IMB reports: quarterly summary
April - June 2019

1

Contents
Page

Overview

3

1 Staffing

5

2 Safety

6

3 Segregation and mental health

8

4 Accommodation

10

5 Healthcare

12

6 Equality and diversity

13

7 Property

14

8 Education and work

14

9 Resettlement

16

2

Summary of IMB annual reports April-June 20191
Overview
This report updates the IMB national annual report, released in June 2019. It follows up and updates
the themes of that report, drawing on annual reports from IMBs received between April and June
2019. They cover reporting periods up to March 2019, across different functional types of prison.
They include reports from two prisons subject to urgent notifications from the Chief Inspector of
Prisons (Exeter and Nottingham) as well as five of the previous Prisons Minister’s ten priority
prisons: one local prison (Nottingham) and four category C training prisons (Isis, Moorland, Humber
and Lindholme).
In general, the increased staffing levels were leading to more predictable and fuller regimes.
However, the proportion of inexperienced staff and the high turnover continued to have an impact
on stability and appropriate relationships with prisoners. The key worker scheme (whereby named
officers were providing individual support to a small number of prisoners) was having a positive
impact in some prisons, but others were struggling to meet the requirements.
Incidents of violence and self-harm continued to be high and often rising, though the renewed focus
on suicide and self-harm training may have resulted in greater vigilance and therefore better
recording. Two exceptions were Leicester (a very small local prison) and Holme House, where there
had been an innovative, holistic (and expensive) combined NHS and HMPPS drug strategy.
With very few exceptions, there continued to be major concerns about segregation, particularly the
lengthy periods spent there by prisoners with severe and complex mental health conditions. Some
boards, like Northumberland, Humber and Moorland, reported positively on a decline in the use of
segregation, due to a different approach on the wings and in the unit. However, by contrast, at HMP
Swaleside, the decline in numbers segregated reported last year had reversed once a particular
officer left.
Maintenance issues continued to be a problem in nearly all prisons, with thousands of outstanding
jobs and delays in repairs, even after ministerial assurances of action. More boards were reporting
regular ‘decency checks’ by managers, though others still recorded basic failings in cleanliness, kit
and equipment.
Healthcare was a mixed picture. In poorly performing prisons, staffing problems were compounded
by poor management and communication; in those performing well, there was good liaison with
outside services and commissioners.
Despite a renewed focus on equality and diversity, only four of the 23 boards reporting during this
period were confident that there was embedded good practice. A further seven reported recent
improvements or plans. Twelve expressed considerable concern about resourcing and outcomes.
Property transfer between and within prisons remained a major concern, though two prisons had
taken positive action to improve the internal management of property.
Boards in local prisons reported limited opportunities for education, work and skills, and often
restricted access to or take-up of the opportunities on offer. In a number of training prisons, there
were slow improvements from the previous restricted regimes, but only two male prisons were able
to report sufficiently positive outcomes. Apart from one, boards in the long-term and high security
estate also reported limited and in some cases declining levels of opportunity and engagement.
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Practical problems for prisoners returning to the community continued, particularly in relation to
housing and access to benefits on release. There were high levels of prisoners released to no fixed
abode in the great majority of prisons. Most reported delays and backlogs in OASys assessment,
impacting on effective sentence planning, which was also impacted by redeployment of staff in
offender management units. Boards continued to raise the issue of indeterminate-sentenced
prisoners held long beyond the minimum tariff period. Engagement with outside agencies and
employers was variable, with some good practice, but some limited or reduced services and poor
communication. In open prisons, release on temporary licence continued to be successful, though
boards reported difficulties in securing and retaining paid employment.

Dame Anne Owers
National Chair
Independent Monitoring Boards
November 2019
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1.

Staffing

1.1
The national annual report found that the staffing situation in prisons had improved, but
that the number and proportion of inexperienced staff impacted on consistency and safety. This is
echoed in many prisons during the latest period.
1.2
The Exeter IMB, for example, recorded that during 2018 49% of Band 3 officers had been in
post for less than two years and 15% for less than a year. Retention problems were leading to
continuous recruitment. Moreover, the senior management team was unstable, with some key roles
being backfilled and fewer experienced staff to mentor others. New officers tended to use force
too readily and too soon. Other local prisons over the same period reported more predictable
regimes, but underlying issues of inexperience and some shutdowns.
1.3
At The Mount, one of the training prisons worst affected by regime cuts in the previous year,
the IMB was able to report considerable progress in the early part of 2019, with a regime that was
progressively being relaxed. But the report also noted the challenges of climbing back to normality,
with up to half the staff with less than a year’s service, and a lack of experience among senior
managers. Inexperienced staff tended to over-use incentives and earned privileges (IEP) warnings,
adjudications and referrals to the police rather than directly addressing behaviour. Interestingly, the
board in part blamed the training for new recruits (POELTs) which appeared to encourage
sanctioning behaviour through adjudications rather than incentivising good behaviour. The impact
of previous shutdowns was also felt in trying to restart a full programme of activities (see section xx)
1.4
This pattern of cautious optimism was repeated across a number of other training prisons. A
number of boards reported that there was growing confidence, but still a high level of inexperience
and risk. At Holme House there had been a significant and steady improvement in stability, and
incremental easing of the regime, but staffing levels were still tight, with a high sickness rate and
many staff on restricted duties.
1.5
The long-term and high security estate faced similar pressures, with the added risks of the
nature of the population. The Full Sutton board reported a high turnover of staff and governors;
Long Lartin was still struggling to provide a full regime. The worst affected during 2018 was Gartree,
with a restricted regime, poorly managed lockdowns causing unrest among prisoners, and
redeployment of staff from key functions like offender management and safer custody. The
Swaleside board noted an improved atmosphere following full staffing, but also concerns about the
inexperience of new staff and the number leaving, causing vacancies.
1.6
Boards also reported on the early impact of the key worker programme (with officers
assigned to provide individual support to around six prisoners). The IMBs at Lincoln, Highpoint and
Moorland noted some positive changes already: a decrease in applications from prisoners to the
IMB, attributed to more effective communication between key workers and prisoners. In some
prisons, however, the programme had not yet got off the ground, or was struggling to deliver in the
early stages. This was true at Exeter, Norwich and Lewes, where the boards reported that the
amount of time and number of sessions was well below target, and that there had been a lack of
planning and prioritisation. The Norwich board considered that the work had not been properly
profiled, staff were being redeployed and there was inadequate quality assurance at first; similarly,
at Hindley, it was only at the end of the reporting year that key workers were available across the
prison. At Littlehey, there were indications that the supposed caseload was actually increasing, due
to lack of staff.
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Ten priority prisons
1.7
Among the ten priority prisons, there was evidence of improvement following the increased
investment, but some concerns about sustainability. The Moorland and Humber IMBs were in
general positive, reporting internal training and good support for the new and inexperienced
officers. Both reported more stable regimes and more activity. At Isis, however, the board reported
that it was only in the last quarter of the year that the regime had visibly improved, to 75% of what it
should be, and that it would be a challenge to move to a full regime and embed the key worker
system. Notably, three months later, the board wrote to the Director General of Prisons to report
that this challenge had not been met and that, due to the high level of staff on restricted duties,
recent gains were at serious risk of being lost. The regime was being curtailed, key workers did not
have time to meet their allocated prisoners and property distribution and OASys assessments were
suffering.
1.8
At Nottingham, the only local prison of the ten that reported during this period, the board
also detected some improvement towards the beginning of 2019, after a year that was mostly
characterised by staff shortages and regime restrictions. They considered that senior staff had
focused too much on planning and scheduling, with too little connection to work on the ground.
While welcoming recent improvements, the IMB was concerned about what would happen once the
number of prisoners returned to normal, officers seconded from other prisons left, and the prison
began to accept young offenders, who were likely to be more challenging.

2.

Safety

2.1
Most local prisons continued to record significant concerns about safety. The Exeter board
reported an increase in violent incidents. They echoed concerns raised by Her Majesty’s
Inspectorate of Prisons about the monitoring and use of force, noting an increase in allegations of
excessive use. Following the inspection, the IMB itself monitored ten use of force forms and still
found them deficient, in three cases questioning the necessity and proportionality of the force used.
2.2
At High Down, assaults, use of force, self-harm and drug finds had all risen, and the Board
was concerned about prisoners’ reluctance to raise this with staff: there had been a 61% increase in
applications to the IMB from prisoners about staff/prisoner concerns and bullying. The Norwich
board reported an increase in assaults on staff and self-harm, mainly due to bullying and debt; in the
Board’s own survey, 23% of prisoners reported concerns about another prisoner’s safety on the
wings. The Board remained concerned about the quality of assessment in care, custody and
teamwork (ACCT) documentation, noting that a pilot process had been introduced but staff had not
been fully trained in its use before implementation. The Lewes board reported a 68% increase in
prisoner-on-prisoner assaults up to early 2019. At Lincoln, even though the prison was operating at
only 88% of capacity, violent incidents had increased by 60% and there were still new psychoactive
substances (NPS) on the wings.
2.3
The exception was Leicester, a small prison where the board recorded some innovative
initiatives. Violence had not risen and indeed violence on staff had decreased. Drug-related
incidents also nearly halved during the second half of 2018. The Board described a ‘whole prison
approach’, with a multi-disciplinary weekly safety intervention meeting and newsletter to staff, and
a unit offering an eight- to twelve-week programme for prisoners with particularly disruptive
behaviour, which was being evaluated by Leicester University.
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2.4
Nearly all boards, across all kinds of prisons, reported rises in recorded self-harm and an
increase in open ACCT documents (to support prisoners at risk of suicide). However, this went
alongside refresher training for staff in the revised suicide prevention procedures, which may well
have made staff more alert to indications of potential suicide or self-harm. However, some boards
still reported weaknesses in the ACCT process: at High Down there was insufficient detail and too
little involvement of healthcare; at Lewes, there were poor care plans and observations at too
predictable times.
2.5
Boards in training prisons also reported a mixed picture, with some encouraging signs, but
continuing undercurrents of violence. The board at The Mount noted the differential impact of a
better regime and more time out of cell: violence levels increased (though most were not serious),
while self-harm decreased. They also called for more investment to prevent drugs getting in, such as
drug dogs and repairs to broken netting and window grilles. The Portland board reported significant
improvements in the management of complex prisoners, while noting the bullying and intimidation
that was a consequence of substance misuse and availability. Highpoint and Hindley boards also
registered concerns about rising bullying, intimidation and violence. All three boards expressed
concern at the number of prisoners self-isolating, because of fears for their safety: at Portland there
were 18 to 22 self-isolators at any one time.
2.6
The Holme House board presented a more positive picture, and this may be associated with
the fact that it was a pilot project for a combined NHS and Prison Service drug strategy, with an
investment of £9 million to tackle activity and rehabilitation initiatives as well as restricting supply.
Positive mandatory drug tests had decreased and drug finds increased. The IMB considered that
overall the prison had become less dangerous and volatile during 2018, and its violence intervention
(challenge, support and intervention - CSIP) programme was considered best practice by the HMPPS
regional lead.
2.7
In the long term and high security estate, two of the three dispersal prisons, Frankland and
Full Sutton, reported relatively low levels of violence; however, there had been an increase, and one
incident of concerted indiscipline, at Long Lartin, which the board associated with frustration caused
by the limited time out of cell. Among the category B training prisons, Gartree was the most
concerning, with an increase in violent incidents and assaults (associated with drug debt and hooch)
and not enough staff time to carry out and train in CSIP. The Swaleside board remained concerned
about the level of violence, though it had slightly decreased and the prison felt safer. At the Isle of
Wight prison, an increase in violence was attributed to the increased number of younger and more
volatile prisoners.
2.8
Levels of violence and self-harm are always lower in open prisons, though a number of
boards expressed concern that not all incidents were reported, due to prisoners’ fear that any
complaints might lead to a return to closed conditions. This seemed to be borne out at Hollesley Bay,
where the board reported that six out of the 19 prisoners placed on ACCTs were returned to closed
conditions, as it was considered that they could not be properly supported in the open prison. By
contrast, the Kirkham and Leyhill boards recorded good support for prisoners at risk of self-harm.
2.9
There was only one report from a board in a women’s prison during this period. Send is a
training prison, which does not take women directly from court. The board reported increased
concerns about safety over the year, with more disruptive and volatile women and an increase in
finds of drugs and phones. Self-harm incidents had risen by nearly 70%, and had required eight
hospital admissions. However, the board reported that women who self-harmed were well
supported through the ACCT system.
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Ten priority prisons
2.10 In the ten priority prisons, there had been significant investment in equipment and
resources to reduce the supply of drugs and increase staffing, and the impact of this was reflected in
the reports of the four training prisons that reported in this period. At Moorland, violent incidents
decreased markedly during the last half of 2018, and so did the prevalence of synthetic drugs, with
only four NPS incidents in February 2019 compared to 120 in July 2018. The Humber board also
reported a decrease in drug supply, as well as more positive support for safety measures, including
self-isolators and CSIP processes. At Lindholme, by the end of 2018 the board was reporting a
decrease in the availability of drugs (though an increase in the production of illicit alcohol (‘hooch’)),
and an assault rate that had dropped from the high level of 2017. The boards’ view is supported by
recently-released Ministry of Justice figures, which show a significant decrease in positive mandatory
drug tests and the rate of assaults in all three prisons by the first quarter of 2019.
2.11 The board at Isis reported a significant decline in drug use in the final three months of 2018,
due to investment in supply reduction methods. However, violence was slower to decline: assaults
and fights were higher for most of 2018 than in 2017, though the board detected a small decline
towards the end of the year. Young prisoners (18-21), who were only 54% of the population,
accounted for 95% of violent incidents. The board was also concerned about the significant increase
and poor documentation of use of force, and a continued reluctance to use body-worn video
cameras. Ministry of Justice figures did however show that the decline in violence detected by the
end of 2018 continued and accelerated during the first quarter of 2019.
2.12 There was a less positive picture in Nottingham, the only local prison among the ten that
reported in this period. The number of assaults on both prisoners and staff had significantly
increased, even though the prisoner population had reduced by 200. However, the board did note
that as violence was more visible, because prisoners were locked out of their cells during
association, it was more likely to be noticed and recorded. The supply of drugs in the prison
continued to be a problem, and there had been no mandatory drug testing for a number of months
in mid-year. Again, the recent figures released by the Ministry of Justice support these concerns:
there was no reduction in the proportion of positive mandatory drug tests, and the rate of reported
assaults had in fact significantly increased by the first quarter of 2019.

3.

Segregation and mental health

3.1
During this period, many boards reiterated the concerns expressed in the national annual
IMB report: particularly the inappropriate use and length of stay for prisoners with mental health or
self-harm concerns.
3.2
Among boards in local prisons, High Down reported considerable concerns about the
segregation unit, including longer stays and a significant number of prisoners at risk of self-harm and
on ACCTs. There had also been greater use of special accommodation (unfurnished cells for
particularly refractory prisoners), with 15 out of the 24 prisoners held in there on open ACCTs. At
one point in the year, six out of the nine segregated prisoners were moved to other establishments,
and a limited regime was put in place, in order to stabilise the unit.
3.3
The Lewes board reported a marked increase in those staying in segregation for long periods
- 15 for over 42 days and eight for over 84 – and in the use of special accommodation, four out of 16
times without proper authorisation and with inadequate observations. The Norwich board reported
that there had been a number of prisoners in long-term segregation, including one who spent over
200 days there until finally being transferred to a secure mental hospital. There was also poor
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scrutiny of segregation data, as the segregation monitoring group (SMARG) had met only once, and
had not looked at comparator statistics. At Exeter, the board also noted a gradual increase in the
time spent in segregation, coinciding with the availability of more cells, and a number of prisoners
with long-term complex and severe mental health issues. However, they commended the fact that
there had recently been more personalised management and progression planning.
3.4
In category C training prisons, the problem of where to locate prisoners with severe mental
health problems is even more acute, as they lack in-patient facilities. Segregation staff are rarely
trained in mental health and struggle to deal with the scale and complexity of need. Boards at The
Mount, Portland, Littlehey and Northumberland continued to report inappropriate placements and
long stays for those with mental health conditions, with prisoners sometimes waiting for months
before they could be transferred.
The Portland IMB report is typical:
‘[We have] concerns about the nature of prisoners housed in the CSU, sometimes for
considerable periods of time. A very disturbed prisoner waiting to be sectioned and
transferred to a high secure hospital was resident on the unit for approximately two months
during this reporting year. Prisoners on ACCTs and prisoners with dual diagnosis, substance
misuse and mental health problems have also often been located in the CSU. On occasions
during the reporting period there have been as many as three prisoners on an open ACCT
located on the unit at any one time. On one occasion, two prisoners were on newly-opened
ACCTs and both were profiled for observations/conversations to be completed five times per
hour. The third was a prisoner in the camera cell who was on hourly observations.’
Those were not the only problems. The board was so concerned about the ‘inhuman, indecent and
unacceptable’ physical conditions on the unit that they wrote directly to the Minister. However,
only superficial changes resulted.
3.5
There were, however, some more positive reports from some boards in training prisons.
The Northumberland board noted a much lower occupancy of the segregation unit, due both to a
different approach to dealing with incidents on the house blocks, and better management of the
unit itself. There had been a significant reduction (from 23% to 5%) of the number of segregated
prisoners on ACCTs. Both they and the Littlehey board reported more consistent management of
segregated prisoners, with care and progression plans in place. They and the Maidstone board
reported that prisoners who were re-categorised as category B were held in segregation, sometimes
for weeks, before being transferred.
3.6
The problem is even more acute in the high security estate, with seriously disturbed men
being relocated from one segregation unit to another. This was reported at all three of the IMBs in
dispersal prisons. At Long Lartin, following concerted indiscipline, there had at one time been 58
prisoners in segregation; the board reported regular staff redeployment, inadequate psychological
support and 133 instances of use of force. The Full Sutton board noted that a specialised unit had
been set up to try to reintegrate and work with difficult prisoners, but that its original promise had
not been fulfilled, with little purposeful activity for prisoners, no continuity of management and
prisoners’ reviews of progress held only rarely. It was hoped that a change of management and
location would reverse this decline.
3.7
The Swaleside IMB similarly reported that a promising 2017 initiative had fallen away in
2018. In their last report, they had commended the reduction in the use of segregation, led by a
particular officer. Once that officer was transferred, and the staff group was disrupted, the use of
segregation rose and the unit was continuously full. Several men had been segregated for over 150
days and one for 504. At Gartree, not only was the segregation unit always full, but there were
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often over 20 men segregated on normal wings without proper access to the statutory regime.
There were plans, not yet realised, for a progression unit.
Ten priority prisons
3.8
Reports from Nottingham and Isis largely replicated the concerns expressed in the rest of
the estate. The Nottingham board continued to be concerned about the vulnerability and length of
stay of ‘individuals whose mental health and psychological difficulties make them especially
vulnerable’, with many at risk of self-harm and a significant number spending many weeks in
segregation. However, they did commend the opening of an intermediate unit, to assist progression
out of segregation. At Isis, there had been a 25% increase in the use of segregation, rising to 51% for
those aged 18-21, which the board attributed to greater violence and the availability of drugs. The
board also noted a greater number of prisoners spending over 42 days in segregation, including two
mentally ill prisoners who were segregated for 120 and 50 days, and an average of four segregated
prisoners on ACCTs. Both boards noted that the 42-day rule could disguise the cumulative time
spent in segregation, with many prisoners returning after short spells on normal location.
3.9
At Lindholme, the board did not detect any noticeable change in the use of segregation from
previous years. Of the 166 prisoners segregated during the year, 47 had been in segregation for
more than 42 days, and four for over 90. The long-stayers were unlikely to return to wings in that
prison, with 80% of them being transferred out (compared to only a half of segregated prisoners as a
whole).
3.10 However, at both Humber and Moorland, boards reported a decreased use of segregation,
and greater use of progression plans. The Humber board attributed this to more effective
management of prisoners on the wings. At Moorland, there was a dedicated progression wing to
assist moves back to normal location.

4.

Accommodation

4.1
Maintenance issues continued to be a problem across nearly all the prisons whose boards
reported in this period.
4.2
Around half the prisons were now maintained by GFSL, the company the government set up
after the collapse of Carillion. Most reported little improvement following the change, and
considerable backlogs of uncompleted jobs: over 900 outstanding at Exeter and over 3,500 at High
Point (not including proactive maintenance).
4.3
At Littlehey, there were 1300 reactive and 1300 proactive jobs outstanding (though there
may have been some overlap). Some showers had been out of action for over three years, and some
boilers for over eight months. The additional cost of failure to repair was considerable: at one time
eight freezer units and a blast chiller needed to be hired at considerable additional expense. The
Mount board’s report spoke of the slowness and inefficiency of GFSL, resulting in workshops being
closed. Shower upgrades at Maidstone had suffered major delays and quality issues, and there had
been no indoor sports facilities for two years. At Holme House, replacement washing machines and
driers had arrived in May and still not been installed by the end of the year. The Swaleside board,
reporting a ‘marginal improvement’ in the service provided by GFSL, nevertheless pointed to long
delays in repairing equipment. Showers were said to be ‘the worst seen in any prison in the country’
by the senior health and safety manager within the long-term prison estate; one wing had been
refurbished, but done so badly that it would take £60,000 to correct.
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4.4
Prisons that continued to be contracted to Amey fared no better. At Leicester, the board
reported a consistent failure to remedy a long list of deficiencies in roofs, floors, the heating system
and kitchen equipment. At Lincoln, where there had been an outbreak of legionella, showers were
gradually being refurbished as part of an investment project. However, the board reported that
other maintenance work was very slow, with major failings in the heating system, replacement
temporary boilers that also failed and frequent equipment breakdowns. In Lindholme there was
hardly a week when the kitchen was operating to capacity due to equipment maintenance delays.
The Kirkham board recorded repeated delays in minor maintenance jobs, and the need for more
extensive proactive work.
4.6
It was sometimes possible to secure improvements by escalating the issue: ministerial
intervention, after the Long Lartin board wrote to him directly, resulted in the appointment of a local
manager, who eventually managed to carry out work that had been outstanding since 2017.
However, by the end of 2018 the board was still reporting health hazards in the kitchen and lengthy
delays in sourcing supplies for repairs.
4.7
Other boards had become frustrated at the Prison Service’s apparent inability to deal with
longstanding and well-rehearsed problems, often after ministerial assurances that something would
be done. The Holme House board had been assured by the then Minister, after its last annual
report, that the unsatisfactory billet accommodation and showers would be replaced, but nothing
had been done. At Kirkham, funding for the demolition and refurbishment of the old RAF hangars
used as workshops had been notified 12 months previously, but had been put on hold due to
government financial constraints. The Portland board recorded a litany of neglect, with ‘dingy,
insanitary, overcrowded and unhealthy’ cells in the old part, aged and deficient plumbing and
heating and often only one operative shower.
4.8
The Grendon and Long Lartin boards continued to express great concern about the practice
of night sanitation: cells without integral toilets, with unreliable arrangements for accessing outside
facilities at night. The Grendon board reported that 71% of prisoners they surveyed had had to use a
chamber pot more than once over the past 14 days.
4.9
Problems with cleanliness and rodent infestations continued to be commonly reported,
along with the ‘learned helplessness’ referred to in the national annual report. At Lewes, there were
mouldy showers and filthy toilets in shared areas. The Norwich board reported an infestation of bed
bugs, and in their own survey, only around four in ten prisoners said that they had moved into a
clean and properly furnished cell; in spite of decency checks, the board remained concerned that
many issues remained outstanding. At Gartree, the board cited the inability to provide basic kit and
even toilet paper, due to poor ordering systems and the prison’s slow response. At Swaleside,
vermin were present and one staff member had contracted Weil’s disease. However, more boards
than previously were recording regular decency checks in an attempt to keep wings and outside
areas clean - though this could be short-lived. The High Down board noticed that the standard of
cleanliness dropped considerably after the HMI Prisons inspection team left.
4.10 There were some exceptions to the generally gloomy picture. One was in Springhill open
prison, where the maintenance contractor was working with groups of prisoners to provide them
with skills and the prison with routine maintenance. This had led to considerable improvements in
GFSL’s response time; however, it did not compensate for the fact that the prison as a whole needed
major refurbishment: as the Prison Service itself recognised ‘some of the units are barely fit for
purpose’.
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Ten prisons project
4.11 The other major exceptions were the improvements achieved in three prisons in the ten
prisons project, as a result of an injection of capital funds. Humber was able to carry out deep
cleaning, descale toilets and provide new serveries, flooring, furniture and shower screens.
Moorland had new beds, refurbished in-cell toilets and wing showers and carried out some kitchen
repairs. At Isis, even though the board continued to report maintenance delays (with kitchen
equipment failures unresolved for the whole year, and a nine month wait to repair tiles), the prison,
after ten years, was at last able to provide prisoners with toilet seats thanks to the resource
provided under the ten prisons project.
5.

Healthcare

5.1
Board reports painted a very mixed picture of the standard and equivalence of healthcare
provision. In the worse-performing prisons, problems with staffing were often compounded by poor
management and communications.
5.2
At Nottingham, 40% of the cancelled hospital appointments were because no escort could
be found, and this was the case for 30% of cancelled appointments at Swaleside. In spite of the fact
that the Norwich board’s own survey showed that 36% of prisons said their appointments had been
cancelled in the previous month, the prison had done no investigation into the causes of this. There
were also problems for appointments and treatment within prisons. The Lewes board reported
significant staff shortages and poor communications, with long waiting lists for GPs, over 50
prisoners awaiting a mental health assessment and 50% non-attendance rates for primary care at
one point. Similarly, at Portland the high turnover of mental health staff led to delays and service
that focused on assessment and drugs rather than psychological support. During one two-month
period, there was only a 60% attendance for appointments; scarcely surprising, since undelivered
appointment slips were found in the waste management system.
5.3
At Holme House, there were multiple issues: long waiting lists for the GP, a shortage of
nurses and over-reliance on bank and agency staff, poor cover for reception, and for segregation and
ACCT reviews– issues that have only got worse since the board reported, with a third of prisoners on
the GP’s waiting list and waits of up to eight weeks. The board has now written both to the Prison
Service and NHS England. At Gartree, the healthcare provision was so poor that the CQC terminated
the contract after 18 months, after concerns had been repeatedly raised in inspections and by the
board.
5.4
Many other prisons reported over-reliance on agency and bank staff, with long waiting
times, particularly for mental health, where the scale of need rarely matched resources. At High
Down, there had been 25 mental health transfers, the longest of which took 125 days from the date
of acceptance. At Littlehey there had been 535 mental health referrals and staff shortage featured
on the prison’s risk register. At Full Sutton, staff shortages meant that the prison was sometimes
only able to offer emergency mental health services, and Long Lartin had only two permanent
nursing staff out of a complement of 14. The Norwich inpatient unit, holding many seriously
mentally ill prisoners, was regularly staffed by nurses and prison staff with no mental health training.
A more positive approach was reported In Nottingham prison, where a wellbeing unit for 15 men
with mental health difficulties had been set up, based on the recovery model and using peer support
workers.
5.5
A number of boards noted the growing proportion of older prisoners, requiring physical,
mental and social care. This was a particular concern at the Isle of Wight prison, where over half the
prisoners were over 50, and 96 were between 70 and 91. There was poor communication between
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wing staff and healthcare, and social care arrangements were described as a ‘work in progress’. Only
four prisoners had a package of support, there was no memorandum of understanding with the local
authority, no dementia training and no safeguarding training for the prisoner ‘buddies’ who in
practice provided most of the care. By contrast, the Littlehey board reported a ‘very positive story’,
with excellent cooperation between the local authority and the prison. The local authority provided
full time carers on site between 8am and 9.30pm, extending this to prisoners with learning
disabilities, and the service was able to focus on preventive care and continuity of care on release.
5.6
There were other prisons where boards were able to report good outcomes and
improvements, often as a result of good relationships and communication. Primary healthcare
staffing at Lincoln had improved and there were no waiting lists, as prisoner could book on phones
on the wings, and staff followed up missed appointments. At Exeter, good mental health liaison
with (rehabilitation provider) Catch-22 meant that 14 out of 23 mental health transfers took place
within 14 days. Moorland had increased mental health staffing, which was now provided seven days
a week, and cancellations had reduced. At The Mount there had been a reduction in cancelled
hospital appointments and an increase in referrals to the mental health team; and on each wing
there were prisoners, trained as health and wellbeing champions, to provide advice, guidance and
support to other prisoners. The Send board recorded improvements over the year, with fully staffed
mental health provision and good crisis and social care support.
5.7
The Leicester board continued to describe excellent liaison with local health commissioners,
though even so they noted that transfer times had lengthened, and one prisoner had spent three
weeks in what were described as inhumane conditions in segregation. Though primary care at
Holme House was a major concern, the mental health team was fully staffed and the team manager
was the first prison mental health nurse to win a national award. At two open prisons, Leyhill and
Kirkham, the healthcare provision was good; indeed, at Kirkham the unit was used by two
universities to mentor medical students.

6.

Equality and diversity

6.1
Though there is clearly a renewed emphasis on diversity in the prison system, it was still rare
to find boards that were confident that equality issues were being tackled effectively and
consistently. Of the boards that reported during this period, only four were confident that there was
embedded good practice. Leicester had strengthened all its processes, and an equalities officer
with 65% protected time met fortnightly with the eight prisoner equality representatives. At Leyhill,
the board reported strong monitoring and accountability, with action taken on discrimination
incident reports (DIRFs) including two alleging racist behaviour from staff. The prison was aware of
negative assumptions by black, Asian and minority ethnic (BAME) prisoners and was trying to
challenge this. The Moorland board commended a good structure, with prisoner representatives
looking at DIRFs and an improvement in confidence in the incentives scheme. At Maidstone, a prison
exclusively for foreign nationals, there were good structures in place as well as cultural awareness
events.
6.2
A further seven boards (Nottingham, Exeter, Isis, Highpoint, The Mount, Frankland and
Swaleside) were able to report recent improvements or plans: a new equalities officer or manager,
more data analysis, involvement of an outside agency to quality assure DIRFs, or more regular
meetings. The Highpoint board, for example, noted that because there had been no standardised
approach to DIRF investigations, with each unit doing it differently, the prison had asked the Ipswich
and Suffolk Council for Racial Equality to come in three times a week to provide advice and train
prisoner orderlies. At Isis the appointment of a new equalities manager had led to more data
13

analysis which had thrown up some inequalities in incentives and job allocations. Equalities data
was interrogated in meetings overseeing segregation, use of force and adjudications.
6.3
However, 12 other boards across all kinds of prison (Lewes, Lincoln, Norwich, Portland,
Littlehey, Full Sutton, Gartree, Isle of Wight, Grendon/Springhill, Kirkham and Send) expressed
considerable concern about equality and diversity: poorly attended or irregular meetings, evident
disproportionalities not tackled, data in arrears or not provided, sporadic forums. Norwich had had
no equality officer for a year, no analysis of data and no prisoner forums; they were particularly
concerned at the lack of support for prisoners with learning difficulties or disabilities. At Portland, for
the second year running, there were reports of racial abuse from staff, favouritism in the incentives
scheme and over-representation of BAME prisoners in adjudications and use of force; yet recently
two equality meetings had been cancelled after a staff member left. At Littlehey, with a large
proportion of older prisoners, the board reported that many positive good initiatives for this agegroup had now ceased, and that over three-quarters of the over-65 population were unable to work
to top up their basic pension of £6 a week; the day centres had closed and they were socially
isolated. BAME prisoners were proportionately twice as likely to be involved in adjudications, but
this was not investigated and there was no external check on DIRFs. The IMB at Long Lartin noted
that the equalities work was under-resourced and data was three months in arrears. At Send, there
were concerns about disproportionality in the IEP system and adjudications among BAME and
younger prisoners.
6.4
Two of the three open prisons (Springhill and Kirkham) wrote of concerns about BAME and
disabled prisoners respectively. At Kirkham, there was no formal carer scheme for disabled
prisoners, who had been exposed to bullying and manipulation in the unit where they were held. At
Springhill, a disproportionate number of black prisoners faced adjudications, and a higher
percentage of those were dismissed.

7.

Property

7.1
This remained a consistent problem across almost all prisons, generating a significant
proportion of applications to boards from prisoners, both in relation to property lost when prisoners
transferred from one prison to another and lost when prisoners moved within one prison, often
after cell clearances.
7.2
The Leicester board once again asked why there was no electronic system to properly track
prisoners’ property between prisons. This is something that the IMB at national level has been
actively pursuing with the Prison Service, which was negotiating new contracts for prisoner escorts.
The foreign national prisoner population at Maidstone had particular problems, since they faced
deportation without some of their documents or possessions, some of which had been mislaid when
they were arrested: the Citizens Advice Bureau was trying to track this.
7.3
Two boards did report improvements in relation to the internal management of property. At
Moorland, cell clearance policies had been revised, and the Isle of Wight prison had given a custody
manager responsibility for property at reception. These seem basic processes that other prisons
could copy.
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8.

Education and work

8.1
Most of the local prisons’ boards continued to report limited opportunities for education
and work, and too few activities that developed skills, exacerbated by the ‘churn’ of prisoners: the
average stay at Lewes was less than five weeks. At Nottingham, during October 2018, the board
observed that on one morning only 160 out of the 800 prisoners were in work or education, though
this had begun to improve by early 2019. High Down had only 442 activity spaces for 1091
prisoners. The Lewes board found 50% of prisoners in their cells during a spot check on three wings
during the working day, and at Lincoln, though there were in theory 457 workplaces, there were only
just over 130 prisoners in workshops, due partly to staff shortages.
8.2
Boards such as Nottingham and Exeter also reported limited opportunities for prisoners to
gain relevant vocational skills and qualifications, and too often that they seemed to have a low
priority. At High Down, education was the first to suffer when there were regime problems: between
August and December, there were 53 lost sessions, costing £239,000 and losing 6,851 prisoner
attendances. The Lincoln board noted a preference for work over education, in order to meet the
80% production target. At Norwich, the board reported that a fifth of potential purposeful activity
had been lost in one month, due to late unlocks, staffing issues, incorrect roles, staff training and
security incidents; in one wing 50% of the prisoners surveyed by the board said that they were rarely
if ever unlocked on time.
8.3
Some courses were not effectively used. Only a third of prisoners at Lewes completed the
building construction qualification. At Leicester the main purposeful activity available was the 80
places available in education; however only half of this capacity was taken up for most of the year.
There was, however, an innovative programme of cultural enrichment activities, including music, art
and writing, working actively with a number of outside community groups.
8.4
Regimes were improving in training prisons, but those that had suffered most from the very
limited regimes under staffing shortages found it hardest to recover. At The Mount, at one time
during the year, only 30 out of a potential 120 prisoners were able to attend education classes; this
slowly increased, but only to 70%, as the regime relaxed. The large workshop complex was ‘grossly
under-used’, partly because of maintenance problems, and partly because the prison had lost both
instructor staff and outside contracts during the regime shutdowns in the previous year. In a
snapshot one morning, there were 672 places available for the 1048 prisoners, and of these 238
were cleaners, painters, servery workers or orderlies. Of the twelve workshops, five were empty,
two had low attendance and only one offered qualifications.
8.5
Elsewhere, there were improvements, but still some way to go. At Isis, half the classrooms
were regularly empty and often only three of the six workshops were in use, with 60% attendance in
education. Berwyn was able to open its first three vocational training workshops, two years after it
opened as a training prison, but the board still reported significant problems with both allocation
and attendance. At Holme House, the regime had returned to normal, but attendance and
punctuality in education were still below target, and just under 20% of men were not involved in any
purposeful activity
8.6
A number of boards reported some good and positive initiatives for a small number of
prisoners, but still too many without purposeful activity. At Hindley, there were 100 too few activity
spaces and too many prisoners on the wings, but there were two workshops run by outside
employers who could offer jobs to prisoners post-release. Similarly, Humber had an excellent
computer coding workshop, providing very marketable skills, and there were links with an employer
who interviewed prisoners and offered them jobs. But there too, there was a deficit of over 100
activity spaces and the board often observed a lot of prisoners on the wing during work time.
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8.7
There were more positive reports at three other training prisons. At Lindholme, 84% of
prisoners were engaged in work, training or education, and there were high success rates in
vocational training. Education was reported as a great strength at Littlehey. At Moorland, there was
a stable regime with little loss of teaching time; 38% of prisoners were in education, with education
outreach to the segregation and reintegration units, and qualifications provided in workshops. The
board at Send women’s prison reported that women were out of their cells for most of the day, and
that there were high attendance and completion levels for courses; however, a shortage of staff
meant that each week many women were returned to their cells as not required.
8.8
The long-term and high security estate, by definition, is able to work with prisoners for
longer periods. The Frankland board reported a wide range of initiatives, including the Inside Out
course jointly with Durham University students, and some growing employer links. However, Full
Sutton had fewer prisoners in purposeful activity than in 2017, and had lost a number of arts
projects. Long Lartin’s higher education opportunities had declined, and three workshops were lost
for all or part of the year, all due to funding problems or delays. Gartree had increased the number
of work spaces, as well as increasing work-based training, with high levels of retention and success,
but sometimes workshops were barely half full, due to lockdowns. As in previous years, the
Swaleside board pointed out that there was workshop space for only 30% of the population, as this
had been designed for a prison with only half its current capacity. At least 260 prisoners were
unemployed, and of those who had employment it was not always meaningful. Over half the
workshops provided no vocational or transferrable skills, and the board pointed out that on one
wing there were notionally 47 cleaners. New and innovative workshops were slow to take off and
one had ceased.

9.

Resettlement

9.1
Accommodation after release continued to be a major issue in most prisons, as did the fact
that prisoners cannot apply for universal credit benefits before release, so that prisoners may wait
several weeks without any income. There is no sign as yet that the Homelessness Reduction Act of
2018 is having any effect: unsurprisingly, as it places no duties on local authorities, once notified of a
prisoner’s homelessness, to provide housing. The closure of approved premises and hostels in many
areas also had a negative impact, particularly for men convicted of sexual offences.
9.2
Several boards provided the figure for those prisoners who were recorded as being released
to no fixed abode. They were particularly high in local prisons: at High Down 45% of those released
to London and 25% of those released to the south-east; 30% at Lincoln; 25% at Nottingham and 21%
at Leicester. At Leicester, the prison had established links with the local authority’s ‘street lifestyles’
group. At Norwich, 54% of prisoners surveyed by the board said that they had been given ‘poor’ help
with housing needs (the board considered that the CRC effectively only operated a signposting
service), and the local authority homelessness officers estimated that an average of 30 prisoners a
month were released with no fixed address. Many returned to the prison after a short time: it is
scarcely surprising that these prisons have revolving doors.
9.3
Among training prisons, the Isis board had spoken to 20 prisoners due for release, of whom
seven had no accommodation to go to. The Portland board reported that homelessness was at least
12% and rising, and that sometimes local authorities would only provide a tent, or the address of a
homeless hostel; the problem was most acute for those at highest risk of harm or reoffending,
especially those with mental health problems or personality disorders: the board reported that
‘[these] prisoners … cannot be referred for follow-up medical support in the community in advance
of release if they do not have an address to go to prior to leaving the prison.’
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9.4
The IMB at Hindley reported a major problem with homelessness, and at Moorland
prisoners were sometimes just told to report to a community agency in the hope of getting an
accommodation address. By contrast, most of the prisoners released from Holme House, on
Teesside, were said to have an address to go to, and the Send board reported that all the women
released over the last six months had appropriate accommodation to go to.
9.5
The problem seemed to be worsening even in open prisons, which previously had had a
good record of placing prisoners into secure accommodation. Difficulties were reported from North
Sea Camp, and at Kirkham at least 14 prisoners were released to no fixed abode, of whom one was
simply sent to report to a London council. The Springhill board, however, reported that 96% of
prisoners went to settled accommodation, an improvement on the 82% the previous year
9.6
Boards continued to criticise the management and number of prisoners serving
indeterminate sentences for public protection (IPPs). At Send women’s prison, there were ten IPP
prisoners, all over tariff: eight more than six years and one eight years over. Twenty of the 23 IPP
prisoners at Full Sutton were over tariff, of whom eight had served twice their tariff, and a further six
three times the tariff. At Gartree 45 of the 57 IPP prisoners were over tariff, and were prisoners with
complex needs. However, at Humber, a new unit, the Hope Unit, had been set up to provide a
progressive regime for 41 IPP prisoners, modelled on the successful work reported last year by the
board at Warren Hill.
9.7
Most boards continued to report delays in assessment (OASys) and sentence planning. This
work was supposed to begin in local prisons. At Lewes the backlog in OASys had been successfully
reduced, but at High Down, cross-deployment of staff meant the loss of 30 hours a week and a
backlog of 169. The Norwich board reported the same problem.
9.8
When local prisons struggled, the problem transferred to the training prisons next in line,
and boards continued to report this. Eight out of ten of those arriving at Isis had no OASys, as did
over two-thirds of those arriving at the Isle of Wight prison. Holme House had a backlog of 221
uncompleted assessments. The Mount had considerably reduced the OASys backlog it had inherited,
but the board pointed out that it was not resourced to do this and lacked five out of the seven
complement of probation officers. The Portland board reported that two-thirds of prisoners arrived
with multiple needs, sometimes with less than a year to serve, and with sentence plan targets
uncompleted. This, and frequent redeployment of staff or shortage of probation officers,
undermined the sentence planning process that should determine what prisoners do and when. At
Lindholme, prisoners were unable to see offender managers within the prescribed 14 days, staff
were often redeployed, and sentence planning was behind schedule.
9.9
Resettlement services reported by boards were very variable. On the one hand, Leicester
local prison was able to work with a proactive community rehabilitation company (CRC). There were
links with local employers (though the proportion of prisoners going into employment had dropped)
and there was a full-time finance officer helping prisoners deal with debt and open bank accounts, a
family visits course funded by the local authority, and resettlement fairs where up to 50 prisoners
could meet community partners. Among training prisons, Moorland had a specialist family
engagement worker and an active resettlement hub. and had held six resettlement fairs and two
‘challenge days’ sponsored by the Mitie Foundation, attended by over 600 prisoners. Berwyn had a
monthly resettlement meeting for those with complex needs or who were vulnerable.
9.10 On the other hand, the Lewes board reported that the resettlement hub was often closed
due to staff shortages, and that the shortness of stay made planning very difficult. Other local and
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training prisons reported a lack of links with local employers, and reduced services following the end
of the National Careers Service contract. At Highpoint, there was poor communication with the CRC
and outside probation services. At Littlehey, a prison holding men convicted of sexual offences, the
board was particularly critical of a ‘woefully inadequate’ resettlement service for the over 400 men
released directly from the prison. There had been nine heads of function in seven years, prisoners
did not know where they were going until the last minute and partner organisations were not
involved in release planning. The board was were particularly concerned that there were no
offending behaviour programmes for the 40% of men who denied their offence or had been
measured as low risk on the risk matrix.
9.11 Prisons in the high security estate were also experiencing problems. Their work in this area
is predominantly about offering progression opportunities, rather than preparation for release.
Offender management in custody had not yet been fully rolled out at Frankland, and there was little
contact with offender managers in the community. The board was disappointed to report that the
‘rehabilitative culture’ they had welcomed in their last report appeared to have stagnated, though
there was some active work to progress prisoners to lower category prisons, and in the specialist
Westgate and Psychologically Informed Planned Environment (PIPE) units. At Full Sutton, offender
supervisors were being re deployed and had lost close to 50% of their allocated time; the board
considered that they were therefore focusing on paperwork rather than building meaningful
relationships with prisoners: for example, there were no individual care plans to support
progression. The Gartree board also reported redeployment of offender managers, and the board at
Swaleside continued to be concerned about the lack of resettlement preparation for those released
directly from the prison, though these numbers had decreased. The Long Lartin and Isle of Wight
boards reported delays to prisoner transfers once they had been recategorised to a lower level.
9.12 Send women’s prison has the only democratic therapeutic community in the women’s
estate. It is disappointing that the Board found that it was under-used, with only 15 women out of a
possible 24, though those within in spoke positively about the demanding programme. The board at
Grendon men’s prison, a long-established therapeutic community, continued to report very
positively about the work done there, with fewer men out of therapy and a higher proportion of
‘progressive’ moves from Grendon to other prisons; though some newly-arrived prisoners still found
the regime too difficult to cope with. The Board’s main concern was the use of Grendon for
‘lodgers’: men from the adjoining open prison at Springhill who were being returned to closed
conditions for safety or security reasons.
9.13 Resettlement work in open prisons is focused on release on temporary licence (ROTL) for
work or for family reunion. North Sea Camp had 80 external placements, some unpaid and some
part-time, and employer engagement events. At Leyhill, most of the courses within the prison
provided qualifications and there was embedded learning in all the workshops, as well as a course
helping prisoners into self-employment; 40-50 prisoners were working outside the prison at any one
time.
9.14 The great majority of ROTLs were successful. However, the process and communication was
sometimes poor. The Kirkham board reported inconsistencies both in granting ROTL and in decisions
about whether prisoners first needed to do unpaid work. At North Sea Camp, there was poor liaison
between prison staff and the CRC, and between staff and prisoners: the marked improvement in the
previous year in staff’s approach to prisoners’ ROTL concerns had not been sustained. The Leyhill
board also noted poor communications and delays in processing ROTL, often due to lost paperwork.
In general, they assessed the quality of delivery of resettlement services as ‘uneven’, and the
number of applications to the board from prisoners in this area had trebled.

18

9.15 Many boards in open prisons reported difficulty in both securing paid employment for men
while in prison and in retaining employment afterwards. Many were in remote areas, far from
prisoners’ homes. Hollesley Bay for example, found it difficult to find sufficient work in rural Suffolk,
but the new maintenance company, GFSL, was employing suitably qualified men within the prison at
double the usual prison pay to carry out maintenance tasks. Some of the reported statistics for work
post-release are widely different: from the 2% recorded by the Job Centre at Kirkham to the 73%
reported at Springhill. This differential appears unlikely and may be associated with differences in
the way data is collected or reported. However, the Springhill board did report some innovative
work: monthly celebrations for qualifications and a personal adviser for care leavers who would lack
other support on release.
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About Independent Monitoring Boards
Members of an IMB are from the local community, appointed by the Secretary of State for Justice
under the Prison Act 1952. Each IMB has a duty to satisfy itself as to the humane and just
treatment of those held in custody within its establishment and (for prisons and YOIs) the range
and adequacy of the programmes preparing them for release; to inform promptly the Secretary
of State, or any official to whom s/he has delegated authority as it judges appropriate, any
concern it has; to report annually to the Secretary of State on how well the establishment has
met the standards and requirements placed on it and what impact these have on those in its
custody.
To enable the Board to carry out these duties effectively, its members have right of access to
every prisoner or detainee, every part of the establishment and all its records (except for
personal medical records).

Interested in becoming an IMB member?
IMB members are independent, unpaid and work an average of 3-4 visits per month. Their role is
to monitor the day-to-day life in their local prison or immigration removal centre and ensure that
proper standards of care and decency are maintained.
A typical monitoring visit, for example, might include time spent in the kitchens, workshops,
accommodation blocks, recreation areas, healthcare centre and chaplaincy. For more
information and for details about how to it www.imb.org.uk
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