decscalatc the situation in this instance. If the 

detained individual persisted in these threats then further action would have been 

required to safeguard the other detainee and the staff member. I was not working in 

Security at the time so I would not have seen the Intel assessments or Security 

Managers comments at the time. 
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51. I have discussed the protocols that, from memory, were in place at the time to 

govern our ways of working at Brook House within paragraph 16 of my first witness 

statement. Such ways of working were in place to protect the safety and welfare of 

both detained persons and staff from any type of abuse. In addition to these 

examples, we had a Violence Reduction Team, a Welfare Team, a Safer Custody 

Team, DCMs could challenge the individuals, move locations and if necessary, 

move to E Wing. Transfer requests to other centres could also be made if required. 

Abuse of Staff by Detained Persons 

52. I have been asked to review a number of reports which were either been raised by 

myself, or I have dealt with in some way as part of my role in the Security 

Department. I will discuss each of these incidents in turn where I am able to do so. 

As discussed in paragraph 46 of this statement, I will have seen hundreds of SIRs 

per year meaning I would have seen/ processed well over a thousand, more likely 

thousands, of reports in my time at Brook House. To provide a further example of 

the scale of the SIRs, if you look to the top of page one of document CJS004708 

you will see the number 1344/17. This means that this was the 1,344th SIR we had 

received in 2017 as of that date. This means that we had already had 1,344 SIRs by 

mid -July 2017. 

I have reviewed documents CJS004708, CJS004714, CJS004875, CJS004997, 

CJS005166, CJS005226, CJS005282 and CJS005478 and I do not specifically 

remember these SIRs but I would have received this report and processed it 

following the same process as stated in paragraphs 47 and 48 of this statement. All 

of these documents also show that action was taken to notify the DCM and that the 

actions proposed were agreed by the Security Manager and SMT. Having 

considered CJS004708, CJS004714, CJS004875, CJS004997, OS005166, 

CJS005226, CJS005282 and CJS005478, I am satisfied that the correct procedures 

were followed on each occasion. 

54. I can recall the SIR contained in document CJS004716. Again, this would have been 

processed following the same process as detailed within paragraphs 47 and 48 of 
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this statement. 1 can remember this SIR because it relates to the same incident on 

30th June 2017 involving D87, which has been detailed at paragraph 127 of this 

statement. D87 was currently on Rule 40 at the time and, as stated in the document, 

an Annex A (Transfer back to Prison) was submitted as D87 was too dangerous to 

be in the centre due to the threats made. CJS004716 shows the action taken in 

notifying the relevant parties and that these actions were agreed by the Security 

Manager and SMT, therefore I have no further comments on this document. 

55. After a review of document CJS005085, I do recall this report as this matter also 

involved D87 and I would have processed this report in the same way as detailed 

above. I remember that D87 was being managed on Rule 40, ACDT and an Annex 

A had been completed to safeguard the staff in the centre due to the threats D87 had 

made. 

56. I have been provided with a copy of document CJS004740. On review of this 

document, I do not recall this SIR but I would have received this report and it would 

have been processed as above. I believe the contents of the document itself shows 

the actions taken on this occasion and I would not be able to provide further 

comment beyond this. Within document CJS004740, I can see that I asked DCM 

Yates to speak with, and challenge the behaviour of, D1275. I would have expected 

DCM Yates to have a conversation with D1275 explaining why his behaviour was 

not acceptable and emphasise that behaviour such as that would not be tolerated. 

This was communicated in the email to DCM Yates as SIR's required a paper trail 

of evidence to attach to the report. I do not recall if I verbally communicated this to 

DCM Yates as well as emailing him. 

57. Upon a review of documents CJS004930 and CJS005319, I only really have a 

vague memory of these reports. I recall that the detainee involved in CJS005319 

was given a warning and the DCM was notified to manage/challenge the behaviour 

and D724, the detainee involved in CJS004930 was being managed on Rule 40 due 

to the risk he posed to the safety of staff due to threats made. 
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58. I have been provided with a copy of CJS005289 and on review I can recall this 

report due to the extreme threats made by D149. I submitted this report. I was not 

in the Security Department at this time and so before looking at CJS005289 I had 

not been aware of the action's Security took (as far as I am aware). Having 

considered this document, it appears correct actions were taken as a CT referral was 

made and an Annex A was submitted. 

59. I have been asked by the Inquiry to provide comment upon document CJS005351 

here, however, I believe I have already provided my comments on this at paragraphs 

50 of this statement. 

60. Whilst there was threatening behaviour towards, and assaults on, staff members 

during the Relevant Period, I did feel safe when this occurred because I had 

confidence that the correct actions and safeguarding measures would be followed. 

61. It is difficult to say what could have been improved to make me feel even safer 

because we work in an 1RC, not a prison. In a prison there are more powers available 

and actual consequences for non-tolerated behaviours, for example adjudications, 

segregation or an extended sentence. However, you cannot do that at an IRC 

because, whilst the environment could be considered similar, an IRC is not a prison. 

Arguably you could say there are no real deterrents for the detainees. Incidents are 

reported to the Police however it can be deemed as not in the public interest if 

removal directions are a priority. If they act out they know that there will be no real 

consequences. In any event, I do not believe that putting additional powers like this 

in place would improve matters because it is still a very different environment to a 

prison and the detainees will still have the same stressors that might result in them 

acting out. I do believe that having more staff has helped because it gives staff more 

time to help the detainees and deal with any issues they may have. 

Access to Drugs 

62. In relation to preventing drugs from entering Brook House all detained persons and 

their property was searched on arrival in Reception. Visitors would also be searched 
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and their visits monitored. Any post a detained individual received, I believe, would 

be x-rayed and opened in front of an officer on the wing to ensure nothing was 

concealed. When I was on the wing, I would report any concerns or suspicions I 

had in relation to drug issues to the Residential DCM and via a Security Information 

Report (SIR) which would go to the Security Department. I also conducted room 

searches on individuals that I had reasonable suspicion had illicit substances 

concealed in their rooms after informing the DCM. There has always been a set 

process for reporting any concerns in relation to drug use, which involves the 

completion of an SIR, referral to the Substance misuse team (previously known as 

RAPT and later known as Forward Trust), room searches and confiscation of any 

drugs or drugs paraphernalia. 

63. In relation to suspicions of staff conveying illicit substances into the centre I 

personally do not recall being concerned about any staff during the Relevant Period, 

however if I did have concerns, I would have reported this via confidential SIR to 

the Local Corruption Prevention Management team (LCPM). Prior to the Panorama 

programme only sporadic searches were conducted on staff, although this has since 

been increased, and a set percentage of staff are now searched on a random basis. 

64. From my understanding at the time any illicit substance finds on detainees were 

reported to the Police and the individual. would. also be referred to RAPT which 

offered support in substance misuse. If a visitor was found to have conveyed or 

attempted to convey illicit items, this would also be reported to the Police and the 

visitor banned with the detained individual placed on closed visits. 

65. Applications for closed visits and banned visitors would be made by Security and 

approved by the Head of Security and Home Office. From my understanding at the 

time if a detained person was caught bringing illicit substances into the centre Rule 

40 may be an option if the illicit substance was not recovered and they may also be 

placed on closed visits pending approval of the application. 
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66. The searches that staff are permitted to complete on detainees are Level A searches, 

the process of which I detail in paragraph 90 of this statement and authority for a 

full search had to be approved by a member of the SMT and would be conducted 

when there was strong reasonable suspicion and/or specific intel that the detainee 

had an illicit substance concealed on their persons. 

67. At the relevant time psychoactive substances (PS) were a particular problem. The 

production of PS has evolved over time, which has caused considerable problems 

in it being detected. This includes PS sprays being developed which could be 

sprayed on paper and clothing, although I am not sure if this was prior, during or 

just after the relevant period. 

68. My opinion is that although processes had been put in place to combat the "known" 

methods of conveyance of illicit substances into the centre, unfortunately, people 

always come up with new ways to try and convey illicit substances into the IRC. 

The trends at IRCs tend to follow trends in Prisons. 

69. I have been provided with a number of documents which include reports relating to 

suspected drug use amongst detained persons by the Inquiry in the Further 

Questions dated 7th December 2021. Having reviewed these documents, they are all 

either SIR's I submitted or.- processed after I had moved into the Security 

Department. I cannot remember a number of these incidents and would not be able 

to provide further comment on them above and beyond what the documents say 

themselves. 

70. Document CJS004698 appears to be a report I processed as a Security Collator, 

however, the statement page of DCO Adams has not been provided and without this 

it is difficult for me to remember this specific incident and whether all actions were 

taken. Having reviewed the document, it appears that all actions were taken but I 

can only base this on what is contained within the document itself. My involvement 

seems to be writing a summary of the relevant Intel, an Intelligence Assessment, 

submitting a timeline to the relevant people and provided information about the 
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substance (with photos) as I was trained to do. Disseminated SIR information was 

then sent to the Police. 

71. Looking at the date of document CJS004769, this must have been one of the first 

reports I dealt with when I was new to the Security Department. However, I cannot 

specifically recall the ins-and-outs of this incident and therefore I am unable to 

provide any further comment outside of what is contained within the document 

itself. 

72. Document CJS004653 does not contain a statement from the Reporting Officer 

which makes it difficult for me to recall what this report was specifically about. On 

review of the document, it appears that this incident was linked to a number of other 

SIRs. This can be seen on page 2 of the document in/above the Senior Management 

comment section. The document confirms that the SIR is linked to SIR 1477/17. 

SIR 1477/17 is document CJS004956. My comment on this document is the same 

as the above as no statement is provided and I am unable to specifically recall the 

incident. However, having reviewed both documents 1 am satisfied that I have taken 

all the appropriate relevant steps required of me. 

73. On review of document CJS005039, I can recall an incident that involved trainers. 

However, ! would not be able to confirm whether my recollection here is this. 

specific incident due to the redaction of the detainee's name. I would therefore not 

be able to provide any further comments on this, but I can say that upon reading the 

document I am satisfied that the correct process was followed by staff. 

74. I have read document C.TS005040 and I can confirm that I do recall this incident. I 

remember it because I was awarded employee of the month for my actions in 

dealing with this incident. By way of background, during the Relevant Period any 

post that comes into the centre will be x-rayed and then an officer will bring the 

post to the wing office's where the recipient of the post will be called to come and 

open the post in front of an officer. 
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75. On this occasion I was the officer on the wing. D2673 received some post. The 

parcel contained a number of Argos catalogues. As per protocol, he opened it in 

front of me and I then started to search the contents. As I was flicking through the 

Argos catalogue I noticed that some pages were stuck together. I separated the two 

pages and saw a substance that looked like cannabis. However, it did not smell like 

cannabis and therefore I presumed it would have been PS (sometimes referred to as 

Spice). I confiscated the substance straightaway and saw D2673 try to hide another 

leaflet. I therefore went around the table and continued to question the detainee 

before recovering the fourth leaflet. 

76. This was a very significant find because a detainee would only need a couple of 

small flakes of this substance to get high. You can see on pages 9 to 23 of 

CJS005040 that there was a vast amount of the substance hidden in this parcel. If 

undetected, this amount of PS could have resulted in a very large number of medical 

responses due to reactions individuals could have to PS. 

77. My findings and the substance was sent straight to Security. As I was not part of the 

Security Department at this tune I would not have been aware of any Intel on the 

individual. I made sure that the envelope was maintained so that a photo of the 

envelope could be taken because sometimes you can track this back to the sender. I 

was not the one who tested the substance and can therefore only presurne.it vvas PS. 

Nowadays, PS does not often look like cannabis. I can recall that PS evolved very 

quickly in a short period of time, in terms of how it looked and the methods used to 

try and convey it into the IRC. 

78. I have been provided with documents CJS005159 and CJS004775. I do not 

specifically remember these incidents and so cannot provide further comment. 

However, having considered the documents I am confident that I dealt with the 

matters in the appropriate way. I would not have been privy to what the outcome of 

the report was because I was not in the Security Department at the time. 
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79. Document CJS004815 appears to relate to the suspicious activity of a detainee in A 

Wing. I only have a very vague memory of this because I remember an incident 

involving room 12, but I could not provide any further specific details about the 

precise events or whether anything was found. Having considered the document I 

am confident that I dealt with the matters in the appropriate way. I would not have 

been privy to what the outcome of the report was because I was not in the Security 

Department at the time. 

80. Document CJS004863 appears to relate to a report where drug paraphernalia was 

found upon a search of a detainee's property. Over the years I have dealt with quite 

a few instances like this and so it is difficult for me to pinpoint this incident 

specifically. As such, I do not feel that I would be able to add any further comment 

on this other than that already contained within the document. Having considered 

the document I am confident that the correct procedures were followed, and I note 

that the Security Manager and SMT member agreed with the actions taken. 

81. I have looked at document CJS004957 and I do recall that this was one of the first 

big Intel summaries I had to put together within my first month in the Security 

Department. There were lots of things to piece together for the report. On this 

occasion, we tried to organise a search of multiple rooms at the same time because 

in an IRC detainees.are allowed to have mobile phones..If you were to search rooms 

one by one on an occasion such as this, detainees will be able to inform each other 

that room searches are being conducted so others can prepare in advance and hide 

things. Other detainees could potentially see the search and warn others or shout out 

to the wing that searches are being conducted. Despite this, I cannot recall the 

specific details of this incident. The most accurate account of the events is contained 

within the Intel and emails within the document. Having reviewed the document, I 

am satisfied the correct procedures were followed. My involvement in this was 

essentially relaying information to the Managers so that they could make the 

relevant decisions. 
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82. I have been asked to comment on comments that I have made within certain reports. 

I will provide comment on each of these where possible below. 

61h May 2017 

83. I have been provided with document CJS005046 within which I state that I had 

observed three detained persons who appeared to be under the influence. I do not 

specifically remember this incident but any actions taken by myself would be 

detailed in my report. Having considered the document I am confident that I handled 

the matter in an appropriate way. I was not privy to what happened after this as 1 

was not in the Security Department at the time and so would not know what the 

outcome was. 

1 1 sh May 2017 

84. I have been referred to document CJS005159 by the Inquiry and asked to provide 

further comment on the same. I have already provided comment on this document 

at paragraph 59 above, as such my answer to question 27 of the Inquiry's Further 

Questions dated the 7th December 2021 will be the same as at paragraph 59 of this 

statement. 

1St Lilly 2017 

85 I have been provided with document CTS005460 and do not specifically remember 

this incident. I would therefore be unable to provide any further comment on 

whether any specific measures were taken in response to this report or any 

repercussions for D176 on that occasion. Generally speaking, there were measures 

in place to monitor detained persons who were known users or drug dealers such as 

SIRs, SIR processes and room searches. Any Intel would be on a need -to-know 

basis. Any information that needed to be disseminated to other officers from one 

shift to another could be provided at briefings at the beginning of shifts or via 

emails. Communication between officers on the unit is important and so officers 

will talk to each other about what happened that day when handing over to the next 

officer on shift. 
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14 July 2017 

86. Document CJS005103 contains an SIR in relation to a detainee under the influence 

of PS (also known as Spice). In an email at page 6 of this document I say that a 

referral would be appropriate for the detainee. This would have been a referral to 

the RAPT, the substance misuse team at the time later known as Forward Trust. We 

would make referrals so that detainees could get help, however, we cannot force 

detainees to get help. The help is there if they want it. It can be seen on page 3 of 

the document that the referral was made. 

26th July 2017 

87. I have looked at document CJS004594 which is an SIR related to unexplainable 

objects found upon x-raying a parcel received in the post for a detainee. I do not 

specifically remember this incident, because I have been involved in quite a few 

incidents similar to this, but the package would have been sent to Security 

Department for further inspection. I do not recall what the outcome was on this 

occasion but I am confident that all of the correct processes and procedures were 

followed. 

13th and 1.5th August 2017 

88. I have been provided with document CJS004601 which shows an email from me 

dated 13th Augusl 2017.in which I asked for wing staff to be made aware that "they 

have the authority to complete a Level A search if they have reason to...there 

appears to be a lot of activity around C wing lately". I have also been provided with 

document CJS005360 within which I state that reports had been received about 

"detained persons under the influence; however, no search was conducted at the 

time...staff have the right to search detained persons at their discretion, especially 

if a detained person is seen under the influence". I do not remember the specific 

details surrounding these reports and, unless there are names contained within the 

documents, I would not know who was involved. 

89. By way of background, Level A searches are conducted in the IRC to make sure 

there are no prohibited articles on a detainee or articles which they could use to 
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cause harm to staff, other detainees or themselves. A Level A search would involve 

the following: 

90. You would first put on some gloves and inform the detainee that they will be 

searched. You would also ensure that you have a sterile area to place any prohibited 

articles if found. When conducting a Level A search there is no need for the detainee 

to remove their clothing unless they are wearing a thick coat or a jumper and have 

a T-shirt underneath, we would then ask them to remove the outer layer so we can 

search it separately as thick layers do not allow for an effective search as any articles 

concealed will be harder to detect. We ask the individual to empty out their pockets 

before asking them to put their arms out to the side for the duration of the search. 

You would then ask for the detainee to put their head down so we can check their 

hair. They are then asked to move their head side to side so we can check the ears 

and then to open their mouths to look inside asking them to lift their tongue to ensure 

no articles are concealed. Following this, dependent upon what the detainee is 

wearing, we will then check their collar. Next we will make our way down the arms 

with open hands and fingers spread wide apart to cover more surface area. Whilst 

searching each ann you would also check the detainees hands visually. If the 

detainee is wearing a T-shirt we would not go past where the clothing ends. From 

here we make our way down the front and side of the torso, we then check the 

rais band by running our fingers around it, and then down the legs individmily 

positioning yourself to the side of the leg you are searching and not directly in front 

for your own safety. You would check the end of the trousers and the tops of socks 

if the detainee is wearing them. Once the front of the detainee is checked we then 

ask them to turn around and the same process is followed on their back. The detainee 

would then be asked to take a seat and remove their shoes so that we can check the 

integrity of their shoes. The bottom of their feet are also checked. A wand (metal 

detecting device) may also be used in a Level A search prior to the physical search. 

We also have Level B search which follow the same process as a Level A, however 

a Level B search does not involve checking the hair, ears, the inside of the mouth 

or the removal of the shoes. 
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91. Level A searches may be used on a detainee's arrival to the IRC and may also be 

conducted if there is reason for suspicion under DC Rule 7. Level A searches are 

also used when a detainee is going in and out of certain areas of the IRC, for 

example the servery or the kitchen. 

92. I believe that staff were aware that they had the authority to conduct searches of 

detained persons who were under the influence. My comments within document 

CJS005360 followed from a particular occasion when a search was not conducted 

(for a reason unknown to me) and so it was just a note to remind staff that they do 

have the authority to do this. My comment in document CJS004601 is also purely 

a reminder to staff. All staff are trained to the same standards and occasions of 

which you can use a Level A search is one of the main things taught on the ITC. 

514 February 2017 

93. I have been referred to document HOM002560 which details an interview I had 

with the Home Office in relation to an incident involving a detainee pouring water 

on another detainee. Within this interview I remarked that "any drug deals took 

place in the rooms and out of sight of the cameras, or in the courtyards where it was 

hard to spot." And said that this made my job "much more difficult". Actions are 

always taken by staff at Brook House to prevent drug deals and to prevent drugs 

getting into the centre. When <I made these comments I was n-Serring to the fact.that 

detainees will of course not partake in these activities in areas where they know 

there are CCTV cameras. I do not believe that there are any specific measures that 

can be taken to address this issue because you cannot have cameras everywhere. 

Having cameras in every part of the building would not respect the detainees' right 

to privacy in places such as their bedrooms and toilet areas and it is these places 

that inevitably activities such as drug dealing may take place. 

Relationships with staff 

94. I do not recall ever experiencing or was ever aware of any racist attitudes or 

behaviours amongst staff, during the Relevant Period or, at any time during my 

employment at Brook House. 
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95. I do not recall any homophobic and/ or misogynistic attitudes or behaviours 

amongst staff during the Relevant Period or at any time during my employment at 

Brook House. 

96. I do not recall being aware of any staff bringing illicit substances into Brook House 

during the Relevant Period. I personally do not recall being concerned about any 

staffhowever if I did have concerns, I would have reported this via confidential SIR 

to the Local Corruption Prevention Management team (LCPM). Since moving to 

work in Security I have had more involvement in drug detection, although I can 

confirm that there is Zero tolerance in relation to drug issues in relation to staff. 

97. I never experienced bullying by any other staff member at Brook House. 

98. I do not recall any concerns about other staff being bullied and/ or had to deal with 

a staff complaint regarding bullying during the Relevant Period. 

Relationship with the Home Office. 

99. During the Relevant Period from April — June 2017 when I worked on the wings, I 

had little contact with the Home Office staff, the only contact being if they called 

the wing or, I called them with ,a query, in, relation to a detained individual. Once 

joining the Security Department at the end of June 2017 my contact with the Home 

Office increased. I believe the Home Office tried to balance immigration removal 

procedures with individual welfare however as every case is individual, I believe 

some of the more complex cases would take longer to process which could result in 

some detainees residing at the centre for long periods of time, I do not know how 

they manage the specifics of a case or if there were areas that required improvement, 

so I am unable to comment further on the Home Office's processes. 

Relationship with Senior Managers 

100. In my experience the Senior Managers were helpful and approachable, T believe 

their priorities were/are to maintain a safe and secure centre which is also compliant 
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with the contract at the time and to ensure the building is ninning efficiently and 

effectively. The Duty Director of the day would normally visit the wing on their 

rounds. I may have had more contact with Duty Directors than other DC Os, as when 

I worked in the CSU, Duty Directors were required to visit the CSU on a regular 

basis to carry out checks on detainees located there. When I moved to the Security 

Department the Head of Security at the time was always very helpful, approachable 

and visible. 

Relationship with DCM's 

101. During the Relevant Period the staffing levels for DCM's was not the level it 

currently is so DCMs tended to be very busy. My Line Manager up to June 2017 on 

the wings was Mr Steve Webb. I personally found Mr Webb to be very helpful and 

supportive with any interactions/ questions/ queries I had with him and even though 

he covered multiple areas he would always be there when required. When I moved 

to the Security Department at the end of June 2017 my Line Manager became Dan 

Robinson who again I found to be very helpful, supportive and helped train me in 

my new role. 

102. From my own personal experience I always found the DCM's helpful, reliable and 

supportive during the relevant period. 

Relationship with other DCO's 

103. The other DCO's I worked with during the Relevant Period I felt I could rely on as 

we relied on each other to support each other as the staffing levels although 

considered normal at the time were strained so it was imperative that we worked as 

a team. 

Relationship with Healthcare Staff. 

104. The day to day working with the Healthcare team I do not recall any bad experiences 

and they attended the wing when requested. Healthcare staff would attend any first 

response, medical response and would always be in attendance for a planned Use 

Of Force and monitor from a Healthcare perspective to ensure the Detained 
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individual is safe during any form of intervention. Healthcare would communicate 

with us of who they wanted to see, I do not remember specifics, but I remember 

calling on behalf of detained individuals for queries when required. In relation to 

attitudes of Healthcare staff they always seemed helpful and professional when 

attending to a detained individual. Generally Healthcare staff were not present on 

the wings, unless called upon by DCOs, as some detainees had some medication in 

their possession. In relation to other medications, they would make their own way 

over to Healthcare to collect it and in my experience always attended Code Blue or 

Code Red incidents promptly. 

Disciplinary and grievance processes. 

105. During the Relevant Period I was not part of any disciplinary investigations either 

into my own conduct or as a witness as far as I'm aware. 

106. During the Relevant Period I was not part of any grievance investigation either into 

an issue raised against me, raised by me or as a witness as far as I'm aware. 

Staffing levels 

107. At the time the staffing levels were considered normal. Other duties were required 

which may include staffing the courtyard, attending a first response, going out on 

escort or 1,61,g,,involved in a planned intervention so it made staffing 'tight' on the 

wings. This meant that days could be stressful and challenging as previously 

mentioned in Paragraph 11, however I believe this emphasised teamwork between 

the staff on duty. I believe we did our best in caring for detainees, however, with 

more staff this care could have been improved further. There were improvements 

to the staffing levels after the investigations that took place following the Panorama 

programme. 

108. The staffing levels during the Relevant Period meant that staff morale could be 

strained and days could be challenging. I personally always felt a sense of teamwork 

and always knew I had support if it was required during an incident. 
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109. I do not recall the staffing levels of healthcare at the time of the Relevant Period 

however I remember them attending responses in a timely fashion and I do not recall 

any occasion where the detained individual did not have their medical/welfare needs 

met. 

110. I do not recall the staffing levels of the activities team during the Relevant Period 

however I remember them coming to the wings at mealtimes to assist in covering 

breaks. 

Tinsley House Staff 

111. I personally never worked at Tinsley House until I moved to the Security 

Department as the department covers both sites. I am unaware of any official site-

specific training however this would have been covered during shadowing periods. 

I am aware of staff that came to assist at Brook that never had a previous shadowing 

period at Brook House so I assisted them on the wings and was happy to help/assist 

in any way that I could. 

Treatment of Detained Persons 

Detained persons generally 

112. During the Relevant Period I never worked in reception. 

Activities for individuals 

113. Many activities were available for detained persons to participate in including pool, 

football, cricket, IT rooms, cultural kitchen, education, arts and crafts, library and 

the gym. Detained persons could also apply for a role in paid work and once cleared 

after a risk assessment this included being a diversity worker, servery worker, a 

kitchen worker or cleaner on the wing. I believe the more activities made available 

to detained individuals, the more engaged and occupied the detained individuals 

were. I believe a lack of activities could have impacted the atmosphere and led to 

issues however during the Relevant Period as far as I can remember there was no 

lack of activities. 
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114. I believe the Activities Team did a good job during the Relevant Period in engaging 

with detained individuals and ran competitions etc to keep detained individuals 

engaged, although there have been improvements since then as the team has 

increased in size. I do not know what other activities to suggest that may help reduce 

issues/ disturbances. 

Immigration Rule 35 process 

115. I do not recall any specific involvement in the Rule 35 process however if a detained 

individual disclosed to me that they were previously a victim of torture I would have 

informed my DCM and Healthcare for the process to be started. 

Use of Force 

116. During the time I have worked at Brook House I have been involved in a number 

of incidents where Use of Force has been necessary prior to, during and after the 

Relevant Period. However, I am unable to confirm that exact number and details as 

I have no access to any documentation or my reports from that time, apart from the 

ones provided to me from the Inquiry as part of the Further Questions dated 761

December 2017, as the documents were removed by G4S when Serco took over the 

Contract. 

117. I do recall some incidents but I was initiallyally, unsure were during the Relevant 

Period. I have since been provided with documents relating to Use of Force 

incidents that I was involved in from the Relevant Period 

118. In addition to this in regards to incidents from the Relevant Period I also do recall 

an incident involving a detainee I knew as L D275 i (I believe this is the correct 

spelling) who was on the A wing netting. I believe this may have been covered in 

the Panorama programme although there is no footage of me on the programme. I 

was the first on scene and I attempted to engage with D275 i try and 

deescalate the situation. I was not part of the Control and Restraint team. 
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119. During the Relevant Period I was not part of any review processes although I do 

remember post incident hot debriefs for planned interventions. I do not recall any 

changes in processes at the time and, as far as I am aware, the proper processes were 

followed and appropriate documentation was completed. I am not aware of any 

instances where staff used force and did not follow the appropriate procedures. 

120. I do not recall any incidents, that I was aware of, where I had concerns. 

121. The techniques taught in Control and Restraint are effective in controlling a non-

compliant individual as a last resort if verbal de-escalation fails. I do not believe 

force was used excessively at Brook House except for the incident shown at the end 

of the Panorama programme which I became aware of in the Security Department 

when we were informed of the programme and what it entailed. 

122. Verbal de-escalation was used where possible and Control and Restraint techniques 

are used as a last resort. In terms of restraint techniques, the only techniques to be 

used are the ones taught on the Control and Restraint course. I am not aware of any 

alternatives to the accepted Control and Restraints processes or any instances when 

staff went outside the accepted methods covered in training. 

123. I have been asked by the Inquiry a number of questions about specific 'Use of Force' 

incidents in Further Questions dated 7th December 2021 and documentation 

provided to review which I will comment on below.

17th April 2017 — D191 

124. I have been provided with a copy of document CJS002289. This document is a Use 

of Force report in relation to the unplanned Use of Force against Dl91 on the 27th 

April 2017. I do not specifically recall this incident because I have been involved 

in a number of incidents over the years. On review of CJS002289, it appears that I 

searched the detained individual upon their arrival into the CSU and I was not part 

of the Use of Force itself on D191. It is standard procedure for any detained 

individual to have a Level A search conducted on them before entering the CSU. I 
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have detailed what is involved in a Level A search at paragraph 90 of this statement. 

As I was not part of the Use of Force and do not recall the incident I cannot comment 

further. However, having considered CJS002289, I am satisfied that the correct 

procedures were followed. If I had any concerns I would have reported this at the 

time. 

156 May 2017 — D1110 

125. I have been provided with document CJS005641 which is a Use of Force report in 

relation to the planned Use of Force against D1110 on the 15th May 2017. I only 

have a very vague relocation of this Use of Force and therefore my report contained 

within CJS005641 would be the most accurate account of the incident as it was 

written at the time. It was made very clear to me from a very early stage on the ITC 

that reports could be re-visited for a number of reasons and so I always made sure 

that the reports I did were as detailed and accurate as possible in case I ever needed 

to refer to them. The report confirms that my role within the incident was to be the 

arm officer and if, D1110 was non-compliant, I needed to quickly and safely gain 

control of D1110's left arm to facilitate his transfer. It is detailed in my report that 

D1110 was non-compliant and so I used force on D1110's left arm. Having 

considered CJS005641 I have nothing to add or change to my original account and 

I am satisfied that the Use of Force was reasonable and proportionate and that the 

correct procedures were followed. As above, if I had any concerns I would have 

raised this at the time. 

30th June 2017 — D87 

126. I have been provided with document CJS001545 which is a Use of Force report in 

relation to the planned Use of Force against D87 on the 30th June 2017. I do recall 

this incident. I remember being informed that a Use of Force had happened earlier 

that day involving 1)87, in which officers were injured. I remember being informed 

I had been selected for a planned intervention on D87 and that he was currently 

located in the CSU. The reason for the intervention was to safely remove a ligature 

that he had around his neck and to remove any articles that he could use to harm 

himself. I remember isolating D87's left arm and I recall the strength of D87 as I 
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had to lean my bodyweight forward and had to also be supported by another officer 

behind me to hold me in position. 

127. The most accurate account of the incident is in my Use of Force report as this was 

written at the time of the incident. Having considered CJS001545, I have nothing 

to add or change to my original account and I am happy that the Use of Force was 

reasonable and proportionate and that the correct procedures were followed. As 

above, if I had any concerns I would have raised this at the time. 

128. I have recently been provided with numerous pieces of video footage by the Inquiry. 

I have never previously seen this footage. 

129. The footage entitled 'Disk 28 D87 (2.,)' appears to be footage of a briefing in regards 

to the earlier incident involving D87 for which I was not present. I was not involved 

in this and therefore cannot provide any comment. 

130. The video entitled 'Disk 29 D87 SH (1)' contains footage of the debrief of the 

incident I was involved in, and that which I have detailed at paragraph 127 of this 

statement. A debrief is standard practice after a Use of Force. On this occasion, Dan 

Robinson provided a summary of the incident and each officer is asked if they have 

any injuries. I confirmed I did not have any injuries. I. do not have any further 

comments to add to this. 

131. The video entitled 'Disk 29 D87 SH' is footage of the Use of Force detailed at 

paragraph 127 of this statement. Here you can see that I gained control of D87's left 

arm. I believe the footage shows that the Use of Force was reasonable and 

proportionate and that staff involved were professional at all times. 

132. The video entitled 'Disk 29 D87 SH (3)' is footage of the briefing of the incident I 

was involved with, as detailed at paragraph 127 of this statement. This video shows 

me to be present at the briefing. The briefing is standard practice before a planned 
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Use of Force so officers know what is expected of them. The briefing was 

professional and sets out the reasons for the Use of Force. 

133. I believe that the video entitled 'Disk 30 30 June 2017' is footage of the earlier 

incident involving D87 in which officers were injured. As above at paragraph 130, 

I was not involved in this incident, but having watched the footage it is clear that 

the Use of Force is reasonable and proportionate. 

30th June 2017 — D377 

134. I have been asked by the Inquiry to comment on document CJS001561. The Inquiry 

and Document CJS001561 refer to this as a 'strip search'. To clarify, at Gatwick 

IRCs the term 'full search' is used and not 'strip search'. The type of search which 

CJS001561 appears to relate to what is known as a 'full search'. 

135. I have been asked to comment on this under the heading 'Use of Force', however, 

this incident was not a Use of Force incident. 

136. I only vaguely remember this incident. From memory, I recall the individual was 

believed to be in possession of a prohibited phone on his person. I believe we were 

notified by the police with this information. I was briefed by Dan Robinson that we 

were going to do a full • search and we escorted D377 ,to th? CSU for it to be 

conducted as it is a more private area. I remained outside the room while the full 

search was conducted. I had my body worn camera activated , but pointed away, to 

record audio of the full search. It is inappropriate to record visual of a full search to 

ensure the detainee's dignity is not compromised. I have seen a video provided by 

the Inquiry entitled ' Disk 10 IR 469.17 D377' and I can confirm that this appears to 

be the footage from outside of the room whilst the full search was being conducted. 

You can clearly see that the dignity of D377 is being protected. 

137. 1 vaguely remember returning to the wing with D377 where I believe I conducted a 

room search. I have no further comments to add to my account of events of the 

incident contained at pages 13-14 of CJS001561. I am satisfied that the correct 
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procedures were followed. As above, if I had any concerns, I would have raised this 

at the time. 

Individual welfare 

138. In relation to individual welfare, I remember receiving training on ACDT's, raised 

concerns and SLP's. I also remember Mental Health training on the ITC but cannot 

recall the specifics of the training at the time as I have received further training 

since. 

139. If I became aware of a detainee who appeared to have any mental health issues I 

would ensure that I referred them to the RMN team so that they could be assessed 

and supported. Until they were seen by mental health, I would keep an eye on them 

until they were seen and they would then be supported and their behaviour 

conditions would be managed. 

140. The Healthcare/ RMN team would be part of the management of individuals 

suffering with Mental Health issues. I am aware that appointments had to be booked 

with the RMN so there was a potential for individuals having to wait for 

appointments but do not recall any specific incidents where this happened. 

141. Please see paragraph 62 in relation,to drugs entering Brook House n elation to the 

availability of illegal drugs had on individual welfare and behaviour it could have a 

detrimental effect as some substances such as PS can have lasting effects and with 

any illegal substance there is a risk of addiction. From what I have observed an 

individual's response to PS can be very varied between individuals. The use of PS 

and other drugs can also be disruptive on the wings as it is sometime necessary for 

Code Blue medical responses to be called, if the detainee has difficulty breathing, 

and it is also sometimes necessary for the remainder of the detainees on the wing to 

be locked in their rooms until the incident is dealt with for their own safety. Drugs 

in the centre can also have an effect of discipline, violence and debt issues on the 

wings. 
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142. If a detainee was believed to have issues with illicit substances they would be 

referred to RAPT who would assist detainees with substance misuse issues. I 

believe from memory they were on site Monday-Friday and would also run group 

sessions as well as 1-2-1 sessions. Referrals to RAPT could be made by the Security 

Department following a SIR being submitted or direct from a DCO on the wings or 

by anyone with concerns. They would also regularly come onto the wings to speak 

to staff to see if there were any concerns about any particular detainees. 

143. Chaplaincy are on site to ensure detained individuals can still practice their own 

religion and also offer support from a religious perspective. I do not recall any 

concerns being raised to myself by any members of the Chaplaincy. 

144. If a detained individual self-harmed a medical response would be called which 

would be either 'Code Red' or 'Code Blue', an incident report would be completed 

and an ACDT would be opened, Healthcare would also attend immediately to assess 

and treat any injuries. For further information on the ACDT process please refer to 

paragraph 39-44 of this statement. 

145. In relation to Food and Fluid Refusals from what I can recall of the process at the 

time was for the DCO who was doing the meal list to monitor who has and hasn't 

collected foothAny detained ind ividual who hasn't collected food would be spoken 

to by the DCO and encouraged to collect food from the servery and asked the reason 

why they may not want to. This would be reported to the Oscar 1. This would then 

be monitored by Healthcare, and I believe discussed in meetings at a management 

level which I was not a part of. I do not recall having seen the policy itself but 

believe I provided guidance on food and fluid refusal during my shadowing period. 

146. I have been provided with document CJS005512 within the Further Questions by 

the Inquiry dated 7th December 2021, which I can see that, on 18th July 2017, I 

inquired whether a Support Living Plan ('SLP') would be appropriate for D2294. I 

do not recall this incident and therefore cannot provide any comment on it which is 

not already contained in the document itself. I can only imagine that I would have 
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received the SIR and processed it, ensuring the relevant parties are aware to 

implement the correct safeguarding measures as, from review of the notes on the 

report, the individual was transferred to Tinsley and referred to Safer Custody. I do 

not recall if an SLP was used on this occasion, but it was recommended. 

147. An SLP was used at the time for vulnerable individuals, whether it be for a personal 

medical issue or because of issues in the centre. It would allow staff to make 

observations and monitor the individual to keep them safe. Since then Anti-bullying 

documents have been introduced and an SLP is just used for personal medical 

issues. 

148. The Inquiry have provided me with document CJS005167 which contains an email 

dated 251h August 2017 within which I ask DCM Yates and DCM Dix to conduct a 

welfare check on D2195. I do not recall this incident, however, having reviewed the 

document I believe I did everything I was required to do and followed the processes 

correctly. I do not know if a bullying investigation was carried out on this occasion 

because this would have been conducted by Safer Custody. It can be seen on the 

document that Safer Custody are cc'd into the email notifying the DCM. 

149. I have also been asked to comment on document CJS004765, which relates to 

D1188, being th:led to the escape list. By way of background, the escape list is a list 

of any individuals that have markers for escape or have made comments or actions 

which would suggest an attempt to escape. Documenting this assists with 

monitoring and of course helps to prevent escapes. Having read CJS004765, it is 

not an incident that I can recall with any certainty. If the detainee was added to the 

escape list, I would have probably received this report and processed it, but I am 

unable to provide any further comment than that contained within the document. 

150. Documents CJS004848, CJS005407 and CJS004765 relate to security issues and/or 

escape risks involving detained persons. I believe that I have already provided any 

comments I can on CJS004765 within the previous paragraph, however, having 

reviewed the other two documents it is likely that I would have processed these 
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reports but I cannot specifically remember them and so am unable to provide any 

further comment than what is contained in the documents. 

Detained persons as Time Served Foreign National Offenders (TSFNO) 

151. During the Relevant Period I did not work in reception. 

152. Personally, the approach I took to dealing with TSFNOs was no different to the 

approach I took with any other detainees, as I would treat every detained person as 

an individual and try and build good rapports with all. As far as I was concerned, 

they had served their time in prison and should be treated in the same way as 

everybody else. In my experience TSFNOs were not any more disruptive that other 

detainees, possibly because they were used to being detained and living under a 

regime, from their time in custody. 

153. I do not believe the co-location of TSFNO's with other detained persons caused 

difficulties in managing the welfare and behaviour of those detained at Brook 

House, however there is always a potential for this to cause difficulties but I believe 

this was managed as best as possible on the wing. If I did have any concerns in 

relation to individual cases, I would have raised this with my DCM and action 

would have been taken to safeguard the individual. 

Complaints 

154. There were complaint forms on the wings which were available to detained 

individuals. This complaint forms were put in a box and collected by Home Office. 

If a detained individual came to me with a complaint of mistreatment I would have 

escalated this immediately to my DCM to ensure the detained individual is 

safeguarded, the issue investigated and for appropriate actions to be taken. Internal 

investigations go to the complaints department and issued to a DCM who will 

complete the investigation and submit to the Senior Managers. Investigations from 

the Professional Standards Unit (PSU) will be conducted by a member of the PSU. 

Dependant on the circumstances and if upheld this may result in disciplinary 

procedures being actioned. 
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155. During the Relevant Period when drafting my initial statement I did not recall being 

part of any complaints process whether internal or by the PSU at that time. I have 

since received documentation from the Inquiry in Further Questions date 7th 

December 2021 which I will comment on below. 

30th June 2017 — D377 

156. I have been provided with a copy of document CJS001561 which details an 

interview I had with the Professional Standards Unit ('PSU') about a complaint 

made by D377 regarding the incident detailed at paragraphs 137 and 138 of this 

statement. I have never seen this document previously. I do recall speaking to the 

PSU about this incident. However, before I had sight of CJS001561, I was unaware 

that it was during the Relevant Period. Having considered C.IS001561 I have no 

further comments to add to this as the most accurate account of the incident is 

contained within the document itself because it was given at the time of the incident. 

On review of the document I believe that it shows a thorough investigation process 

was followed to ensure the correct outcome. I agree with the findings of the PSU, 

in relation to this complaint, as the full search was conducted professionally and 

upon reasonable grounds. 

30th June 2017 — D87 

157. I have been provided with a copy of document CJS001448 which seemingly details 

a complaint from D87 regarding the incident detailed at paragraph 127 of this 

statement. I have not previously seen document CJS001448 and was unaware that 

the PSU investigated this matter. I was never interviewed by the PSU in relation to 

any complaint concerning this incident. I remember that the team received feedback 

after the incident saying it had been looked at and we were told that 'the staff 

involved should be commended for their conduct'. On review of CJS001448 I 

believe it shows the investigation process was thorough to ensure the correct 

outcome. I agree with the outcome of the investigation as the force used was 

reasonable and proportionate. 
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12thAugust 2017 — D668 

158. I have been provided with, and reviewed, documents HOM002560, HOM002571 

and HOM002748 which seemingly relate to a PSU investigation into a complaint 

made by D668. Prior to reviewing the documents, I thought this happened after the 

Relevant Period. After reviewing the documents, the reason I did not think this was 

in the Relevant Period may have been because I was interviewed in February 2018 

by the PSU in regards to this incident. I only have a vague recollection of this 

because it was a case of mistaken identity. I recall being asked to speak to the PSU 

officer, and I had no recollection of the events and was not present or involved in 

the incidents that were being investigated. The PSU officer asked me to provide 

details of this, which I did, and a statement, which I did. I remember providing the 

PSU with Security Collator information from the Security Department which 

confirmed I was not present at the incident. I have nothing further to add in respect 

of documents HOM002560 and HOM002571. 

159. I believe the complaints process is effective in investigating the circumstances and 

ensuring the correct and appropriate actions are taken. 

160. There were complaint forms on the wings which were available to detained 

individuals. This complaint forms were put in a box and collected by Home Office 

as stated in paragraph 155 of this statement. 

The Panorama Programme 

161. I can conficiii that 1 worked with Callum Tulley, however, in a limited capacity on 

a couple of occasions as I believe he was on the opposite side of the shift to me. I 

only remember him from covering breaks on the wing at meal times. I do remember 

him attending the post incident de-brief from the incident on the netting involving 

D275 i (I believe this is the correct spelling) I previously mentioned in 

paragraph 118 as he turned up late to the de-brief. 

162. I do not appear in the programme. 
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163. The Panorama programme had a huge impact on staff morale causing the morale to 

be very low. There were some resignations over time and staff were particularly 

stressed in the run up to the programme airing as they were not aware which staff 

members featured in the programme. 

164. I believe detained individuals were made aware by a letter from the senior managers 

prior to the programme airing, all rooms apart from the CSU have Tv's so all 

detained individuals would have been able to view it if they wished to. I do not 

recall any specific issues arising after the programme had aired although I did hear 

of some detainees threatening to report staff to the BBC if they didn't get own way, 

in the aftermath of the programme. I also understand that there were instances of 

detainees banging on their doors when the programme was actually on air. 

165. I do remember an age dispute case around that time however I am unsure if it is the 

specific one mentioned in the programme or if it was prior or during the Relevant 

Period, as the detainees face was blurred in the programme. I remember being made 

aware that a detained person who was sharing a room claimed to be underage and I 

was asked to move him out of the room he shared with another detainee. I remember 

the detained individual refusing to move saying that they wanted to stay in the room 

as he knew his roommate from the outside. I then reported this to the DCM, but I 

do not recall, the outcome. I believe if there was an ,age dispute in relation to a 

detainee the process at the time was for the detainee to be safeguarded in a location 

in which they felt comfortable and an external organisation would be requested to 

conduct an age assessment. If they were found to be underage, then they would go 

into social care which I believe was West Sussex. Pending the outcome of the 

assessment they would be safeguarded, as mentioned and a Supported Living Plan 

may be opened. The same process was in place whether the detainee claimed to be 

underage or staff had suspicions that a detainee was underage. 

166. I remember there being multiple changes post the Panorama Programme, the main 

change over the years I have noticed most is the staffing levels which have increased 

significantly which I feel has been effective. Although there appeared to be issues 
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with individual staff members identified in the programme, overall, my experience 

has been that staff are professional, and act appropriately towards the detainees in 

Brook House, although increasing staff numbers since the programme has had a 

positive effect on how the centre is run. 

Specific individuals 

167. Please see my comments below in relation to specific individuals: 

168. Nathan Ring: I do not recall working with Nathan Ring during the Relevant Period. 

169. Steve Webb: Steve Webb was my line manager up to June 2017 and I worked with 

him for a majority of my time on the wings and had a good working relationship 

with him. In my opinion he was very professional and I had no concerns about his 

views/behaviours. I do not recall ever witnessing Steve Webb use any derogatory, 

offensive or insensitive remarks and did not witness any incidents of verbal or 

physical abuse. 

170. Chris Donnelly: I do not recall working with. Chris Donnelly during the Relevant 

Period however since the Relevant Period I have worked with Chris Donnelly on a 

number of occasions. I have never had any concerns about his views/ behaviours 

,and have never witnessed him involved in any incident of verbal or physical abuse 

or use derogatory, offensive or insensitive remarks. 

171. Kalvin Sanders: I do not recall working with Kalvin Sanders during the relevant 

period. 

172. Derek Murphy: I worked with Derek Murphy on a handful of occasions on Eden 

Wing on the changeover days where you would work with the other side of the shift. 

I had no concerns about his views/behaviours. I do not recall ever witnessing Derek 

Murphy use derogatory, offensive or insensitive remarks and did not witness any 

incidents of verbal or physical abuse. 

42 
Witness Name: Joe Bryant 

Statement No: 2 

Exhibits: n/a 

78699248-1 

SER000448_0042 



173. John Connolly: John Connolly taught my Control and Restraint course on my nu 
and I remember seeing him around the building and an occasion where he covered 

break on Eden Wing. I found John Connolly to be professional and helpful and I 

had no concerns about his views/behaviours. I do not recall ever witnessing John 

Connolly use derogatory, offensive or insensitive remarks and did not witness any 

incidents of verbal or physical abuse. 

174. Dave Webb: I shadowed Dave Webb in my shadowing period for a day and worked 

with him on several occasions on Eden Wing however I believe he was the other 

side of the shift so this would have been limited to crossover days. I had a good 

working relationship with Dave Wcbb and always found him supportive and 

helpful. I had no concerns about his views/behaviours. I do not recall ever 

witnessing Dave Webb use derogatory, offensive or insensitive remarks and did not 

witness any incidents of verbal or physical abuse. 

175. Clayton Fraser: I do not recall working with Clayton Fraser I only remember seeing 

him in passing. 

176. Charles Frances: I worked with Charles Francis on Eden Wing and he assisted me 

in learning my role on the wing. I had a good working relationship with him and 

always thought he was very professional. t also remember him being put forward 

for a national award for care in custody as he was an ACDT assessor and always 

spent considerable time with detained individuals on ACDT's and tried to help and 

support them in any way that he could. I had no concerns about his 

views/behaviours. I do not recall ever witnessing Charles Frances use derogatory, 

offensive or insensitive remarks and did not witness any incidents of verbal or 

physical abuse. 

177. Aaron Stokes: I only recall working with Aaron Stokes on the night shift where he 

would be rostered on another wing. In document CJS001561 it documents me 

conducting a room search with Aaron Stokes. I do not recall Aaron Stokes being 
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present. I do not recall ever witnessing Aaron Stokes use derogatory, offensive or 

insensitive remarks and did not witness any incidents of verbal or physical abuse. 

178. Mark Earl: I do not recall working with Mark Earl I only remember seeing him in 

passing. 

179. Slim Bassoud: I remember Slim Bassoud occasionally assisting on the wing and I 

remember him assisting with a translation but I do not recall ever working directly 

with him during the relevant period. I have always found him to be polite and 

professional. I d o not recall ever witnessing Slim Bessoud use derogatory, offensive 

or insensitive remarks and did not witness any incidents of verbal or physical abuse. 

180. Sean Sayers: I do not recall working with Sean Sayers during the relevant period. 

181. Ryan Bromley: I do not recall working with Ryan Bromley during the Relevant 

Period however since the Relevant Period I have worked with him on shift although 

in different departments. I have never had any concerns about his views/ behaviours 

and have never witnessed him involved in any incident of verbal or physical abuse 

or use derogatory, offensive or insensitive remarks. 

182. Daniel Small: I remember seeing Daniel,Small in passing and covering the wing at 

mealtimes. From my experience he was always professional. I do not recall ever 

witnessing Daniel Small use derogatory, offensive or insensitive remarks and did 

not witness any incidents of verbal or physical abuse. 

183. Yan Paschali: I believe Yan Paschali was on the opposite side of the shift so I only 

worked with him directly on a couple of occasions at the most. I do not recall ever 

witnessing Yan Paschali use derogatory, offensive or insensitive remarks and did 

not witness any incidents of verbal or physical abuse. 

184. Daniel Lake: Daniel Lake was on my ITC so I had a good working relationship with 

him and got to know him personally on the course. I do not recall specifically 
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working with him at Brook House as he was in activities so I would only see him 

in passing or if he was covering a break on the wing. I do not recall ever witnessing 

Daniel Lake use derogatory, offensive or insensitive remarks and did not witness 

any incidents of verbal or physical abuse. 

185. Babtatunde Fagbo: I recall working a set of nights with Babtatunde Fagbo. I do not 

recall ever witnessing Babtatunde Fagbo use derogatory, offensive or insensitive 

remarks and did not witness any incidents of verbal or physical abuse. 

186. Shane Munro/Monroe: I do not recall working with Shane Munro/Monroe during 

the Relevant Period. 

187. Nurse Jo Buss: I do not recall working with Nurse Jo Buss during the Relevant 

Period. 

Suggestions for improvement 

188. I have no further suggestions for improvement. 

Anv other concerns 

189. I have no further matters to add which relate to the culture of G4S at Brook House 

or the treatment of individuals detained at Brook House. 

190. I know of no other person/ persons who have worked or are working at Brook House 

that I believe are knowledgeable about the matters I have mentioned in my 

statement that have not been asked to provide a statement of their own. 

191. I do not know of any further matters which I consider relevant to the inquiry. 

Additional comments 

192. I have been provided with a further document which I have not been asked about 

by the Inquiry within their Further Questions. I will briefly provide comment on 

these documents' below. 
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193. I have reviewed document CJS001871 and have no comment to make on it as it 

appears that my only involvement with this matter was being asked to send a Part 

C notification to the Home Office. 

194. I have reviewed document CJS001803 and have no comment to make on it as it 

appears that my only involvement with this matter was being asked to send a Part 

C notification to the Home Office. Reviewing the document it appears the Part C 

notification was sent the same day as the Part C shown in document CJS001871 

meaning that it is likely that the both documents refer to an incident where two 

individuals were placed on Rule 40. 

195. I have reviewed document CJS005085 and it appears to be a timetable for the ITC 

at the time. It shows the schedule for the training and subjects covered. I do recall 

the Control and Restraint training being later in the course and not scheduled on 

week 2 as shown in CJS005085. I have no further comments to add. 

196. I note that I have now been provided by the Inquiry with Document reference 

CJS006042 which was initially referenced within the initial questions. CJS006042 

appears to be the induction policy used during the Relevant Period. I recall that I 

have seen this document before but I cannot recall exactly when. I am familiar with 

the document but have no further comments to make on it. 

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. 
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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 
3oC %em Arsri 

Signature
Signature 

Date 
211 02'1202t 
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