HMP Long Lartin
Public Sector Prisons – LTSHE 

Family and Significant Others Strategy


2024/25




Governor Babafemi Dada  

[bookmark: _Hlk159913108]Signature…………………….    Date……………………..

Operations Governor Tony Clements

Signature…………………….    Date……………………..

Custodial Manager Emma Carroll

Signature…………………….    Date……………………..









[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][image: ][image: HM Prison & Probation Service][image: ]
Strategic Commissioning Plan 2010-2013

HMP Long Lartin – Families and Significant Others Strategy


[image: Footer 1.jpg]4
		

[image: ]	Document title		2
Contents

Introduction……………………………………………………………………………….……..….Page 3

Contact Us/Emergency Contact……………………………………………………..………Page 4

Visiting information………………………………………………………………………..…….Page  5

Booking a Visit……………………………………………………………………………………..Page 6
.
Entering Long Lartin/Facilities……………………………………………………….…….Page 7

Getting to Long Lartin…………………………………………………………….………..……Page 8

Keeping in touch………………………………………………………………….…………..……Page 8-9

Care Leavers……………………………………………………………………………….………..Page 10

Sending Money/gifts/parcels…………………………………………………..……….……Page 11

Life at HMP Long Lartin………………………………………………………..………….……Page 12-13

Family Services (PACT)……………………………………………………………….…………Page 14

Future Planning/commitments 2024/25……………………………………………….Page 15-22

Available help and support…………………………………………………….………………Page 23













Introduction


The Secretary of State commissioned the Lord Farmer Review (The Importance of Strengthening Prisoners’ Family Ties to Prevent Reoffending and Reducing Intergeneration Crime) (August 2017). Maintaining supportive family relationships is paramount in achieving a reduction in re-offending.

Supporting a prisoner to develop meaningful and constructive relationship with their family or significant others, should be a primary focus for anyone caring for those in custody who hope to achieve positive change and transform lives.  Family and significant relationships are considered as a key means by which we can prevent reoffending and reduce the likelihood of intergenerational crime.

We are committed to transforming prisons into places of safety and reform and we recognise the need to provide those in our custody with stable environments, as well as opportunities to change their behaviour and turn away from a life of crime. Relationships with families and significant others can play a key role in this. We hope to achieve this by working with prisoners in our custody and their families and want this strategy to be owned and developed over time by both of those groups as well as the prison.

 Study by Lord Michael Farmer calls family relationships “the golden thread” to help reduce reoffending.
Research shows prisoners who receive visits from a family member are 39 per cent less likely to reoffend.






Contacting Us

Governor: Babafemi Dada
FaSO Lead: Tony Clements (Governor of Operations)
FaSO Champion: Emma Carroll (Custodial Manger of Visits)

Address:
HMP Long Lartin
Shinehill Lane
South Littleton
Evesham
WR11 8TZ

General Telephone number: 01386 295100
Visits Booking Line: 01386 295188
Visits booking email: socialvisits.longlartin@justice.gov.uk

Website: Long Lartin Prison - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk)
[image: 48,294 Red Telephone Illustrations &amp;amp; Clip Art - iStock][image: 48,294 Red Telephone Illustrations &amp;amp; Clip Art - iStock]

                                      EMERGENCY CONTACT


Call 01386 295 100 if you have an immediate or emergency concern about the welfare of a prisoner.

The member of staff answering the phone will not be able to discuss the person in our care with you but they will immediately pass your concern onto a senior member of staff to action. We aim to address any issues raised on the call immediately and will let you know what the outcome is.

If you have concerns about the safety or wellbeing of a prisoner at Long Lartin prison that are not an immediate concern, call the at-risk hotline free on 0800 4961 455. This number is checked each morning at approximately 8am
Leave a message giving as many details as possible including the prisoners name, prisoner number and what wing they are located on if you know it. If you wish, you can leave your own details and a contact number so the prison can call you back to give you feedback, if appropriate.

There is a further help line and website named ‘Prisoners’ families helpline’.
www.prisonersfamilies.org
Telephone number 0808 808 2003
Lines are open Monday-Friday 9am-8pm, Saturday and Sunday 10am-3pm

Email: businesshublonglartin@justice.gov.uk





























Visiting
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To Book and plan your visit to HMP Long Lartin
To visit someone in Long Lartin you will need to: 
· be on that person’s visitor list.
· book your visit 3 days in advance.
· have the required ID with you when you attend.
· passports
· identity cards from an EU or European Economic Area (EEA) country
· UK photocard driving licences.
· EU or EEA driving licences.
· NI Electoral identity cards
· a US passport card
· a proof of age card recognised under PASS with a unique reference number (This includes the Citizen ID card)
· an armed forces identity card
· a UK biometric residence permit (BRP)
Up to 2 adults (over 18) can visit at once along with 2 children (under 18).
Help with the cost of your visit
If you get certain benefits or have an NHS health certificate, you might be able to get help with the costs of your visit, including:
· travel to Long Lartin
· somewhere to stay overnight
· meals

Further information on  the  following website: Get help with the cost of prison visits - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk)





How to book family and friends visits
You can book your visit by telephone. There is no online booking service available.
Booking line: 01386 295 188
The booking line is open Monday to Friday, 9am to 2pm
Email anytime: socialvisits.longlartin@justice.gov.uk
Please include Prisoners’ name and number and include details of all the visitors wishing to attend. Email confirmation will be sent once the visit has been booked. 

Visiting times:
· Tuesday: 2pm to 4:30pm
· Thursday: 2pm to 4:30pm
· Saturday: 2pm to 4:30pm
· Sunday: 2pm to 4:30pm
Visitors are entitled to a one hour visit. More time may be allowed if available on the day. You should try to arrive at least half an hour before your visit time to allow for checking in and security.
Visitors are to arrive no later than 3pm as entry closes at 3:15pm
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Entering Long Lartin 
All visitors, aged 16 or older must prove their identity before entering the prison. On a first time visit, any persons over the age of 18 will also need to provide proof of their address. Visitors will need to provide a suitable form of identification each time they visit HMP Long Lartin.
All visitors will be subject to searching procedures, including children, before their visit is allowed to take place. This includes going through a metal detection portal, a metal detector being directed around their body and a full rub down search. You may also be sniffed by security dogs.
Long Lartin has a strict dress code policy, meaning, no see-through/revealing clothing, no steel toe capped shoes, no short shorts, no ripped clothes, no camouflage print or offensive slogans, no short dresses, and no headwear, other than that worn for religious reasons. Visitors must adhere to the prison dress code that applies, further details can be requested on your first visit or by telephoning the visits booking line. 
There will be refreshments available to purchase during your visit. 
You are permitted to take in money to the value of £20 per person but this can only be in coins and no notes. A pre-order service is in operation, you can order your food prior to entering the hall, this means you do not have to que for food and drink, maximizing your visiting time.
There are strict controls on what you can take into Long Lartin. You will have to leave most of the things you have with you in a locker (£1 refunded). This includes pushchairs and car seats. If you’re visiting with a baby, you can take in 3 nappies, baby wipes, baby bottle, a dummy and an unopened jar of baby food or an unopened carton of milk.
You will be told the rules by an officer at the start of your visit. If you break the rules, your visit could be cancelled and you could be banned from visiting again.
Visiting facilities
The visitors centre opens at 12pm.
A family support worker can help with information about prison routines, visiting procedures and other organisations offering support to families with someone in prison.
There will be refreshments available to purchase during your visit.
For visitors with disabilities, you can ask the staff for assistance. There are no steps to the visitor centre and there is a disabled toilet.


Family days
HMP Long Lartin run 8 family days a year which take place in each school holiday with 2 in the summer holidays. These days are often longer/extended visiting times and focuses on children and building positive meaningful relationships.
Games/activities are arranged, and food is provided. PACT are there to support these days.
Prisoners can apply for a family visit when they are advertised on their wing. Applications are sifted and checked by public protection and security; prisoners notified if/when they have been approved.
Getting to Long Lartin
[image: Pin on a map]The closest railway station is Honeybourne. From there you can get a taxi.
To plan your journey by public transport:
· use National Rail Enquiries
· use Traveline for local bus times
There is a free visitors car park which is signposted when you arrive at the establishment. Disabled parking is available in the visitors car park, this is located near the visitors centre. 
Visitors are welcome to arrive for their visit anytime from 12:15pm in order to start the booking in process.

Keeping in touch 
There are several ways you can keep in touch with a prisoner during their time at Long Lartin. For further information contact: www.prisonadvice.org.uk
Prisoners’ Families Helpline: 0808 808 2003
Secure video calls
[image: Woman working while holding baby]To have a secure video call with someone in this prison you need to:
· Download the Prison Video app
· Create an account
· Register all visitors
· Add the prisoner to your contact list.

You’ll need to follow the usual prison rules around what to wear and how to behave. Remember that all calls are recorded, and prison staff may view or listen to calls as they are happening. The call can be paused or ended if prison rules are not followed.
What you’ll need to make a video call
· Mobile phone or tablet – this service is not available using a computer
· An account with a secure video calling application
· Passport, driving license or another government-issued photo ID
· Proof of address (if your ID does not include this)
· The prisoner’s name, number and date of birth
· Names, dates of birth and addresses for everyone who would like to be on the video call
Phone calls
Prisoners will soon have in-cell telephones, they will always have to call you. They have to buy phone credits to do this.
They can phone anyone named on their list of friends and family. This list is checked by security when they first arrive so it may take a few days before they are able to call.
You can also exchange voicemails using the Prison Voicemail service.
Officers may listen to phone calls as a way of preventing crime and helping keep people safe.
Email        
[image: http://prison-technology-services.com/images/emap_logo.png]You can send emails to someone in Long Lartin using the Email a Prisoner service.


Letters
[image: Colorful envelopes]You can write at any time.
Include the person’s name and prisoner number on the envelope. 
All post, apart from legal letters, will be opened and checked by officers.
[image: NAOPV]
Official Prison Visitors (OPV) 

People in our care who do not have anyone who is able to visit can request to have a volunteer prison visitor called an ‘Official Prison Visitor (OPV) who will visit and provide support. This service is offered through the Chaplaincy department. 


Care Leavers

Following the Children & Social Work Act 2017 (C&SWA 2017), all young adults defined as Care Leavers can be offered support until the age of 25. Support can consist of: 

Relationships & Keeping Safe 
Accommodation 
Leisure and Participation 
Money, Health and wellbeing 
Education, Employment and Training

Awareness posters have been put on the Wings to inform individuals about this and to contact OMU (Offender Management Unit), their keyworker or the Prison Offender Manager Care Leaver for further information. Questionnaires are also given to people under the age of 25 years old, to help identify those who may not have declared that they are Care Leavers. Individuals who have already declared that they are Care Leavers, then support will be given to maintain contact with their allocated Personal Advisor from their local authority whilst in custody.










Send money and gifts
You can use the free and fast Send money to someone in prison - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk)
You can no longer send money by bank transfer, cheque, postal order or send cash by post.
[image: Pile of credit cards]If you cannot use the online service, you may be able to apply for an exemption - for example if you:
· are unable to use a computer, a smart phone or the internet
· do not have a debit card
This will allow you to send money by post.
Gifts and parcels
People in Long Lartin are given a list of approved items that can be sent to them. 
Family and friends of prisoners are permitted to send books directly to their loved ones, or can order books from approved retailers, which can source and send the books on to prisoners.  
Prisoners can also apply for a birthday parcel this will be direct to the establishment from the supplier, depending on ‘privileges’.
All parcels will be opened and checked by officers. Prior approval is needed before arranging.
[image: Brown cardboard box with its shadow casted]







Life at Long Lartin
Long Lartin is committed to providing a safe and educational environment where men can learn new skills to help them on release.
Security and safeguarding
Every person at Long Lartin has a right to feel safe. The staff are responsible for their safeguarding and welfare at all times.
Arrival and first night
When a prisoner first arrives at Long Lartin, they will be able to contact a family member by phone. This could be quite late in the evening, depending on the time they arrive.
They will get to speak to someone who will check how they’re feeling and ask about any immediate health and wellbeing needs.
Induction
Each prisoner who arrives at Long Lartin gets an induction that lasts about a week. They will meet professionals who will help them with:
· health and wellbeing, including mental and sexual health
· any substance misuse issues, including drugs and alcohol
· personal development in custody and on release, including skills, education and training
· other support (sometimes called ‘interventions’), such as managing difficult emotions
Everyone also finds out about the rules, fire safety, and how things like calls and visits work.
A prisoner offender manager (POM) is allocated to the new prisoner who will support them with risk reduction, transfers, parole and any other issues that come up.
Accommodation
Long Lartin houses over 600 prisoners in single cells. There are 7 residential units, a PIPE unit, AN Incentivised substance free living environment and a CSRU (care, separation and re-integration Unit)
There are self-cook facilities in all areas for prisoners to use with he exception of the CSRU.
There is a gym with a full size sports hall, weight training room, classroom and all weather area. Prisoners can apply for up to 5 sessions a week, as well as training for qualifications.
[image: Man in carpentry workshop]Education and work
Vocational training includes woodcraft, barbering, industrial cleaning, laundry and Kitchen work.
The education department offers a wide range of learning opportunities both in the classroom and the workplace. It focuses on the need to raise basic skills with a fully equipped Skills for Life Workshop, whilst also offering Open University courses to those who wish to study at degree level. The library provides a wide range of reading material and music.
Offender behaviour programmes offer courses to those who struggle with emotional management, violence and substance abuse problems. All prisoners are subject to mandatory drugs testing (MDT). There is a Key worker scheme where prisoners will be allocated an officer who will meet with them every 2 weeks.
The multi-faith chaplaincy team provides pastoral care for prisoners. The aim is to help prisoners to discover and develop a spiritual awareness both individually and in groups. General activities like art, music, concerts, seminars and bereavement support are also offered.
Organisations Long Lartin works with
Practice Plus NHS provides a team of multi-disciplinary nurses and agency GPs for the healthcare centre.
[image: Image result for practice plus nhs]Services include mental health, physiotherapy (help with physical injuries and pain), a dentist, optician and podiatrist (for foot problems).
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PACT Worker contact: Lauren Spencer - longlartin@prisonadvice.org.uk
Safer Custody line: 0800 4961 455
Visitors’ Centre Telephone:  01386 295295 - 11.00-14.00, Tuesday, Thursday, Saturday and Sunday.
Visitors’ Centre Email: longlartin@prisonadvice.org.uk
Alternatively, you can contact Prisoners families’ helpline on 0808 808 2003

About PACT
Pact is a pioneering national charity that supports prisoners, people with convictions, and their children and families. We provide caring and life changing services at every stage of the criminal justice process: in court, in prison, on release, and in the community.
Pact’s vision is of a society in which justice is understood as a process of restoration and healing, in which prisons are used sparingly and as places of learning and rehabilitation, and in which the innate dignity and worth of every human being is valued.  We work for the common good of Society, taking a public health-based approach. We work at the intersection of criminal justice, child and family welfare, mental health, wellbeing provision and health & social care. 
Our volunteers and staff can be found in courts, prisons, probation services, and in communities across England & Wales.  We are a diverse, inclusive, modern, and collaborative charity.  We build effective partnerships and sustainable solutions based on our well-established understanding of the systems in which we work, and on our historic values and ethos developed through our 120+ years of service delivery.
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Future Planning

Our Commitment to visitors and prisoners in our care 2024/2025


· In 2024 In-cell telephones are being installed across the establishment which will support family and significant others ties.

· Launch FoSO focused forums with visitors and prisoners.

· Improvements in Key worker delivery.

· Surveys to be produced 2x per year around visits experience, this will allow feedback and allow us to make any improvements.

· Looking at ways to improve family day visits. Supported by PACT.

· Improve induction, mainly to identify and triage FaSO situations hopefully aiming to improve family ties.

· Improve environment in visitors centre and visits hall.


· Families and significant others are invited to join ACCT reviews where appropriate.


· Families and Significant others invited to celebrate achievements where appropriate.


· Families and significant others work representing an operational priority. The Lead and Champion will focus on the commitments made. 
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[bookmark: _Hlk159915118]Why focus on Families and significant others?

Supportive families are a great resource for prisoners, and they often play a vital role in helping an individual move away from crime. A supportive family can also provide effective protective factors for prisoners at risk of suicide and self-harm. Having a stable family to return to on release or transfer to another establishment of lower category, can also encourage prisoners to engage in sentence planning interventions and maintain positive behavior whilst in custody.
Research on desistance from crime, also suggests that positive family ties can have an encouraging effect on the rehabilitation of offenders.
Research shows that a prisoner receiving visits from children and family are 39% lower than for prisoners who do not receive visits. (May. C, et al (2008))
In a small number of cases maintaining family ties may not be appropriate, possibly due to the risk of harm that a prisoner poses to the family. Safeguarding children and supporting victims should always be a priority in the work at HMP Long Lartin supported by the National Probation Service 

At HMP Long Lartin the Families and significant others Pathway, aims to ensure the interests of prisoners and their families are addressed through:

· Helping to maintain family ties, where appropriate. 
· Improving parenting skills of prisoners.  
· Provide and advice and guidance to families and prisoners. 
· Developing a family friendly focus in prisons and through our visitor centre.
· Involving the family in Resettlement decisions when appropriate.
· Involving the family in the safety and care of individuals wherever it is deemed as appropriate. 
· Threading the Families and significant others pathway through all the Resettlement pathways. 
· Providing support for the individuals that are identified to have little contact with 












Governance and Management of the Strategy

The Families and significant others Pathway lead will be the Head of Operations and will be assisted by the Head of Chaplaincy. 
The operational Families and significant others lead are
· Governor Head of Operations Families Lead: Tony Clements
· Custodial Manager Visits and FaSO Champion: Emma Carroll

In order to ensure that the “family” remains the focus of our work towards the rehabilitation of our prisoners at HMP Long Lartin, the commitments listed below will be monitored through the following processes:

· Quarterly Bi-lateral Meetings with the Families and significant others Pathway lead and the contracted provider (PACT)

· Safety meetings

· Reducing Re-offending Meetings 

· Establishment HMIP Expectations Document 

Measuring our success in developing the Children’s and Families pathway

· Prisoner Family Needs questionnaire (Twice yearly)

· Prisoner Consultative Committee 

· Reducing Re-Offending Meetings 

· Safety meetings

· HMIP (His Majesty Inspectors of Prisons)

· Prisoner MQPL (measuring the quality of prison life)

· Rehab Culture Meetings 

Families and significant others 

HMP Long Lartin run ‘family time’ visits. A minimum of eight family visits will be held jointly coordinated by the operations.
The Chaplaincy team arranges on request, marriages for prisoners serving sentences at HMP Long Lartin. Regular contact with the bride is necessary, to ensure the wedding plans are all in place.


Following a death in custody, the Chaplaincy team are often called upon to attend and offer support to the decease’s Next of Kin. The Chaplaincy 
team will often take on the role of family liaison, keeping in regular contact with the family and offering continued support.


Commitment for 2024/25

· To continue to manage family time visits, developing the events to suit the needs of the families in attendance.

· To continue to develop and provide families with an overview of the pastoral/faith provisions a HMP Long Lartin.


· To continue to work with the Visits Managers, Families and significant others Coordinator and Play Team to enhance the visits experience for families and significant others.    

· To enhance the social visits provision with the continued use Secure Video Call facility at HMP Long Lartin.


· To continue to integrate the Families and Significant Others into Safer Custody and expand the involvement of Families in safer custody process where it has been deemed as appropriate.

· To develop the wider stakeholder engagement and involvement in the Families and Significant Others pathway. 



Mental and physical health

The healthcare provision at HMP Long Lartin is provided by Practice Plus Group. Prisoners can expect to receive comparable levels of primary and secondary support and treatment as they would receive in the community.
Mental Health and substance misuse support is provided Inclusion. The Inclusion Teamwork with prisoners with mental health problems, supporting them towards improved mental health where possible. They also 

work with, and support prisoners who are at risk of suicide and self-harm; attending ACCT reviews and helping developing support plans for those at risk.

Commitment for 2024/25

· With consent and considering confidentiality issues, we will discuss with a family member diagnosis and treatment plan for a prisoner with a serious medical condition.

· We will consider, in the case of serious ongoing medical treatment whether a family member can attend the external hospital following risk assessment.

· We will continue to inform next of kin in the event of a serious medical emergency and will consider appointing a family liaison officer.

· We will review all patients currently working with the mental health team with a view to involving family members in cases where it would be beneficial to treatment and recovery.

· In the event a prisoner is likely to be admitted to a secure hospital under the mental health act, consideration will be given to informing the Next of Kin.











Education, Training and Employment 


This pathway is managed by several different agencies and partners working together to offer opportunities for offenders to achieve qualifications and gain real employment skills. 
As part of the Prison Education Framework, we have commissioned Milton Keynes College to run Story Book Dads and Story from Dad to help maintain family ties. This is facilitated by Library staff in the library.
The library services are provided by Milton Keynes College and provide books on parenting and other family related subjects.

Commitment for 2024/25

· Milton Keynes College to run a Story from dad course. This allows a cohort of prisoners to take up this valuable opportunity by promoting an understanding of the positive effect felt by a child after receiving a story created especially for them from their absent family member.  

· Milton Keynes College to run Story Book Dads which allows cohorts of prisoners to send their children a recording of themselves reading a bedtime story. This is facilitated by Library staff in the library however as not an official class it only allows a limited number to attend per course.

· Continue to increase opportunities to gain qualifications.

Other significant teams within HMP Long Lartin and their commitment to prisoner’s Families and significant others in 2024/25


National Probation Service/Offender Management Unit/OMIC
HMP Long Lartin recognises that Public Protection is one of the core functions of HMPPS and the MOJ. Public Protection is at the forefront of all that we do and is the responsibility of all staff regardless of grade or position.
The OMU/NPS cultivate a collaborative, prison-wide approach to public protection. The IDRMT [Inter Departmental Risk Management Team] looks at individual’s risks monthly, this approach is built on clear communication between all departments of the establishment as well as partner agencies.

This approach enables prisoners’ risk to be identified. Often this risk will be to children or named adults (who may be from the prisoner’s family). Those who pose the most significant risk will be managed through the MAPPA process.

Safeguarding of children is a priority and depending on the level of risk level a prisoner poses to children, will determine the level of contact they can have with children whilst at HMP Long Lartin. The management of these restrictions can involve mail and telephone PIN monitoring and monitoring of contact with children during visits.  

OMiC brings together the skills of prison and probation staff working together as one team within the prison and are all about making prisons safe, decent, secure and hopeful places which can rehabilitate.

Key workers – All residential officers will be assigned key worker duties to support around six prisoners each. 

Prison offender managers – Prison and probation staff will case manage those prisoners who are assigned to the National Probation Service.

We are all responsible for creating a rehabilitative culture and ensuring our prisons provide the benefits of a safe, decent, secure and hopeful environment for all.


Commitment for 2024/25

· To invite input from families, where appropriate, in the sentence planning process.  Subject to prisoner’s permission via telephone conferencing.

· Key workers will promote our community to maintain family ties, where appropriate.


· The team will continue to arrange on request, family support for prisoners during parole hearings.



















 Safer Custody

For a variety of reasons, there are periods in a prisoner’s sentence when they can become a heightened risk of suicide and self-harm. Involvement and engagement with the prisoner’s family can be useful in helping to support the prisoner through their crisis period. 

The Safer Custody team will, with the prisoner’s consent, invite contribution/attendance from families at ACCT reviews.

The Safer Custody team also manage and monitor the Safeguard hotline. This provides families/friends with the ability to speak to a member of the Safer Custody team or leave a message, about any prisoner they have safeguarding concerns about. Following receipt of this phone call, the safer custody team will provide all necessary support to the prisoner.  


Commitment for 2024/25

· To include family involvement in the ACCT process, when necessary and with the prisoner’s permission.

· To attend the Reducing Re-Offending Meeting to discuss the Safer Custody role and the support they provide to the prisoners.

· Weekly SIM meetings (Safety Intervention meetings).

· To continue to maintain the At-Risk Hotline.

















Available support/information for Families and professionals working with them:

· Action for Prisoners’ Families www.prisonersfamilies.org.uk – Action for Prisoners’ Families, works for the benefit of prisoners' and offenders' families by representing the views of families and those who work with them.

· AFFECT – AFFECT provides services for the families of serious offenders and offers support groups to families in the south of England. www.affect.org.uk

· Inside Time – www.insidetime.org.uk – this website gives visiting and other advice.

· PACT (Prison Advice and Care Trust) – www.prisonadvice.org.uk provides useful information on visiting and how visitors’ centres can help families.

· Prisoners’ Family Voices is a web-based community which gives family members the opportunity to talk to each other. 
http://prisonersfamiliesvoices.blogspot.com

· Offenders’ Families Helpline 0808 808 2003 info@prisonersfamilieshelpline.org.uk
www.prisonersfamilieshelpline.org.uk

· Prisoners’ Families and Friends Service 0808 808 3444 info@pffs.org.uk


· National Information centre on children of offenders NICCO

Useful information and Links
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What does Pact do?

We build stronger families and safer communities.
‘We reduce the risk of harm to prisoners, their children & families.
We create solutions.

We inform policy and decision makers and promote evidence-based practice.
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Handling Controls



This report will be added to the HMPPS Intranet[footnoteRef:1] and it may be freely circulated within HMPPS for the provision of management information.  Please contact the Head of MQPL or MQPLEnquiries@noms.gsi.gov.uk if you wish to provide this report outside of HMPPS, or if you wish to use the findings for any formal performance monitoring apart from the standard Prisons Performance Tool (PPT) ratings[footnoteRef:2], or for any formal research or evaluation project, or for any policy formation across multiple prisons, etc. [1:  https://intranet.noms.gsi.gov.uk/support/operational-and-system-assurance-group]  [2:  MQPL for PPT is specified in the Technical Notes for PPT Decency and Safety (CU79 and CU76) and PPT White versus BAME (CU74)    ] 









1	Introduction



1.1 This report sets out the findings of the MQPL survey carried out between 25th and 28th March 2019 by MQPL team members, who are independent of the prison itself.  



2	Sample, Method, and Guide to interpreting the survey scores and findings. 

	

2.1	The team surveyed 104 of the population of 566 prisoners at HMP Long Lartin, by administering the MQPL questionnaire and facilitating prisoner-led discussion groups.  Participants were asked to comment solely on Long Lartin, over the past 3 months. A description of the survey method, questionnaire and scoring is on the HMPPS Intranet.



2.2	A guide to interpreting the scores and tables in this report is found at Appendix 1 (Page 21).



3 Global and Composite Questionnaire Scores, March 2019 

		Measure

		Mean Score

		Standard Score

Comparison

		Long Lartin scored higher/lower than how many of the three comparator prisons?

		Prisons Performance Tool (PPT)2  



		

		

		From previous survey

		From typical prison

		Lower than 

		Higher than 

		Rating      (Band 1 to 4)

		BAME/White Equality

(see Page 19)



		OQL

		5.32 

(Scale 1-10)

		-

		-

		0

		0

		



		Decency

		2.71 

(Scale 1-5)

		-

		-

		1

		0

		3

		

Fail (overall)



		Safety

		3.02

 (Scale 1-5)

		-

		-

		0

		0

		3

		









Scores for more specific dimensions and additional dimensions are found at Page 11Key:



Overall Quality of Life (OQL) is a single rating: each survey participant rated the prison, in terms of their ‘overall treatment and conditions’, on a scale from 1 (lowest) to 10 (highest) 



Decency and Safety are composites: Decency is made from the 11 Harmony and Professionalism dimensions; Safety is made from Policing & Security, Prisoner Safety and Drugs & Exploitation.



Mean Scores for Decency and Safety: above 3 is positive perceptions on average; below 3 is negative perceptions on average; close to 3 is undecided/neutral/split in opinions.



Standard Scores compare the prison’s to its previous survey and to the ‘typical’ Dispersal prisons, taking into account the spread of prisoners’ opinions within the prison.  As a rule of thumb: 0.20 = marginal difference, 0.25 = small, 0.5 = moderate, 0.75 = large, 1.0 = very large.

A dash (-) means that no notable difference was detected. 





    



.     




















4	Summary of Main Findings and Emerging Themes



HMP Long Lartin Institutional Context and Background

HMP Long Lartin is a Category A High Security Dispersal prison for male adult offenders. The Certified Normal Accommodation (CNA) in use is 635. During the initial meeting the Governing Governor explained that he had only been in post since January 2019.  He also acknowledged that the accommodation, originally built in the 1960’s/1970’s was in need of modernising, particularly due to the reliance upon night sanitation. 



[bookmark: _GoBack]It should also be noted that the previous survey in May 2014 was conducted by the University of Cambridge Prison Research Centre (PRC).



Overview of Survey Findings

Participant’s perceptions of their Overall Quality of Life (OQL) were quite typical when compared to other dispersal prisons and were similar to the previous survey conducted in May 2014. Similarly, the overall composite score for Decency and Safety appeared quite typical when compared to other dispersal prisons.



Overall perceptions across all dimensions were somewhat typical for a dispersal prison. When compared to the previous survey in 2014 perceptions for the Entry into Custody dimension saw a large improvement, however perceptions for Policing & Security and Family Contact had declined to a small extent.



Emerging Themes

The below section aims to summarise the main findings of the MQPL survey, utilising the questionnaire statement scores, along with the written and discussion commentary. The summaries aim to help facilitate discussion around the main findings, but are not exhaustive. Therefore, there may be other areas the establishment wish to explore further. 



Staff-prisoner Relationships, Interactions and Experience

Overall perceptions regarding staff/prisoner relationships (Relationships) and staff attitudes (Respect/Courtesy), participants at Long Lartin were somewhat typical, and perceptions were similar to those held in the previous survey. In focus groups participants views varied regarding staff attitudes and staff/prisoner relationships, which is quite typical for an MQPL survey. Several participants appeared to have positive attitudes towards the new Governor and some of the older and more experienced staff, as they said they felt those staff were approachable and willing to help with any queries or problems. However, they suggested this would eventually cause problems for the staff that were ‘helpful’, as they would feel “snowed under”. A few of the men said they felt some staff had poor attitudes and lacked the basic training on how to interact with prisoners. They suggested that if some of the newer members of staff could learn skills from the older and experienced staff, then both the staff and the prisoners would see an improvement at Long Lartin. 



Entry into Custody

In relation to this aspect of prison life, overall perceptions had largely increased since the previous survey. For statements relating to ‘I felt  extremely alone during my first three days in this prison’ and ‘When I first came into prison I felt worried and confused’, perceptions were above average for a dispersal prison, to a small extent, and had improved since the previous survey. Although not unusual, there was no discussion and written commentary held by participants regarding this aspect of prison life.



Family Contact

Although typical, overall perceptions regarding the opportunities to maintain family contact had declined since the previous survey.  This is perhaps mostly related to a decline in perceptions for the statements about maintaining meaningful contact with their families and the length of visit time, with the latter also being slightly below average.  There were a large volume of negative written commentary which cited that the length of visit time “was not long enough”, the prison was slow at getting visitors into the visits hall, which had a massive impact on the time they could spend with their families, some of which lived far away from the prison. 

	

Organisation and Consistency 

In relation to this aspect of prison life, overall perceptions were somewhat typical when compared against the other dispersal prisons. However perceptions were below average, to a small extent, for the statements ‘To get things done in this prison, you have to a ask and ask and ask’ and ‘There is not enough structure in this prison’.  During discussions, several participants were frustrated by the Reception department, as they felt there were constant delays when receiving items. Many spoke about applications not being answered/going missing. Across a few groups, some of the men had concerns about the complaints procedure, in particular because they were being answered by the same member of staff who they were complaining about. Several participants suggested that if Long Lartin was to introduce a kiosk, this would eliminate paper work going missing/not being answered and there wouldn’t be a delay in answering complaints/applications. There were also several written negative comments that cited having delayed or unanswered applications and/or complaints, the mailing system being ‘slow’, and a lack of routine/consistency. 



Security and Prisoner Safety

Overall perceptions for Policing and Security were typical when compared to the other dispersal prisons, although perceptions had declined since the previous survey.  The most notable decline since the previous survey was in perceptions about the level of staffing, which was also below average in comparison to the other dispersal prisons.  Other statements which attracted a more negative response than in the previous survey, were ‘there is a real pecking order between prisoners’ and ‘staff in this prison are reluctant to challenge prisoner’s’.  Possibly linked to this, there was a lot of discussion commentary about how staff were perceived to reward bad behaviour. For example, some of the men said “if we act violently towards staff, eventually, we get what we want”.     



Overall perceptions on Prisoner Safety were typical when compared to the other dispersal prisons and had remained stable since the previous survey.  Prisoner’s perceptions regarding the statement ‘I have no difficulties with other prisoners in here’ were somewhat above average, with over three quarters of participants agreeing with this statement.  Through discussion and written commentary participants expressed differing opinions with regard to this area of prison life.  For example whilst some participants reiterated the view that they had no difficulties with other prisoners and had good relationships with their peers, others spoke about bullying and manipulation that was going on amongst the men.  Survey responses also show that Black, Asian, Minority and Ethnic Group participants (BAME) tended to be more positive than white participants for aspects of Prisoner Safety and Prisoner Adaption. 









Personal Development 

Overall perceptions regarding Personal Development were fairly similar to those held at the other dispersal prisons.  Although participant responses indicated that they felt more could be done to encourage them to work towards goals/targets at Long Lartin. From discussions it seemed that participants held negative views about progression at Long Lartin. A vast majority of the men suggested that they were not able to progress, as the prison only offers one offending behaviour programme, the Thinking Skills Programme (TSP), which the majority of men had already completed. The men located on the Vulnerable Prisoner (VP) wing said they were unable to complete TSP, as this was delivered on the ‘mains’ side of the prison.  One participant stated that he felt being at Long Lartin, was like being “left in a dumping ground” with nothing for him to do in order to progress. Several participants raised their concerns about the lack of contact they had with the Offender Management Unit (OMU), which resulted in them not being able to access their sentence plan in order to see how they can progress. Within discussion groups a few of the participants suggested that work/education was not meaningful and did not give them any opportunity to utilise their skills or learn anything new.   Some of the men said they felt the level of education was too low, which restricts their ability to obtain meaningful qualifications and they would like the option of A levels or Degrees, along with vocational courses such as bricklaying or electrical courses which would enable them to find a job once they have been released. 










5	Dimension Scores



5.1	Figure 1 shows the dimensions scores for Long Lartin in March 2019 (blue) and May 2014 (pink), and the latest survey of three other Dispersal prisons (grey lines)*. The lines are just to indicate which scores belong to which survey: they do not imply any relationship from one dimension to the next.  Please note that the graph does not show if scores are notably above or below the ‘typical’ or previous survey scores – this information can be seen in grid 5.3 and Section 7.   

[image: ]







5.2	HMP Long Lartin’s score was higher than, lower than or similar to how many of the three other Dispersal prisons?”

		Dimension/

Dimension Family

		Harmony

		Professionalism

		Security

		Conditions

		Family Contact

		Dev & Wellbeing



		

		Ent Custody[footnoteRef:3] [3:  For Entry into Custody, responses were only included for those 33 participants who stated that they had been at Long Lartin for 12 months or less.  Scores for all other dimensions were derived from all 103 participants or thereabouts.
*Please note that the latest scores for HMP Whitemoor have not been included as this survey is due to be conducted by the University of Cambridge Prison Research Centre (PRC).

] 


		Respect/Court

		Relationships

		Humanity

		Decency 

		Care for the Vul

		Help and Assist

		Staff Prof

		Bureaucratic Leg

		Fairness

		Org & Consist

		Policing & Security

		Prisoner Safety

		Prisoner Adapt

		Drugs & Exploit

		

		

		Personal Dev

		Personal Aut

		Wellbeing

		Distress



		Higher than

		0

		1

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		1

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Same as

		3

		2

		3

		3

		3

		3

		1

		3

		1

		2

		1

		0

		3

		3

		3

		3

		1

		1

		3

		3

		3



		Lower than

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		0

		2

		0

		2

		1

		2

		2

		0

		0

		0

		0

		2

		2

		0

		0

		0







8 

9 



5.3	The standard scores (see Key, page 3) for Long Lartin are green (higher) or red (lower) if they are notably different to the ‘typical’ prison. 

		Difference to ‘typical’ prison

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-

		-







6	Most Positive & Negative Aspects of Life





[image: ]



10 



11 

6.1	Participants were given six blank lines, to write down what they felt were the three most positive and the three most negative aspects of life at their current establishment, without any prompting regarding the topics.  These written comments can offer a useful indication of what was most popular, prominent or important to the prisoners at HMP Long Lartin, regardless of how positive or negative the prison’s questionnaire scores were. Together with the additional detail from the participants’ discussion comments, their written comments can also cast light on the meaning of their responses to some of the questionnaire statements and of the relationship between the different dimensions and statements of the questionnaire.



6.2	The following paragraphs provide further information about the meanings and implications of comments that are not necessarily apparent just from the labels in Figure Two.



6.3	To some extent, as is usual in MQPL surveys, the comments did not necessarily reflect the performance of HMP Long Lartin.  For example the majority of positive comments on Gym just cited ‘gym’ as a positive aspect of life or that it was a major stress release, with a few comments referring to the amount of gym or the quality of the facilities (whereas most of the negative comments referred to a lack of gym time particularly for Vulnerable Prisoners). The majority of positive comments on Family Contact just cited visits, phone calls or prison location, with a couple of additional positive comments regarding the quality of the visits hall as a ‘comfortable environment to spend time with loved ones’. The negative comments were mainly regarding the location and the time taken to get visitors through the visits process which impacts negatively upon the amount of time spent with loved ones.



6.4	The graph does not show how many comments in each category would be expected from a typical prison.  For example, it is not unusual to have virtually no positive comments on Staff Use of Authority, with negative comments referring to  ‘Bad behaviour is rewarded and good behaviour is punished’, ‘Punishments - you get put on basic even though the nicking hasn't been proven’ and ‘intelligence reports and comments being put on files without being notified’. It is not unusual to have numerous negative comments on the quality and appeal of the prison Food with comments referring to a lack of healthy options and poor quality food in general. At HMP Long Lartin there was a large number of positive comments regarding the provision of wing cooking facilities and how valuable prisoners found this. From the sheer number of comments it would appear that this has a huge impact upon their quality of life for a variety of reasons, including having choice and control over personal nutrition, learning independent skills, keeping busy and passing time as well as simply preferring the taste and quality of own cooked food to prison food. Another positive category with an unusually high number of positive comments was in relation to the Library. Comments included praise for the choice of books available and the opportunity to borrow DVD’s.  Peers/Safety/Subculture is an example of a category that amassed a relatively high number of negative comments at HMP Long Lartin. Participants wrote about bullying and manipulation as an issue, alongside problems due to the availability of drugs. As is fairly typical, Organisational Efficiency & Effectiveness is a category with the majority of negative comments, including numerous comments which highlighted poor communication, getting things done, reception inefficiency and issues with the mail system. Progression is a further category where the majority of comments were negative and tended to focus on the lack of opportunities to progress. Other comments included difficulties in obtaining a ship out, re-categorisation and progressive transfers. In the category Single Cell & Time Alone were many positive comments about prisoners having a cell to themselves. This appears to be important for many individuals in order to have ‘time alone’ and to avoid getting into situations with other prisoners.



6.5	When viewing the graph be aware of potential overlaps between categories in their meaning. For example, the majority of comments under Staff Relationships/Respect/Help/Support were quite unspecific comments which might have related to Staff Use of Authority. Comments included discussion about staff ‘tarring people with the same brush’, ‘telling lies’ or ‘misleading prisoners’, or generally having a ‘bad attitude’. Furthermore, the negative comments may overlap with some of the comments in the category Security Dominance which included comments such as ‘Constant roll checks - staff can’t seem to count in here’ and ‘bullying - decisions in this prison are dominated by security’. Furthermore, there was an unusually high number of negative comments regarding Discrimination, which also has the potential to overlap with other categories. The majority of these complaints referred to racism and racial prejudice, but there were also a couple which mentioned inequalities between ‘Mains’ and Vulnerable Prisoners.  



6.6	Some of the remaining categories or labels perhaps require some further explanation. The positive comments on Education/Training/Work/Qualifications included a few each about having a job or attending a workshop, the workshop staff, the quality of the gym course and the general provision of education opportunities. The negative comments referred to educational access for Vulnerable Prisoner’s, a lack of work availability and more specifically a lack of meaningful work, workshops being regarded as ‘slave labour’ and poor access and choice to education in general. The negative comments on Healthcare & Mental Health were quite unspecific or indicated an issue with medication being delivered late. There was a variety of negative comments in the category In-Prison Rules & Policy including disagreement with the rules regarding property both clothing and electrical items, being sent in and difficulties with ordering certain items including Certificate 18 DVD’s. Many of the positive comments in the Living Conditions category mentioned the level of cleanliness throughout the prison and the decent provision of cleaning materials. However, numerous negative comments related to a lack of suitable in-cell sanitation and the way that this made prisoners feel, namely ‘degrading and inhumane’. Rehabilitation Attitude/Outlook is a category that was purely positive, with comments indicating a ‘positive outlook’ and ‘appreciation of life in general.’ Wages & Costs attracted quite a few positive comments which related to the level of pay, but the negative comments suggested that the cost of phone calls was excessive.

 

6.7	There were no more than a few comments each on issues not shown on the graph.  On the negative side such comments referred to ‘early lock up’, ‘boredom’, ‘catalogue availability and limitations’, ‘not enough sport facilities’, ‘lack of time outside’, ‘lack of TV channels or poor signal’, ‘lack of rehabilitation help’, ‘trust issues’ and ‘night checks’ On the positive side there was ‘benefits of a set Regime’, ‘time passing quickly’, ‘good canteen choice’, ‘decent laundry’, ‘amount of association time’ and ‘ability to practice individual religion and beliefs’.















































































7.	Questionnaire statement responses in detail 



The scores below are provided for all participants, however for statements which related to a specific aspect of life in prison, it might be necessary to look at the responses of certain subgroups of prisoner, for example those who reported that they had experienced theses aspects or those who were more likely to have required specific support. These statements are identified below with an asterisk*.





7.1	Harmony dimensions



Entry into Custody

Feelings and perceived treatment on entry into the prison

		Dimension 

Mean Score

		Dimension Standard Score

		Strongly

Agreed/

Agreed

		Neither

Agreed nor

Disagreed

		Strongly

Disagreed/

Disagreed

		Statement Score

Mean

		Statement Standard Score



		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous

		

		

		

		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous



		2.92

		-

		▲0.83

		

		

		

		

		

		



		I felt extremely alone during my first three days in this prison.*

		30.3%

		24.2%

		45.5%

		3.06

		▲0.29 

		▲0.60



		When I first came into this prison I felt looked after.*

		47.1%

		29.4%

		23.5%

		3.26

		-

		▲0.53



		In my first few days in this prison, staff took a personal interest in me.*

		27.3%

		24.2%

		48.5%

		2.79

		-

		▲0.45 



		When I first came into this prison I felt worried and confused.*

		51.5%

		12.1%

		36.4%

		2.76

		▲0.28 

		▲0.49 



		The induction process in this prison helped me to know exactly what to expect in the daily regime and when it would happen.*

		33.3%

		16.7%

		50.0%

		2.67

		-

		▲0.44 





	

Respect /Courtesy

Positive, respectful and courteous attitudes to prisoners by staff

		Dimension 

Mean Score

		Dimension Standard Score

		Strongly

Agreed/

Agreed

		Neither

Agreed nor

Disagreed

		Strongly

Disagreed/

Disagreed

		Statement Score

Mean

		Statement Standard Score



		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous

		

		

		

		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous



		3.20

		-

		-

		

		

		

		

		

		



		I feel I am treated with respect by staff in this prison.

		44.1%

		31.4%

		24.5%

		3.14

		-

		-



		This prison is poor at treating prisoners with respect.

		42.3%

		27.8%

		29.9%

		2.79

		-

		-



		Most staff address and talk to me in a respectful manner.

		73.8%

		15.5%

		10.7%

		3.74

		-

		-



		Relationships between staff and prisoners in this prison are good.

		44.2%

		32.7%

		23.1%

		3.16

		-

		-



		Staff speak to you on a level in this prison.

		35.3%

		43.1%

		21.6%

		3.11

		-

		-



		Staff are argumentative towards prisoners in this prison.

		44.7%

		34.0%

		21.4%

		2.61

		-

		-



		Personally I get on well with the officers on my wing.

		74.8%

		19.4%

		5.8%

		3.97

		-

		-



		This prison encourages me to respect other people.

		28.7%

		44.6%

		26.7%

		3.02

		-

		-

























Relationships 

Trusting, fair and supportive interactions between staff and prisoners

		Dimension 

Mean Score

		Dimension Standard Score

		Strongly

Agreed/

Agreed

		Neither

Agreed nor

Disagreed

		Strongly

Disagreed/

Disagreed

		Statement Score

Mean

		Statement Standard Score



		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous

		

		

		

		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous



		2.94

		-

		-

		

		

		

		

		

		



		I receive support from staff in this prison when I need it.

		41.3%

		32.7%

		26.0%

		3.15

		-

		-



		Overall, I am treated fairly by staff in this prison.

		60.6%

		20.2%

		19.2%

		3.42

		-

		-



		I trust the officers in this prison.

		25.0%

		31.7%

		43.3%

		2.58

		-

		-



		Staff in this prison often display honesty and integrity.

		21.0%

		43.0%

		36.0%

		2.74

		-

		-



		This prison is good at placing trust in prisoners.

		15.5%

		34.0%

		50.5%

		2.48

		-

		-



		I feel safe from being injured, bullied, or threatened by staff in this prison.

		49.0%

		22.5%

		28.4%

		3.28

		-

		-



		When I need to get something done in this prison, I can normally get it done by talking to someone face-to-face.

		34.7%

		26.7%

		38.6%

		2.96

		-

		-







Humanity

An environment characterized by kind regard and concern for the person, which recognizes the value and humanity of the individual

		Dimension 

Mean Score

		Dimension Standard Score

		Strongly

Agreed/

Agreed

		Neither

Agreed nor

Disagreed

		Strongly

Disagreed/

Disagreed

		Statement Score

Mean

		Statement Standard Score



		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous 

		

		

		

		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous



		2.83

		-

		-

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Staff here treat me with kindness.

		39.8%

		31.1%

		29.1%

		3.07

		-

		-



		I am treated as a person of value in this prison.

		23.1%

		36.5%

		40.4%

		2.80

		-

		-



		I feel cared about most of the time in this prison.

		17.5%

		50.5%

		32.0%

		2.81

		-

		-



		Staff in this prison show concern and understanding towards me.

		34.0%

		31.1%

		35.0%

		2.97

		-

		-



		I am being looked after with humanity in here.

		39.2%

		32.4%

		28.4%

		3.06

		-

		-



		Staff help prisoners maintain contact with their families.

		16.3%

		26.9%

		56.7%

		2.38

		-

		-



		 I am not being treated as a human being in here.

		30.6%

		28.6%

		40.8%

		3.11

		-

		-



		Some of the treatment I receive in this prison is degrading.

		59.2%

		18.4%

		22.3%

		2.54

		-

		-







Decency

The extent to which staff and the regime are considered reasonable and appropriate

		Dimension

Mean Score

		Dimension Standard Score

		Strongly

Agreed/

Agreed

		Neither

Agreed nor

Disagreed

		Strongly

Disagreed/

Disagreed

		Statement Score

Mean

		Statement Standard Score



		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous

		

		

		

		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous



		2.86

		-

		-

		

		

		

		

		

		



		This is a decent prison.

		42.7%

		24.0%

		33.3%

		3.00

		-

		-



		I can relax and be myself around staff in this prison.

		42.6%

		22.8%

		34.7%

		3.02

		-

		-



		Anyone who harms themselves is considered by staff to be more of an attention-seeker than someone who needs care and help.*

		37.8%

		45.9%

		16.3%

		2.65

		-

		-



		Prisoners spend too long locked up in their cells in this prison.

		43.1%

		21.6%

		35.3%

		2.76

		-

		-



		Prisoners are treated decently in the CSU in this prison.

		12.5%

		63.5%

		24.0%

		2.80

		-

		-





Care for the Vulnerable

The care and support provided to prisoners at risk of self-harm, suicide or bullying

		Dimension Mean Score

		Dimension Standard Score

		Strongly

Agreed/

Agreed

		Neither

Agreed nor

Disagreed

		Strongly

Disagreed/

Disagreed

		Statement Score

Mean

		Statement Standard Score



		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous

		

		

		

		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous



		2.80

		-

		-

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Anyone in this prison on a self-harm monitoring form gets the care and help from staff that they need.*

		21.6%

		49.5%

		28.9%

		2.86

		-

		-



		The prevention of self-harm and suicide is seen as a top priority in this prison.*

		11.3%

		38.1%

		50.5%

		2.45

		-

		▼0.25



		Victims of bullying get all the help they need to cope.*

		12.2%

		54.1%

		33.7%

		2.69

		-

		-



		This prison is good at providing care to those who are at risk of suicide.*

		22.3%

		38.8%

		38.8%

		2.72

		-

		-



		Bullying behaviour by prisoners is not tolerated in this prison.

		48.0%

		28.6%

		23.5%

		3.28

		-

		-







Help and Assistance

Support and encouragement given to prisoners for problems including drugs, healthcare and progression

		Dimension Mean Score

		Dimension Standard Score

		Strongly

Agreed/

Agreed

		Neither

Agreed nor

Disagreed

		Strongly

Disagreed/

Disagreed

		Statement Score

Mean

		Statement Standard Score



		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous

		

		

		

		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous



		2.78

		-

		-

		

		

		

		

		

		



		This prison is good at improving the well-being of those who have drug problems.*

		15.7%

		36.3%

		48.0%

		2.54

		-

		▼0.31



		Wing staff take an interest in helping to sort out my healthcare needs.

		19.6%

		33.0%

		47.4%

		2.64

		-

		-



		I feel I have been encouraged to address my offending behaviour in this prison.*

		30.2%

		30.2%

		39.6%

		2.78

		-

		▼0.25 



		Anyone with a drug problem coming to this prison gets the help they need to detox safely.*

		14.3%

		53.1%

		32.7%

		2.68

		-

		▼0.40



		In this prison, it is clear to me what I need to do in order to progress/prepare for court.*

		23.7%

		32.0%

		44.3%

		2.75

		-

		-



		I have been helped significantly by a member of staff in this prison with a particular problem.

		49.0%

		27.9%

		23.1%

		3.30

		-

		-







7.2	Professionalism dimensions



Staff Professionalism 

Staff confidence and competence in the use of authority

		Dimension Mean Score

		Dimension Standard Score

		Strongly

Agreed/

Agreed

		Neither

Agreed nor

Disagreed

		Strongly

Disagreed/

Disagreed

		Statement Score

Mean

		Statement Standard Score



		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous

		

		

		

		

		Compared to typical 

		Compared to previous



		2.82

		-

		-

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Staff here treat prisoners fairly when applying the rules.

		29.4%

		30.4%

		40.2%

		2.72

		-

		-



		Staff here treat prisoners fairly when distributing privileges.

		23.3%

		29.1%

		47.6%

		2.57

		-

		-



		Privileges are given and taken fairly in this prison.*

		22.3%

		21.4%

		56.3%

		2.48

		-

		-



		Staff in this prison have enough experience and expertise to deal with the issues that matter to me.*

		21.6%

		33.3%

		45.1%

		2.63

		-

		-



		Staff in this prison tell it like it is.

		31.0%

		31.0%

		38.0%

		2.90

		-

		-



		The rules and regulations in this prison are made clear to me.*

		44.7%

		19.4%

		35.9%

		3.06

		-

		-





Staff Professionalism (continued)

Staff confidence and competence in the use of authority

		Dimension Mean Score

		Dimension Standard Score

		Strongly

Agreed/

Agreed

		Neither

Agreed nor

Disagreed

		Strongly

Disagreed/

Disagreed

		Statement Score

Mean

		Statement Standard Score



		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous

		

		

		

		

		Compared to typical 

		Compared to previous



		2.82

		-

		-

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Staff carry out their security tasks well in this prison.

		50.0%

		32.4%

		17.6%

		3.38

		-

		-



		The best way to get things done in this prison is to be polite and go through official channels.

		51.5%

		19.4%

		29.1%

		3.25

		-

		▼0.29



		If you do something wrong in this prison, staff only use punishments if they have tried other options first.

		16.7%

		28.4%

		54.9%

		2.48

		-

		-







Bureaucratic Legitimacy

The transparency and responsiveness of the prison/prison system and its moral recognition of the individual

		Dimension Mean Score

		Dimension Standard Score

		Strongly

Agreed/

Agreed

		Neither

Agreed nor

Disagreed

		Strongly

Disagreed/

Disagreed

		Statement Score

Mean

		Statement Standard Score



		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous

		

		

		

		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous



		2.14

		-

		-

		

		

		

		

		

		



		I have to be careful about everything I do in this prison, or it can be used against me.

		72.5%

		19.6%

		7.8%

		1.98

		-

		-



		I feel stuck in this system.*

		69.3%

		20.8%

		9.9%

		2.06

		-

		-



		All they care about in this prison is my ‘risk factors’ rather than the person I really am.

		73.5%

		25.5%

		1.0%

		1.87

		-

		-



		Decisions are made about me in this prison that I cannot understand.

		58.8%

		24.5%

		16.7%

		2.42

		-

		-



		Decisions are made about me in this prison that I cannot influence.

		72.3%

		21.8%

		5.9%

		2.03

		-

		-



		When important decisions are made about me in this prison I am treated as an individual, not a number

		10.5%

		24.2%

		65.3%

		2.28

		▼0.29

		-



		To progress in this prison, I have to meet impossible expectations.*

		51.0%

		34.3%

		14.7%

		2.38

		-

		-









Fairness

The perceived impartiality, proportionality and legality of punishments and procedures

		Dimension Mean Score

		Dimension Standard Score

		Strongly

Agreed/

Agreed

		Neither

Agreed nor

Disagreed

		Strongly

Disagreed/

Disagreed

		Statement Score

Mean

		Statement Standard Score



		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous

		

		

		

		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous



		2.48

		-

		-

		

		

		

		

		

		



		My legal rights as a prisoner are respected in this prison.

		19.4%

		30.6%

		50.0%

		2.49

		-

		-



		The regime in this prison is fair.

		38.2%

		25.5%

		36.3%

		2.89

		-

		-



		In this prison things only happen for you if your face fits.

		60.4%

		29.7%

		9.9%

		2.24

		-

		-



		This prison is poor at giving prisoners reasons for decisions.

		69.6%

		23.5%

		6.9%

		2.11

		-

		-



		In general I think the disciplinary system here is unfair.*

		55.9%

		34.3%

		9.8%

		2.32

		-

		-



		Control and restraint procedures are used fairly in this prison.*

		20.4%

		55.1%

		24.5%

		2.84

		-

		-















Organisation and Consistency

The clarity, predictability and reliability of the prison

		Dimension Mean Score

		Dimension Standard Score

		Strongly

Agreed/

Agreed

		Neither

Agreed nor

Disagreed

		Strongly

Disagreed/

Disagreed

		Statement Score

Mean

		Statement Standard Score



		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous

		

		

		

		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous



		2.61

		-

		-

		

		

		

		

		

		



		This prison is well organised.

		34.3%

		19.6%

		46.1%

		2.73

		-

		-



		This is a well-controlled prison.

		51.0%

		19.2%

		29.8%

		3.26

		-

		-



		This prison is good at delivering personal safety.

		36.4%

		38.4%

		25.3%

		3.10

		-

		-



		To get things done in prison, you have to ask and ask and ask.

		81.6%

		10.7%

		7.8%

		1.73

		▼0.30

		▼0.27



		You never know where you stand in this prison

		59.4%

		27.7%

		12.9%

		2.33

		-

		-



		There is not enough structure in this prison.

		54.6%

		27.8%

		17.5%

		2.49

		▼0.34

		-







7.3	Security dimensions



Policing and Security

Staff supervision and control of the prison environment

		Dimension Mean Score

		Dimension Standard Score

		Strongly

Agreed/

Agreed

		Neither

Agreed nor

Disagreed

		Strongly

Disagreed/

Disagreed

		Statement Score

Mean

		Statement Standard Score



		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous

		

		

		

		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous 



		3.12

		-

		▼0.40

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Staff in this prison turn a blind eye when prisoners break the rules.

		23.8%

		32.7%

		43.6%

		3.28

		-

		-



		Supervision of prisoners is poor in this prison.

		35.3%

		36.3%

		28.4%

		2.85

		-

		-



		This prison is run by prisoners rather than staff.

		12.0%

		28.0%

		60.0%

		3.64

		-

		-



		This prison does very little to prevent drugs being smuggled in.

		17.3%

		42.9%

		39.8%

		3.29

		-

		-



		Staff in this prison are reluctant to challenge prisoners.

		33.3%

		34.3%

		32.4%

		3.01

		-

		▼0.34



		There is a lot of trouble between different groups of prisoners in here.

		36.6%

		25.7%

		37.6%

		2.96

		-

		-



		In this prison there is a real ‘pecking order’ between prisoners.

		41.6%

		44.6%

		13.9%

		2.60

		-

		▼0.29



		This prison has too few staff.

		53.5%

		25.7%

		20.8%

		2.55

		▼0.45

		▼0.63



		Staff respond promptly to incidents and alarms in this prison.

		71.6%

		22.5%

		5.9%

		3.84

		-

		-







Prisoner Safety 

The feeling of security or protection from harm, threat or danger

		Dimension Mean Score

		Dimension Standard Score

		Strongly

Agreed/

Agreed

		Neither

Agreed nor

Disagreed

		Strongly

Disagreed/

Disagreed

		Statement Score

Mean

		Statement Standard Score



		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous

		

		

		

		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous



		3.21

		-

		-

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Generally I fear for my physical safety.

		26.5%

		23.5%

		50.0%

		3.25

		-

		-



		I feel safe from being injured, bullied or threatened by other prisoners in here.

		44.2%

		26.0%

		29.8%

		3.13

		-

		-



		I can relax and be myself around other prisoners in this prison.

		54.1%

		22.4%

		23.5%

		3.33

		-

		-



		In this prison I have to be wary of everyone around me.

		54.5%

		23.8%

		21.8%

		2.48

		-

		-



		I have no difficulties with other prisoners in here.

		75.0%

		13.5%

		11.5%

		3.88

		▲0.28

		-





Prisoner Adaptation

The need or pressure to get involved in trade and allegiances

		Dimension Mean Score

		Dimension Standard Score

		Strongly

Agreed/

Agreed

		Neither

Agreed nor

Disagreed

		Strongly

Disagreed/

Disagreed

		Statement Score

Mean

		Statement Standard Score



		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous

		

		

		

		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous



		3.50

		-

		-

		

		

		

		

		

		



		In this prison, I have to buy and sell things in order to get by.

		19.0%

		21.0%

		60.0%

		3.55

		-

		-



		I find it hard to stay out of debt in this prison.

		13.7%

		27.4%

		58.9%

		3.71

		-

		-



		In this prison, you have to be in a group in order to get by.

		21.6%

		27.8%

		50.5%

		3.29

		-

		-







Drugs and Exploitation

The level of drugs, bullying and victimization in the prison environment

		Dimension Mean Score

		Dimension Standard Score

		Strongly

Agreed/

Agreed

		Neither

Agreed nor

Disagreed

		Strongly

Disagreed/

Disagreed

		Statement Score

Mean

		Statement Standard Score



		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous

		

		

		

		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous



		2.73

		-

		-

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Drugs cause a lot of problems between prisoners in here.*

		54.6%

		34.0%

		11.3%

		2.31

		-

		-



		The level of drug use in this prison is quite high.*

		44.1%

		31.4%

		24.5%

		2.66

		-

		▼0.26



		There is a lot of threats/bullying in this prison.

		38.8%

		24.3%

		36.9%

		2.90

		-

		-



		Weak prisoners get badly exploited and victimised in this prison.

		42.7%

		34.0%

		23.3%

		2.64

		-

		-



		Certain prisoners run things on the wings in this prison.

		30.0%

		27.0%

		43.0%

		3.12

		-

		-







7.4	Conditions 

The extent to which living conditions are considered decent

		Dimension Mean Score

		Dimension Standard Score

		Strongly

Agreed/

Agreed

		Neither

Agreed nor

Disagreed

		Strongly

Disagreed/

Disagreed

		Statement Score

Mean

		Statement Standard Score



		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous

		

		

		

		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous



		3.66

		-

		-

		

		

		

		

		

		



		This prison provides adequate facilities for me to maintain a presentable appearance.

		67.0%

		17.5%

		15.5%

		3.60

		-

		-



		I am given adequate opportunities to keep myself clean and decent.

		86.5%

		6.7%

		6.7%

		4.12

		-

		-



		I am given adequate opportunities to keep my living area clean and decent.

		84.7%

		9.2%

		6.1%

		3.96

		-

		-



		The quality of my living conditions is poor in this prison.*

		35.0%

		22.3%

		42.7%

		3.00

		-

		-





























7.5	Family Contact

Opportunities to maintain family relationships

		Dimension Mean Score

		Dimension Standard Score

		Strongly

Agreed/

Agreed

		Neither

Agreed nor

Disagreed

		Strongly

Disagreed/

Disagreed

		Statement Score

Mean

		Statement Standard Score



		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous

		

		

		

		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous



		2.94

		-

		▼0.27

		

		

		

		

		

		



		I am able to receive visits often enough in this prison.*

		38.0%

		23.0%

		39.0%

		2.86

		-

		-



		I am able to maintain meaningful contact with my family whilst I am in this prison.

		61.7%

		18.1%

		20.2%

		3.43

		-

		▼0.26





		The length of time for each visit is long enough.*

		25.3%

		26.3%

		48.5%

		2.62

		▼0.26

		▼0.28







Telephone access

The statements about frequency and length of phone calls do not contribute to any dimension score but are included here for information

		I can stay on the phone long enough when I use it.

		71.3%

		14.9%

		13.9%

		3.71

		-

		N/A**



		I am able to use a phone often enough to call friends and family.

		72.4%

		12.2%

		15.3%

		3.67

		-

		N/A**





**This question was not asked in the survey conducted at Long Lartin in 2014, therefore no comparisons can be made.



7.6	Wellbeing and Development dimensions



Personal Development

An environment that helps prisoners with their offending behaviour, preparation for release and the development of their potential

		Dimension Mean Score

		Dimension Standard Score

		Strongly

Agreed/

Agreed

		Neither

Agreed nor

Disagreed

		Strongly

Disagreed/

Disagreed

		Statement Score

Mean

		Statement Standard Score



		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous

		

		

		

		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous



		2.57

		-

		-

		

		

		

		

		

		



		My needs are being addressed in this prison.

		18.3%

		36.5%

		45.2%

		2.54

		-

		-



		I am encouraged to work towards goals/targets in this prison.

		24.0%

		26.0%

		50.0%

		2.63

		▼0.37

		▼0.32



		I am being helped to lead a law-abiding life on release in the community.

		23.8%

		28.7%

		47.5%

		2.57

		-

		-



		Every effort is made by this prison to stop offenders committing offences on release from custody.

		16.3%

		40.8%

		42.9%

		2.62

		-

		-



		The regime in this prison is constructive.

		26.5%

		32.7%

		40.8%

		2.72

		-

		-



		My time here seems like a chance to change.

		37.4%

		26.3%

		36.4%

		2.93

		-

		-



		This regime encourages me to think about and plan for my release.

		13.7%

		32.4%

		53.9%

		2.44

		-

		-



		On the whole I am doing time rather than using time.

		67.0%

		16.5%

		16.5%

		2.15

		-

		-







Personal Autonomy

Prisoners’ feelings of agency and self-determination

		Dimension Mean Score

		Dimension Standard Score

		Strongly

Agreed/

Agreed

		Neither

Agreed nor

Disagreed

		Strongly

Disagreed/

Disagreed

		Statement Score

Mean

		Statement Standard Score



		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous

		

		

		

		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous



		2.82

		-

		-

		

		

		

		

		

		



		I have no control over my day-to-day life in here.

		50.5%

		29.1%

		20.4%

		2.52

		-

		-



		You can keep your personality in this prison.

		48.0%

		24.5%

		27.6%

		3.15

		-

		-



		The regime in the prison allows opportunities for me to think for myself.

		45.9%

		27.6%

		26.5%

		3.16

		-

		-



		Wherever I am in this prison I still feel confined. 

		60.4%

		23.8%

		15.8%

		2.38

		-

		-





Wellbeing

Feelings of pain, punishment and tension experienced by prisoners

		Dimension Mean Score

		Dimension Standard Score

		Strongly

Agreed/

Agreed

		Neither

Agreed nor

Disagreed

		Strongly

Disagreed/

Disagreed

		Statement Score

Mean

		Statement Standard Score



		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous

		

		

		

		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous



		2.66

		-

		-

		

		

		

		

		

		



		My experience in this prison is painful.

		30.7%

		23.8%

		45.5%

		3.02

		-

		-



		I feel tense in this prison.

		46.5%

		23.8%

		29.7%

		2.70

		-

		-



		My experience of imprisonment in this particular prison has been stressful.

		43.7%

		26.2%

		30.1%

		2.70

		-

		-



		My time in this prison feels very much like a punishment.

		56.8%

		30.5%

		12.6%

		2.24

		-

		-







Distress

Feelings of severe emotional disturbance

		Dimension Mean Score

		Dimension Standard Score

		Strongly

Agreed/

Agreed

		Neither

Agreed nor

Disagreed

		Strongly

Disagreed/

Disagreed

		Statement Score

Mean

		Statement Standard Score



		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous

		

		

		

		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous



		3.25

		-

		-

		

		

		

		

		

		



		I have thought about suicide in this prison.

		22.3%

		13.6%

		64.1%

		3.71

		-

		-



		I feel I can handle my emotions in here.

		57.7%

		21.2%

		21.2%

		3.40

		-

		-



		I have problems sleeping at night.

		53.9%

		11.8%

		34.3%

		2.65

		-

		-









7.7	Stand Alone statements

		

		Strongly

Agreed/

Agreed

		Neither

Agreed nor

Disagreed

		Strongly

Disagreed/

Disagreed

		Statement Score

Mean

		Statement Standard Score



		

		

		

		

		

		Compared to typical

		Compared to previous



		I am a higher security category than I need to be.

		67.3%

		20.8%

		11.9%

		2.08

		-

		-



		Decisions in this prison are dominated by concerns about security.

		89.9%

		8.1%

		2.0%

		1.70

		-

		-



		The best way to do your time in here is to mind your own business and have as little to do with other prisoners as possible.

		49.5%

		26.2%

		24.3%

		2.54

		-

		-



		The best way to do your time in here is to stick with a few other people.

		53.9%

		30.4%

		15.7%

		2.52

		-

		-



		Movements around the prison (including on and off the wings) are over controlled.

		50.5%

		31.1%

		18.4%

		2.45

		-

		-



		There is nowhere I can go in this prison where I can get away from being observed, assessed and evaluated by staff.

		62.1%

		21.4%

		16.5%

		2.32



		-

		-








8	Dimension Score for Black, Asian and Minority (BAME) and White Prisoners 



8.1	For each dimension, and for the Decency and Safety composites, we have inserted a Difference Score and highlighted it red if there is a notable difference in mean scores between BAME and White prisoners.  The meaning of the size of the Difference Score is the same as it is for Standard Scores (see Key, Page 3) The overall PPT rating is either ‘Pass’ (Green) or ‘Fail’ (Red) depending on whether or not there is a notable difference in scores between BAME and White prisoners for the Decency and/or the Safety composite.



8.2	

Remember that the mean scores come just from samples of prisoners, and therefore that they are imprecise estimates of the populations at Long Lartin that they represent: for each of the two groups, the smaller the sample the more imprecise the estimate.  Nevertheless– provided that both samples are reasonably equivalent to random – any red highlighting is correct as we used statistical calculations to account for any imprecision.



8.3	Note that small samples can lack statistical power as well as precision.  In other words, if the sample for one of the two groups is quite small, it is quite likely that there are in fact notable differences in scores between White and BAME prisoners for some of the dimensions that we have not highlighted red. Thus if the PPT rating is ‘Pass’ (highlighted green) and  the sample for one of the two groups is small, it is possible that the rating would have been ‘Fail’ (highlighted red) had that sample been substantially larger. 



8.4	

Entry into Custody is not included in scores for BAME and White prisoners because the samples were smaller than they were for other dimensions.



		Dimension

		BAME (N=35)

		White (N=65)

		Difference score



		Respect /Courtesy

		3.22

		3.20

		0.03



		Relationships

		2.83

		3.01

		0.24



		Humanity

		2.90

		2.82

		0.11



		Decency

		2.79

		2.89

		0.16



		Care for the Vulnerable

		2.71

		2.85

		0.20



		Help & Assistance

		2.63

		2.86

		0.31



		Staff Professionalism 

		2.68

		2.92

		0.33



		Bureaucratic Legitimacy

		2.08

		2.16

		0.14



		Fairness

		2.40

		2.54

		0.20



		Organisation & Consistency

		2.65

		2.58

		0.10



		Policing & Security

		3.21

		3.07

		0.27



		Prisoner Safety 

		3.49

		3.08

		0.52



		Prisoner Adaptation

		3.72

		3.39

		0.42



		Drugs & Exploitation

		2.89

		2.66

		0.27



		Conditions

		3.70

		3.68

		0.03



		Family Contact

		2.99

		2.95

		0.04



		Personal Development

		2.43

		2.65

		0.29



		Personal Autonomy

		2.78

		2.84

		0.09



		Wellbeing

		2.88

		2.59

		0.31



		Distress

		3.50

		3.12

		0.38



		PPT CU79 Decency*

		2.67

		2.74

		0.12



		PPT CU76 Safety*

		3.20

		2.94

		0.41



		Overall Rating (PPT CU74 White versus BAME) 

		Fail 





* The score for CU79 concerns the Harmony dimensions and the Professionalism dimensions; CU76   concerns Policing & Security, Prisoner Safety, and Drugs & Exploitation.  To ‘pass’ PPT CU74 there must be no significant difference in scores between White and BAME prisoners both for PPT CU79 Decency and for PPT CU76 Safety
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Appendix 1: Guide to interpreting the survey scores and findings



OQL, Decency and Safety composites, Dimensions, and Statements: the meaning and purpose of each of the different types of MQPL measures is explained in Appendix 2 

	

Percentages of prisoners who agreed and disagreed with each questionnaire statement (Section 7) show what proportions were positive, negative and neutral/undecided.  The 5-point scale (from strongly agree to strongly disagree) is reduced to a 3-point scale for clarity of reporting. For the statements that are negatively framed (the ones in blue ink), disagreement is a positive response.    



Mean score is the average of the responses from all of the prisoners who participated and is used for statements, dimensions and for the composites Decency and Safety.  A score above 3 indicates positive perceptions on average, below 3 is negative, and close to 3 is undecided/neutral/split in opinions.  The higher the score the more positive the perception on average, even for negatively framed statements (in blue ink).  Note that the scores came from a sample of prisoners, which means they are only an estimate of the perceptions of the total population of the prison – small differences between the sample scores tend to be statistically insignificant.



Standard scores are used throughout the report for all measures.  It compares the prison’s mean score to its previous survey and to the ‘typical’ Dispersal prison, taking into account the spread of prisoners’ opinions within the prison.  In the same manner, at Section 8, the standard score compares the mean scores from Black, Asian and Minority Ethnic prisoners to those from White prisoners.  A guide to the size of the standard score is found at Page 3.



Scores are highlighted in colour according to formal statistical tests[footnoteRef:4], just for management information.  Green is higher than the previous survey of the prison/the typical prison, red is lower. A small minority of the highlights could have occurred by chance, even though we used statistical tests, because we make so many comparisons (21 dimensions, 128 statements).  [4:  We used a moderate degree of discretion rather than a fixed, arbitrary threshold of ‘statistical significance’ because of overlaps between dimensions and because  we are providing management information rather than a formal test of a specific, apriori research question that has been set with proper power calculations. Even when discretion has been used, no score would we highlighted if p>0.15 of if the standard score (Cohen’s d) is <0.2.      ] 




Some highlighted scores may require less focus than others because they may have been predicted in the current context, and may be a reflection of a short term situation or recent initiative for example. Some scores that are not highlighted might be important because they were expected to change but they have not, or because they were expected to be untypical but they are not. Some mean scores, even if they are not highlighted, may be important because they are negative, and whilst not necessarily unusual or unexpected for prisons of this type, still reflect an important issue to be addressed.



Appendix 2: Different Types of MQPL Scores - their purpose and meaning



Overall Quality of Life (OQL) - OQL is a single rating, with each prisoner rating ‘the overall quality of their treatment and conditions’ on a scale from 1 (lowest) to 10 (highest).  The prisoners’ rating is often an overall reflection of the scores they give for all of the different questionnaire dimensions, but this is not always the case.  For example, when they rate the OQL in a new prison, many of the prisoners could give quite a lot of positive weight to the quality of the physical conditions and facilities, which could result in the OQL score being higher than most of the dimension scores might have suggested overall.  Conversely, when they rate the prison’s OQL, many prisoners could give quite a lot of negative weight to a specific issue that is separate from most of the questionnaire dimensions, such as being located far from home.



Decency and Safety Composites - The Decency and Safety composites each capture a family of related dimensions.  Decency is the average of the scores for the 7 Harmony dimensions[footnoteRef:5] and 4 Professionalism dimensions[footnoteRef:6]; Safety is the average of the scores for Policing & Security, Prisoner Safety and Drugs & Exploitation. Thus Decency and Safety are a good overall indicators of the prison’s quality of life, which are more explicit than OQL, but they can still conceal more specific issues: e.g. a prison could have a quite a typical score for the overall Safety composite even if its score for Drugs & Exploitation is below average. It is also notable that neither Decency nor Safety capture certain dimensions such as Conditions, Family Contact and Wellbeing & Distress. [5:  The 7 Harmony dimensions are Entry into Custody, Respect/Courtesy, Relationships, Humanity, Decency, Care for the Vulnerable and Help & assistance]  [6:  The 4 Professionalism dimensions are Staff Professionalism, Bureaucratic Legitimacy, Fairness and Organisation & Consistency] 




Dimensions - Dimensions are groups of statements, and the statements that belong to each dimension are listed in the tables at Section 7. Each dimension is designed to capture a different important underlying cultural value of a prison. Dimension scores are statistically more reliable than statements, because they are the average of all the statement scores in the dimension.  However, the underlying cultural value of most of the dimensions is a ‘fuzzy concept’ that can present itself in somewhat different ways from one context to another.  Consequently, several of the theoretically different dimensions can overlap in meaning to a substantial extent (i.e. the same questionnaire statements can be relevant to different dimensions), so looking at individual statement scores as well as dimension scores can be valuable.



Statements - All of the questionnaire statements are listed at Section 7.  Here are three examples of ways in which looking at the individual statement scores can be valuable.

· Look to see if dimension scores come from more specific issues.  For example is a below-average score for Drugs & Exploitation more about illicit drugs, or more about exploitation, or both?

· Look for apparent ‘contradictions’ between statements.  E.g. if the statement score is well below average for ‘the staff treat me with respect’ but quite typical for ‘the staff address me and talk to me respectfully’ then it’s likely that the issue concerns a deep, less cursory form of respect such as paying attention to prisoners’ points of view 

· Look to see if the findings include themes that cut across different dimensions. E.g.  the statement about the prison having too few staff members is part of the Policing & Security dimension but it could also be related (perhaps even more so) to other statements such as the ones about being able to get things done by talking to someone face-to-face (part of Relationships) and having to ask repeatedly to get things done (Organisation & Consistency).

Be mindful that statement scores are less reliable than dimension scores, so be wary of giving to much weight to an individual statement score that does not seem to be reflected in the scores from any other statements – a small minority of scores could be highlighted by chance, even though we use statistical calculations, because of multiple comparisons.
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Introduction 


Located in the Vale of Evesham, Worcestershire, Long Lartin is a high security 
prison holding up to 514 adult men, many of whom are among the highest risk 
and most serious offenders in the country. At the time of our inspection, for 
example, of the 478 prisoners in residence, 141 were designated as category A, 
the highest security classification, and 449 were serving indeterminate 
sentences including life. Walking around the prison wings, we met many 
individuals who faced or had already spent many years, even decades, in the 
prison, with the imposition and requirements of security an ever-present 
pressure on their experience. Many expressed to us their frustrations with life in 
Long Lartin, and some their sense of hopelessness. 


Overall, this inspection was disappointing, with assessments in three of our four 
healthy prison tests – safety, purposeful activity, and rehabilitation and release 
planning – all deteriorating since we last inspected in 2018. Only in respect did 
outcomes remain the same, although it was still judged not sufficiently good. 
For a high security prison, most surprising among these tests was safety, where 
the priorities and purpose of such institutions ordinarily mean better scores. 
While there were some positive aspects, arrangements for the reception, 
assessment and induction of new arrivals were limited, the rate of assaults 
against staff was the highest among comparable prisons, and other metrics 
such as adjudications, use of force and, until the week before our inspection, 
the number of prisoners segregated, were all high. Security processes, as we 
would expect, were generally good, although the mandatory drug testing rate 
was a surprisingly high 20%. The rate of self-harm had doubled, making it the 
highest among comparable prisons, with 92 separate individuals having self-
harmed over the past year. There had been eight self-inflicted deaths since the 
last inspection. 


First opened in the early 1970s, the prison had undergone at least two 
significant phases of development since the late 1990s, leaving it with a mix of 
accommodation types. Environmental standards varied across the site: some 
accommodation units were not clean enough, investment in the older units was 
needed, and there was a problem with rat infestation in the grounds.  
Reasonable staff-prisoner relationships were something of a mitigation, with 
most prisoners saying they were treated with respect, and we saw some 
developing structures in place to support prisoner consultation. That said, many 
prisoners felt frustrated at their inability to get things done, formal complaints 
were high and arrangements which might have supported and made better use 
of reasonable relationships, such as key work, were lacking. Work to promote 
equality was similarly inconsistent. Outcomes in health care were generally 
good. 


A split daily regime meant that most prisoners could be unlocked for at least 2.5 
hours a day and twice that for the few who had a job. Limited evening 
association up to 6.30pm was available for some prisoners, although a repeated 
complaint among those we spoke to was the unpredictability of routines. Severe 
officer shortages were directly linked to the very limited opportunities to engage 
in purposeful activity. Our colleagues in Ofsted judged the overall effectiveness 
of learning and skills provision as ‘inadequate’, their lowest assessment. Added 
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to this we found a series of significant shortcomings in the promotion of family 
ties, offender management, offending behaviour interventions and public 
protection arrangements, all issues that should have been institutional priorities. 


This inspection gave us the sense that Long Lartin needed a reset. Leaders 
were not fully sighted on several of the weaknesses we identified and tended to 
overestimate their achievements. Staffing shortages were hindering delivery, 
and while there were some useful plans to improve this situation, 
implementation was slow. Above all, the prison needed a clear focus on how to 
meet the needs of the very particular type of prisoner it held. We have identified 
several priorities which we hope will assist this process. 
 
Charlie Taylor 
HM Chief Inspector of Prisons 
February 2023  
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What needs to improve at HMP Long Lartin 


During this inspection we identified 15 key concerns, of which six should be 
treated as priorities. Priority concerns are those that are most important to 
improving outcomes for prisoners. They require immediate attention by leaders 
and managers. 


Leaders should make sure that all concerns identified here are addressed and 
that progress is tracked through a plan which sets out how and when the 
concerns will be resolved. The plan should be provided to HMI Prisons. 


Priority concerns 


1. The level of self-harm had doubled since our last inspection and 
was the highest among comparable prisons, but there was no plan 
to reduce it. 


2. Levels of violence were too high, especially against staff. The 
safety team was under-resourced, and work to address the causes of 
violence remained limited. 


3. The prison’s infrastructure was in very poor condition and in need 
of investment. Many cells had no toilet or running water, and the 
heating, roofs, showers, kitchen equipment and some physical security 
systems were failing. 


4. Prisoners spent too much time locked up and the regime was 
delivered inconsistently. 


5. Provision of education, training and work was insufficient, and 
prisoners were not allocated to courses that met their needs. 


6. Prisoners had insufficient contact with offender managers to 
support risk reduction and sentence progression. 


Key concerns  


7. There was a high level of illicit drug use, but plans to reduce drug 
supply or to limit demand were lacking. 


8. Too few key work sessions were being delivered, limiting staff-
prisoner relationships and sentence progression. 


9. The prison did not do enough to address perceived 
disproportionate treatment among those from ethnic and religious 
minorities or to cater for the prison’s large number of disabled 
prisoners. 
 


10. The health care inpatient unit and the end-of-life cell were not 
suitable and too many prisoners were placed in the unit 
inappropriately. 
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11. The shortage of pharmacy staff was affecting service delivery. 
Prescribing was not subject to effective oversight or scrutiny, and 
governance of out-of-hours’ medicines use was poor. 


12. There was not enough mathematics or English provision, and 
teaching standards in those subjects were poor. 


13. Leaders had made insufficient progress in improving prisoners’ 
reading levels. 


14. Leaders had not developed a personal development curriculum 
across education and work. Prisoners were not given formal 
opportunities to learn about equality, diversity or recent significant 
changes in society. 


15. There were shortfalls in public protection arrangements. The 
interdepartmental risk management meeting was poorly attended and 
there was a lack of information sharing. Ongoing action relating to risks 
to children remained unresolved. 
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About HMP Long Lartin 


Task of the prison 
Long Lartin is a high-security prison for category A and B male prisoners. It 
holds mostly those with a determinate sentence of over 10 years, as well as 
lifers and prisoners with an indeterminate sentence for public protection. 


Certified normal accommodation and operational capacity (see Glossary) 
Prisoners held at the time of inspection: 478 
Baseline certified normal capacity: 613 
In-use certified normal capacity: 533 
Operational capacity: 514 
 
Population of the prison  
• An average of 136 new prisoners received each year (about 12 per month). 
• 141 category A prisoners, including 8 high-risk category A prisoners. 
• 449 life sentence prisoners, including 20 prisoners serving and 


indeterminate sentence for public protection (ISPP). 
• 59 foreign national prisoners. 
• 38% of prisoners from black and minority ethnic backgrounds. 
• An average of three prisoners released into the community each year. 
• 15% of prisoners in specialist units. 


Prison status and key providers 
Public 


Physical health provider: Practice Plus Group 
Mental health and substance misuse treatment provider: Inclusion (part of the 
Midlands Partnership NHS Foundation Trust) 
Prison education framework provider: Milton Keynes College 
Escort contractor: GEOAmey 
 
Prison department 
Long-term high-security estate 
 
Brief history 
Long Lartin was built in the 1960s as a war department ordnance depot and 
opened as a category C prison in 1971. The infrastructure was upgraded to 
meet high-security conditions in 1973. Further improvements in security were 
made between 1995 and 1997 and an additional wing, Perrie, was opened in 
June 1999. In 2009, a new purpose-built unit, Atherton (E and F wings), 
replaced older wings, increasing the capacity of the prison. 
 
Short description of residential units 
A – capacity for 77 prisoners in cells without in-cell sanitation but closed for a 
night sanitation upgrade. 
B – capacity for 77 vulnerable prisoners in cells without in-cell sanitation. 
C – capacity for 76 vulnerable prisoners in cells without in-cell sanitation. 
D – capacity for 77 prisoners in cells without in-cell sanitation.  
E – modern open plan unit for 95 prisoners. 
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F – modern open plan unit for 89 prisoners. 
P – Perrie Blue – an incentivised substance-free living unit for 42, currently 
holding 26 prisoners. 
Q – Perrie Red – a modern unit for 75, currently holding 61 prisoners. 
Health care inpatient unit – for seven prisoners, including one cell that can 
provide end-of-life care. 
Pre-psychologically informed planned environment unit – capacity for 18 
prisoners. 
 
Name of governor and date in post 
Steve Cross, July 2019 
 
Changes of governor since the last inspection 
Jamie Bennett, January 2019–June 2019 
Clare Pearson, November 2016–December 2018 
 
Prison group director 
Will Styles 
 
Independent Monitoring Board chair 
Sue Harrop 
 
Date of last inspection 
15–16 and 22–26 January 2018 
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Section 1 Summary of key findings 


1.1 We last inspected HMP Long Lartin in 2018 and made 49 
recommendations, three of which were about areas of key concern. 
The prison fully accepted 28 of the recommendations and partially (or 
subject to resources) accepted 13. It rejected eight of the 
recommendations. 


1.2 In February 2021, during the COVID-19 pandemic, we conducted a 
scrutiny visit at the prison. We made eight recommendations about 
areas of key concern. 


1.3 Section 8 contains a full list of recommendations made at the last full 
inspection and scrutiny visit and the progress against them. 


Progress on key concerns and recommendations from the full 
inspection 


1.4 Our last inspection of HMP Long Lartin took place before the COVID-
19 pandemic and the recommendations in that report focused on areas 
of concern affecting outcomes for prisoners at the time. Although we 
recognise that the challenges of keeping prisoners safe during COVID-
19 will have changed the focus for many prison leaders, we believe that 
it is important to follow up on recommendations about areas of key 
concern to help leaders to continue to drive improvement. 


1.5 At our last full inspection, we made three recommendations about key 
concerns. At this inspection we found that the recommendation under 
rehabilitation and release planning had been partially achieved. 
However, both recommendations under respect and purposeful activity 
had not been achieved. For a full summary of the recommendations 
achieved, partially achieved and not achieved, please see Section 8. 


Progress on recommendations from the scrutiny visit 


1.6 During the pandemic we made a scrutiny visit to HMP Long Lartin. 
Scrutiny visits (SVs) focused on individual establishments and how 
they were recovering from the challenges of the COVID-19 pandemic. 
They were shorter than full inspections and looked at key areas based 
on our existing human rights-based Expectations. For more information 
on SVs, visit https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprisons/about-
hmi-prisons/covid-19/scrutiny-visits/. 


1.7 At the SV we made some recommendations about areas of key 
concern. As part of this inspection, we have followed up those 
recommendations to help assess the continued necessity and 
proportionality of measures taken in response to COVID-19, how well 
the prison is returning to a constructive rehabilitative regime, and to 
provide transparency about the prison’s recovery from COVID-19. 



https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprisons/about-hmi-prisons/covid-19/scrutiny-visits/

https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprisons/about-hmi-prisons/covid-19/scrutiny-visits/
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1.8 We made eight recommendations about areas of key concern. At this 
inspection we found that three of the recommendations had been 
achieved, one had been partially achieved and four had not been 
achieved. 


Outcomes for prisoners 


1.9 We assess outcomes for prisoners against four healthy prison tests 
(see Appendix I for more information about the tests). We also include 
a commentary on leadership in the prison (see Section 2). 


1.10 At this inspection of HMP Long Lartin, we found that outcomes for 
prisoners had stayed the same in one healthy prison area and declined 
in three. 


1.11 These judgements seek to make an objective assessment of the 
outcomes experienced by those detained and have taken into account 
the prison’s recovery from COVID-19 as well as the ‘regime stage’ at 
which the prison was operating, as outlined in the HM Prison and 
Probation (HMPPS) National Framework for prison regimes and 
services. 


Figure 1: HMP Long Lartin healthy prison outcomes 2018 and 2022 
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Safety 


At the last inspection of Long Lartin in 2018 we found that outcomes for 
prisoners were reasonably good against this healthy prison test. 


At this inspection we found that outcomes for prisoners were now not 
sufficiently good. 


1.12 Reception was unwelcoming, and interactions with prisoners were 
limited. Not all prisoners had a recorded initial safety interview to 
explore any potential vulnerabilities, and induction was minimal. 


1.13 The number of staff assaults was the highest compared with similar 
prisons and had risen in the previous year. There had been several 
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serious incidents, which had been managed well. Leaders analysed 
data to identify learning concerning violence and had taken some steps 
to respond, but staff shortages in the safety team meant that work to 
address the causes of violence remained limited. 


1.14 Not all challenge, support and intervention plan (see Glossary) 
investigations were well documented, and interventions were not 
consistently targeted at prisoners’ needs. The weekly safety 
intervention meeting was well attended and there was evidence of 
multidisciplinary care planning for the most complex prisoners. The 
incentives policy was of limited impact in promoting prisoners’ 
behaviour and engagement. 


1.15 The number of adjudications had increased since our last inspection, 
but many were for low-level behavioural issues that could perhaps 
have been addressed more effectively by other means. 


1.16 The number of incidents involving force was high and had increased 
considerably since the last inspection. Too much documentation was 
incomplete, and incidents received insufficient scrutiny. Special 
accommodation had been used just twice during the previous year, 
compared with 20 times in the six months before the last inspection. 


1.17 The number of prisoners being segregated was high and the large 
segregation unit had often run at or near capacity, with others being 
segregated on wings. A recent decision to reduce the capacity of the 
unit to 26 was welcome. The length of stay for many prisoners was 
very long, and the regime remained very limited. Unit staff managed 
some challenging behaviour well. However, only two meetings to 
monitor segregation had been held during 2022. A stakeholder panel to 
provide oversight had recently been established. 


1.18 Security processes were thorough – there was an excellent flow of 
intelligence, and it was analysed and acted on promptly. Cooperation 
between prison staff and the police was very good, and there was a 
rigorous and constructive approach to counterterrorism and anti-
corruption work. Drugs were a problem, with the mandatory drug 
testing positive rate approaching 20%. Planning to reduce drug supply 
or to limit demand was lacking. 


1.19 There had been eight self-inflicted deaths and two deaths from non-
natural causes since our last inspection. Prisons and Probation 
Ombudsman recommendations had mostly been addressed. The 
recorded rate of self-harm had doubled since our last inspection. While 
a small number of prisoners accounted for a substantial proportion of 
incidents, 92 had self-harmed in the previous year, the highest rate 
compared with similar prisons. A range of data was reviewed, but they 
had not been used to underpin a strategic plan to reduce self-harm. 


1.20 The standard of assessment, care in custody and teamwork case 
management documentation for prisoners at risk of suicide or self-harm 
was variable, but we found good examples of multidisciplinary work to 
support the individual care of some prisoners with complex needs. 
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There had been some useful efforts to bring in families to support 
vulnerable men. 


Respect 


At the last inspection of Long Lartin in 2018 we found that outcomes for 
prisoners were not sufficiently good against this healthy prison test. 


At this inspection we found that outcomes for prisoners remained not 
sufficiently good. 


1.21 In our survey, 71% of prisoners said staff treated them with respect, but 
only 34% said a member of staff had checked on them in the previous 
week. Most interactions we observed were perfunctory and 
transactional. During association, we saw staff supervising from a 
distance, rather than interacting with prisoners. Key work sessions (see 
Glossary) did not take place frequently enough. 


1.22 Living conditions on the older wings remained inadequate, and we 
found most communal areas poorly maintained and dirty. There were 
some serious heating and hot water failures during the inspection. The 
remote electronic unlocking system (Night-San) that allowed access to 
sanitation on the older wings had been upgraded and worked more 
efficiently, but it remained unacceptable that prisoners did not have free 
access to a toilet or running water. 


1.23 Only 24% of prisoners in our survey said the food was good, but this 
was partly mitigated by the self-catering facilities, which prisoners 
appreciated. Nevertheless, there was a lot of broken equipment in 
catering facilities and supervision was limited. 


1.24 Consultation meetings were well attended by managers, but they did 
not relieve prisoners’ sense of frustration that recurring problems were 
not being resolved. Applications were still not tracked and there was no 
oversight of responses. The number of complaints was high, and 
responses were variable in quality, although most complaints were now 
answered promptly. 


1.25 Quarterly equality meetings were well attended, but the prison had 
been slow to implement action. The number of discrimination incident 
reporting forms submitted in the previous year was high. Investigations 
were generally adequate, and replies were appropriate in most cases. 


1.26 There was no consultation with prisoners with protected characteristics 
and the prison did not have a clear understanding of their needs. A 
large number of prisoners had disabilities, but similarly their needs 
were not always met. In our survey, disabled prisoners reported feeling 
less safe. 


1.27 The active chaplaincy gave all main faith groups the opportunity to take 
part in religious services every week, but study groups remained 
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suspended. The restricted regime meant that some Muslim prisoners 
did not have adequate time to wash before Friday prayers. 


1.28 The clinical and strategic leadership of health services was effective. 
Primary care waiting lists were well managed and waiting times were 
minimal. Long-term conditions were managed well. The inpatient unit 
and end of life cell were not suitable. We found instances of the unit 
being used as an overspill for the segregation unit, which was 
inappropriate. 


1.29 Arrangements for identifying prisoners’ social care needs and providing 
them with personal care were in place, but there was a shortage of 
cells catering for prisoners with a disability. Prisoner carer support 
arrangements lacked supervision, presenting potential safeguarding 
risks. 


1.30 Prisoners generally had good access to support for mental health and 
substance misuse problems, but too many appointments were 
cancelled due to regime issues. Patients requiring a transfer to 
specialist mental health services under the Mental Health Act continued 
to wait too long for a bed. 


1.31 Medicines management arrangements were effective, but there were 
some weaknesses in governance processes. Dental provision was very 
good – a well-established dental team provided prisoners with timely 
access to treatment. 


Purposeful activity 


At the last inspection of Long Lartin in 2018 we found that outcomes for 
prisoners were not sufficiently good against this healthy prison test. 


At this inspection we found that outcomes for prisoners were now poor. 


1.32 A split regime was operating, which meant most prisoners were locked 
up either in the morning or afternoon. Many who were not working had 
just two and a half hours out of their cells plus the time it took to collect 
their meals. Those who had a job could spend five hours unlocked. 
Some evening association was provided when possible, but prisoners 
complained about being unlocked for very short periods and the 
unpredictability of the regime. 


1.33 The library could have provided a good service, but very few sessions 
took place because of a lack of staff to escort prisoners. Access to the 
gym was much better, although accredited training was not yet 
available. 


1.34 Severe staff shortages meant senior leaders did not provide prisoners 
with sufficient activities in education, training or work to meet their 
needs. Very few workshops were open, and too many prisoners were 
involved in low-level jobs or wing work that was repetitive and did not 
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challenge them. Vulnerable prisoners’ access to education and work 
was too restricted. 


1.35 Prisoners in English and mathematics classes did not receive effective 
teaching and made slow progress. There were insufficient classes to 
meet need and about one third of the population were not strong 
readers. Leaders did not yet have an implementation plan to match the 
ambition of the published reading strategy. 


1.36 There was no specialist information, advice and guidance adviser and, 
as a result, prisoners’ needs were not always identified at induction. A 
common personal development curriculum had not yet been developed 
across education or work, and prisoners were not given formal 
opportunities to learn about equality, diversity or recent significant 
changes in society. 


Rehabilitation and release planning 


At the last inspection of Long Lartin in 2018 we found that outcomes for 
prisoners were reasonably good against this healthy prison test. 


At this inspection we found that outcomes for prisoners were now not 
sufficiently good. 


1.37 There was sufficient capacity for visits, but there were delays in start 
times. The video-calling service only provided half-hour slots per 
session, and was further limited by connection issues and regime 
curtailments. The Prison Advice and Care Trust (PACT) provided some 
excellent support for prisoners’ families. However, the poor regime 
restricted prisoners’ access to phones. 


1.38 Nearly three-quarters of prisoners were serving life or indeterminate 
sentences for public protection and about one-third were category A 
status. The prison did not have an up-to-date reducing reoffending 
strategy, action plan or needs analysis, and meetings did not discuss 
all relevant pathways. 


1.39 There were ongoing gaps in the oversight and management of the 
offender management unit, and staffing shortfalls had resulted in low 
morale, high workloads and staff working outside their remit. Not 
enough was being done to make sure joint working across the prison 
was effective. 


1.40 The level of contact prison offender managers had with prisoners was 
poor and they were not all seen within a reasonable timeframe when 
they arrived at the prison. Too many prisoners were unaware of their 
sentence planning and were not involved in the process. There 
continued to be a backlog of offender assessment system reports, and 
the standard of documentation was mixed. 


1.41 All new prisoners were screened on arrival and public protection 
monitoring arrangements were well managed, but the 
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interdepartmental risk management meeting was poorly attended and 
there was a lack of information sharing. Ongoing action relating to risks 
to children remained unresolved. Contributions to multi-agency public 
protection arrangement meetings were mainly good, but risk 
management plans varied. 


1.42 Re-categorisation assessments were mainly well considered, but there 
was not always evidence of the prisoner being involved. Population 
pressures meant the prison had recently been directed not to move 
category C prisoners out of the establishment. 


1.43 A range of offending behaviour programmes was offered, but it did not 
meet the needs of the whole population. There were no group 
interventions available to vulnerable prisoners. The number of 
prisoners completing interventions was very small, and although robust 
plans were in place to increase this number, group sessions were 
limited because of the restricted regime. The allocation of interventions 
was based on significant dates in a prisoners’ sentence, further limiting 
their opportunities for re-categorisation and progression. 


1.44 The pre-psychologically informed planned environment unit was well 
run. It had suitably trained and supervised staff, and clinical leadership 
was strong. Most prisoners were positive about the programme. 


1.45 Only five prisoners had been released from the prison into the 
community in the last year, but all prisoners had been provided with 
appropriate accommodation, mainly to approved premises that were 
suited to their needs. 


Notable positive practice 


1.46 We define notable positive practice as innovative work or practice that 
leads to particularly good outcomes from which other establishments 
may be able to learn. Inspectors look for evidence of good outcomes 
for prisoners; original, creative or particularly effective approaches to 
problem-solving or achieving the desired goal; and how other 
establishments could learn from or replicate the practice. 


1.47 Inspectors found no examples of notable positive practice during this 
inspection. 







Report on an unannounced inspection of HMP Long Lartin 16 


Section 2 Leadership 


Leaders provide the direction, encouragement and resources to enable 
good outcomes for prisoners. (For definition of leaders, see Glossary.) 


2.1 Good leadership helps to drive improvement and should result in better 
outcomes for prisoners. This narrative is based on our assessment of 
the quality of leadership with evidence drawn from sources including 
the self-assessment report, discussions with stakeholders, and 
observations made during the inspection. It does not result in a score. 


2.2 Leaders’ self-assessment of their strengths and challenges was not 
always accurate and was over optimistic. It did not accurately identify, 
for example, weaknesses that we found during our inspection in 
rehabilitation and release planning or public protection arrangements. It 
had similarly overestimated achievements in other work, such as the 
promotion of equality. There were also no timebound targets or 
measures of success, and individual managers were not held to 
account effectively. 


2.3 Leaders had provided staff with insufficient direction. Many custodial 
managers were new in post or had been temporarily promoted, and 
there was not enough focus on improvement. Key work (see Glossary) 
had largely stalled, which had undermined staff-prisoner relationships. 
Staff and prisoners complained to us about a lack of communication 
and consistency in the regime, despite the governor’s regular 
broadcasts to prisoners on Way Out TV (the prison’s TV channel). 


2.4 A large shortfall in prison officers had severely impacted the daily 
regime and limited the amount of time prisoners spent unlocked or in 
purposeful activity. Prison officer vacancies had recently declined from 
93 to 85, but attrition remained high. HM Prison and Probation Service 
(HMPPS) support to deploy detached duty officers and overtime bonus 
schemes were easing the situation. 


2.5 Leaders had been slow to implement plans to better support new staff 
and improve recruitment and retention. A learning and capability 
manager and a new colleague mentor had been recruited, and a 
workshop was being repurposed to provide a staff support and careers 
centre. Targeted local recruitment campaigns were also planned. 


2.6 Important outcomes in offender management were undermined by 
significant gaps in leadership. Throughout the inspection, prisoners 
expressed their feelings of hopelessness and growing frustration at the 
lack of opportunities for progression with their sentence. There were 
also insufficient education, skills and work activities, and Ofsted graded 
the provision as inadequate across all its assessments. 


2.7 Efforts to improve safety had been hampered by a lack of staff in the 
safer custody team. Although leaders had collected some data and 
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taken action, they had not been drawn together in a cohesive plan to 
promote improvement. 


2.8 Poor living conditions in the ageing accommodation were exacerbated 
by the failure of the facilities management provider to carry out repairs. 
The backlog of jobs was even higher than at our last inspection, 
despite leaders meeting regularly to track performance. 


2.9 HMPPS investment was needed to improve the failing infrastructure, 
including the heating, roofs, old showers, kitchen equipment, the 
inpatient unit and outdated physical security systems. There were also 
no telephones in cells, although we were told that installation was 
imminent. 


2.10 Investment in upgrading the sanitation system had improved its 
reliability, but almost half the population still had a bucket instead of a 
toilet and no running water to wash their hands in their cell. This 
indignity was compounded by the amount of time prisoners now spent 
locked up. 


2.11 The leadership team needed to focus more on making sure basic 
amenities and the regime operated effectively, and on building staff 
confidence and the capabilities of new middle managers. 
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Section 3 Safety 


Prisoners, particularly the most vulnerable, are held safely. 


Early days in custody 


Expected outcomes: Prisoners transferring to and from the prison are safe 
and treated decently. On arrival prisoners are safe and treated with respect. 
Risks are identified and addressed at reception. Prisoners are supported on 
their first night. Induction is comprehensive. 


3.1 The reception environment was a small, unwelcoming area. Limited 
information was available, including tatty and outdated posters and 
booklets. Prisoners spent most of their time in reception standing at the 
main desk or locked in a holding cell, a small room with a bench. 


 


Holding room in reception 


 
3.2 Staff interactions with prisoners were limited to processes, signing 


compacts and searching. The designated search team (DST) searched 
all new arrivals, and 71% of prisoners in our survey said they were 
searched respectfully. The body scanner was used on an intelligence-
led basis. After being searched, the DST processed prisoners’ 
property. New arrivals also underwent a health care screening, which 
usually took place in reception. While reception was not busy, the 
process meant that prisoners spent about two hours there. There were 
no prisoner peer workers and little for new arrivals to do. 
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3.3 Arrangements to support prisoners on arrival had been reviewed 
recently but their application remained inconsistent. An initial safety 
interview usually took place on the wing, but this was not always 
recorded and sometimes failed explore any potential vulnerabilities 
before the prisoner was locked up on their first night. 


3.4 Leaders had allocated specific cells for new arrivals. Vulnerable 
prisoners were housed on C wing and the general population on Perrie 
Red, although those who were high-risk category A prisoners could be 
allocated in any unit. While cells were clean, they were shabby. The 
induction cell on C wing did not have an in-cell toilet and staff said they 
were short of additional buckets or portable toilets during our visit, 
which was poor (see paragraph 4.8). 


 


First night cell 


 
3.5 In our survey, prisoners were significantly more negative than those in 


similar prisons about their first night. For example, only 40% of new 
arrivals compared to 59% elsewhere said they had received toiletries 
and basic items, and only 55% compared to 76% elsewhere said they 
were offered something to eat. 


3.6 New arrivals received additional checks every two hours on their first 
night. Safer custody officers generally met new arrivals in their first 
couple of days and new arrivals were flagged at the weekly safety 
intervention meeting (SIM) (see paragraph 3.45). 


3.7 The induction took place on an individual basis but was minimal. It 
involved a peer mentor going through a booklet. In our survey, fewer 
prisoners than at our last inspection said they had received an 
induction (76% compared with 95%). There was insufficient oversight 
to make sure prisoners received the full induction. 
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Managing behaviour 


Expected outcomes: Prisoners live in a safe, well ordered and motivational 
environment where their positive behaviour is promoted and rewarded. 
Unacceptable conduct is dealt with in an objective, fair, proportionate and 
consistent manner. 


Encouraging positive behaviour 


3.8 There had been 107 violent incidents in the year leading to the 
inspection, including 42 assaults on prisoners and 65 on staff. This was 
comparable to the last inspection. In our survey, 28% of prisoners said 
they felt unsafe, similar to comparable establishments. The level of 
prisoner-on-prisoner violence varied from month to month but was 
roughly equivalent to similar prisons. The rate of staff assaults was the 
highest among comparable prisons and had risen in the previous year. 
Many prisoners and staff told us that they felt that prisoners’ growing 
frustrations with the restrictive regime was driving much of the violence 
in the prison, particularly assaults on staff. 


3.9 The prison’s population presented a high level of risk, and there had 
been several serious incidents in the previous year, which had been 
managed well. However, some of the incident reports we viewed in 
records produced by the prison described incidents involving injuries to 
prisoners and staff which required hospital treatment, which had not 
been recorded as being serious. Improved oversight of recording had 
led to an improvement in recent weeks, but we were not confident that 
the number of incidents that were serious in nature in the last year had 
all been accurately recorded. 


3.10 The safer custody team was small and, until shortly before the 
inspection, officers had regularly been redeployed due to staffing 
shortages. These limitations in the team’s capacity meant that they had 
been unable to conduct consistent, focused work to identify the causes 
of violence or take action to address them, and some of the action that 
had been taken was reactive. For example, staff had identified that 
drug use was often a factor in violent behaviour. As such, they had 
recently made the head of safer custody responsible for a new drug 
strategy aimed at addressing this. However, this work was in its early 
stages at the time of our inspection. 


3.11 There had been 142 referrals for Challenge, support and intervention 
plans (CSIPs) in the previous year, 36 of which had progressed to 
plans. In the sample of plans we reviewed, the standard of 
investigations varied, and they were not always well documented. 
Interventions were not always targeted at individual prisoners’ needs. 
In some cases, plans had not been reviewed or had been closed 
prematurely, potentially limiting their effectiveness. 


3.12 There had been some promising work with prisoners to promote 
positive behaviour. The safer custody team had visited most of those 
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who had been involved in violence or who were displaying challenging 
patterns of behaviour to discuss any problems they were experiencing 
and offer support. There had also been some useful wing-based well-
being clinics, offering support to improve prisoners’ behaviour. 


3.13 The weekly SIM was well attended and there was evidence of 
appropriate multidisciplinary care planning for the most complex 
prisoners. During our inspection, we also saw evidence of 
multidisciplinary meetings being set up to discuss individual prisoners 
who required additional support. This support led to positive progress in 
many cases, but there were several especially challenging prisoners 
who had made little progress in recent months despite regularly being 
discussed during the SIM. 


3.14 The incentives policy was not used to full effect. There was not enough 
distinction between the standard and enhanced levels to promote 
positive behaviour. Although leaders had some plans to improve this, 
we were told that staffing levels prevented them from making changes 
which might better incentivise prisoners, and at the time of our 
inspection there was insufficient work being done to promote positive 
behaviour throughout the establishment. Some less experienced staff 
members did not feel confident applying the incentive scheme, and we 
found some instances of poor behaviour that should have been 
managed through the policy instead of being sent for adjudication. 


Adjudications 


3.15 The number of adjudications had been rising in the year leading to the 
inspection, in part because the prison’s incentives policy was not 
always being used effectively (see paragraph 3.14). Paperwork we 
reviewed showed that the process was conducted fairly. 


3.16 There had been no adjudication standardisation meetings in the 
previous year, although this was offset in part by the deputy governor 
conducting quality assurance. 


3.17 There was a backlog of 224 adjudication cases which had been 
adjourned. Many had been delayed for long periods, and some serious 
charges had been written off because of delays in hearing 
adjudications, which potentially undermined the effectiveness of the 
process. The number of police referrals had decreased since the 
previous inspection and were now well managed. 


Use of force 


3.18 The increase in the recorded use of force we identified at the last 
inspection had continued and rates were now even higher, with 322 
incidents reported in the 12 months to the inspection, compared with 
210 last time. Over half of all incidents involved the use of physical 
restraint and documentation and videos we reviewed showed the 
almost routine use of handcuffs, without considering the risks the 
prisoner posed. 







Report on an unannounced inspection of HMP Long Lartin 22 


3.19 During the previous year, two incidents had led to batons being drawn 
and three had involved PAVA incapacitant spray being drawn and 
deployed twice. A basic reporting form had been completed for at least 
one of the PAVA incidents, but there was no routine enquiry into the 
use of batons or PAVA to make sure it was justified, highlighted any 
lessons to be learned or identified good practice. 


3.20 Too many use of force dossiers remained incomplete – about a quarter 
were missing at least one contribution. It was poor that some of these 
dated back almost a year. Overall, incidents were not scrutinised 
sufficiently, and there was very limited evidence of any video recording 
of incidents being reviewed. 


3.21 We reviewed five video recordings of incidents and saw evidence of 
some poor practice. We were not satisfied that de-escalation 
techniques were routinely considered. Regular and routine reviews 
would have identified these issues so remedial action could be taken. 


3.22 A good range of data was collated, and the monthly use of force 
meeting considered any disproportionality, identified incident hotspots 
and action required to address any emerging issues. 


3.23 The use of special accommodation was much lower than at our last 
inspection. In the previous 12 months, it had been used just twice 
compared with 20 times in the six months before our last inspection. 
Reports we reviewed indicated its initial use to have been 
proportionate, but ongoing recording failed to demonstrate the need for 
continued use and we considered that at least one prisoner could have 
been brought out of special accommodation sooner. 


Segregation 


3.24 We found the level of segregation high. In our survey, more prisoners 
said they had been segregated in the previous six months than at 
similar prisons (25% compared with 13%). The large segregation unit 
had been operating at or near capacity, which meant prisoners were 
segregated on wings when it was full. More than 40 prisoners could be 
segregated at any one time. 
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Large, two-storey segregation unit 


 
3.25 However, in the week before our inspection, the capacity of the unit 


had been reduced to 26 and some cells were being decommissioned 
and turned into activity rooms or interview or casework rooms. 


3.26 Not all those in the unit had come from residential units at Long Lartin – 
nine had been transferred from other segregation units within the long-
term high-security estate (LTHSE). The average length of stay for 
those in the unit was high at about 150 days and was similar to what 
we have found at other LTHSE prisons. 


3.27 Communal areas were mostly clean and well maintained. Cells were in 
reasonable condition with sufficient furniture and little evidence of 
graffiti, but some floors and too many toilets were in a poor state. 
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Segregation unit toilet 


 
3.28 There were five showers, four on the upper landing and one on the 


lower landing. The lower landing shower offered little privacy and 
needed modernisation.  
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Segregation shower 


 
3.29 The regime in the unit remained poor – it consisted of a daily phone 


call, shower and exercise alone in one of the five small exercise yards. 
Advanced plans were in place to provide some activity, including 
fitness training, peer mentor support sessions and recreation in the 
recently adapted former cells. We considered that the very recent move 
to allow some prisoners to collect their meals from the servery was 
positive. 


3.30 Unit staff managed some very difficult men with great skill, and the 
staffing levels required for each prisoner were regularly reviewed to 
reflect risks, behaviour and compliance with the regime. The routine 
high-control handcuffing of some prisoners in the unit no longer took 
place and measures were now proportionate. Staff-prisoner 
relationships were good, but the positive interactions we observed were 
seldom recorded in electronic case notes. 


3.31 All prisoners in the unit had reintegration plans, and regular reviews 
sought to motivate them to return to a normal location at the prison. 
The reviews and other interventions offered by staff, such as those 
from the prison’s clinical psychological team, had a positive impact on 
many of the prisoners and some frequent violent behaviour was being 
addressed. Prisoners who had been transferred from other LTHSE 
segregation units were managed under the Pathways to Progression 
initiative (see Glossary), which supports long-term segregated 
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prisoners to progress out of segregated conditions through gradual 
reintegration. 


3.32 Despite some dynamic leadership in the unit, wider managerial input 
had been limited to two monitoring meetings in the previous year. 
However, a stakeholder panel had recently been established to provide 
strategic oversight of operational management and of plans to improve 
the unit. 


Security 


Expected outcomes: Security and good order are maintained through an 
attention to physical and procedural matters, including effective security 
intelligence and positive staff-prisoner relationships. Prisoners are safe 
from exposure to substance use and effective drug supply reduction 
measures are in place. 


3.33 Leaders prioritised physical security appropriately. Perimeter security 
technology required considerable maintenance and leaders liaised 
closely with contractors. There was now a more consistent approach to 
cell searching and it was properly prioritised. 


3.34 Security processes were thorough and there was an excellent flow of 
intelligence, with 25 to 30 reports arriving at the security department 
every day. Intelligence was analysed and acted on promptly. Current 
security information was disseminated well, and the key issues and 
priorities were outlined in a clear monthly presentation. 


3.35 Drugs were a prominent issue, and the positive rate of random drug 
testing was approaching 20%. Targeted suspicion drug testing 
achieved a disappointing positive rate of 25%. Many refused the test, 
choosing to take the consequences of refusal rather than have a 
positive test on their record. Cannabis and psychoactive substances 
were the main drugs used. The prison had good defences against the 
ingress of drugs through drones or throwovers, which meant that 
substances were likely to be entering the prison via visits, mail and 
staff. Prison managers liaised well with the police and a team within the 
security department focused on countering staff corruption. 


3.36 However, there was no sufficiently focused planning to reduce the drug 
supply or demand. There had been a renewed emphasis on reducing 
demand, but there was a lack of dynamic leadership to make sure real 
progress was made. 


3.37 Those with terrorist offences or links were managed carefully – there 
was an emphasis on caution and prevention, but also an individual 
approach involving work with the prisoner, in conjunction with 
psychologists and other professionals. 
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Safeguarding 


Expected outcomes: The prison provides a safe environment which 
reduces the risk of self-harm and suicide. Prisoners at risk of self-harm or 
suicide are identified and given appropriate care and support. All vulnerable 
adults are identified, protected from harm and neglect and receive effective 
care and support. 


Suicide and self-harm prevention 


3.38 There had been eight self-inflicted deaths and two deaths from non-
natural causes since our last inspection. Five of the self-inflicted deaths 
took place in 2018, one in 2019, and one in 2020 and one in 2022. 


3.39 Leaders had addressed recommendations made by the Prisons and 
Probation Ombudsman (PPO), although assessment, care in custody 
and teamwork (ACCT) case management documentation for prisoners 
at risk of suicide or self-harm still required improvement. 


3.40 The recorded rate of self-harm was the highest among similar prisons. 
The rate had doubled since our last inspection – in the 12 months 
before our last inspection, the rate of self-harm incidents per 1000 
prisoners was 515 compared with 1013 incidents in the 12 months 
before this inspection. The number of incidents had been on a slight 
downward trajectory over the previous 12 months. 


3.41 While a small number of prisoners accounted for a substantial 
proportion of incidents, 92 prisoners had self-harmed in the previous 
year. Long Lartin had the highest rate of individuals self-harming when 
compared with similar prisons. A third of men in segregation during our 
inspection were on open ACCTs, and one quarter of self-harm 
incidents in the previous year had taken place in the segregation unit. 


3.42 There had been about 17 incidents of serious self-harm, but only three 
considered to have been life threatening had been investigated. The 
use of constant supervision was high – there had been 42 instances in 
the previous year, those we spoke to said it mostly consisted of an 
officer sitting outside the cell rather than any meaningful interaction. 


3.43 Leaders had some insight into the reasons for self-harm, through 
consultation with peer mentors and Listeners (prisoners trained by the 
Samaritans to provide confidential emotional support to fellow 
prisoners). Reasons included challenges with maintaining family ties, 
repercussions from being on the basic level of the incentives scheme 
and prolonged periods locked up with little to do. Leaders suggested 
that reduced key work delivery correlated with increased incidents of 
self-harm. However, drivers of self-harm had not been quantitatively 
analysed to provide an accurate insight into the prevalence and scale 
of some of these issues. 


3.44 A range of data was routinely reviewed at monthly safer custody 
meetings, but they had not been used to underpin a strategic plan to 
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reduce self-harm or to review the effectiveness of any action. The 
safety strategy was not underpinned by any of these data. 


3.45 Despite this, there were some ongoing initiatives to tackle self-harm. 
The SIM was held regularly and was well attended by stakeholders 
from across the prison. We found good examples of multidisciplinary 
work to support the individual care of some prisoners with complex 
needs. There had been some effective efforts to bring in families to 
support vulnerable men as part of their case management, for example 
arranging visits and involving family in ACCT reviews. After identifying 
cutting as one of the main methods of self-harm, leaders told us that a 
razor policy had been introduced, which meant disposable prison issue 
razors were no longer distributed and prisoners were provided with 
electric shavers instead. 


3.46 In the previous 12 months, 174 ACCTs had been opened, and, during 
our inspection, 23 prisoners were on open ACCTs. The quality of 
ACCT documentation was variable – while they were adequately 
compiled, many had not drawn information into a coherent and 
meaningful plan that addressed the prisoners’ underlying issues or 
reduced their risk of self-harm. Despite leaders putting structures in 
place, we came across instances of prisoners having a number of staff 
undertake their case reviews, which prisoners told us undermined their 
effectiveness. Prisoners we spoke to said ACCTs comprised of staff 
simply making observations of them. In our survey, only 31% of those 
who had been on ACCTs said they felt cared for by staff. 


3.47 A proactive team of 16 Listeners received good support from the head 
of safety. Listeners were encouraged to walk about as part of their role, 
which was positive and allowed them to seek out prisoners who might 
benefit from their support. There was a lack of in-cell Samaritan phones 
for prisoners to use. 


Protection of adults at risk (see Glossary) 


3.48 Leaders did not have a direct link to the local adult safeguarding board, 
but they did have contact with the local council, although this was 
primarily focused on social care. There was a published social care and 
adult safeguarding policy, which included a shared memorandum of 
understanding with Worcestershire County Council and Practice Plus 
Group. Staff we spoke to did not know who the nominated lead for 
adult safeguarding was but said they would use the intelligence 
reporting system or refer prisoners to the safer custody team if they 
encountered any safeguarding concerns. 
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Section 4 Respect 


Prisoners are treated with respect for their human dignity. 


Staff-prisoner relationships 


Expected outcomes: Prisoners are treated with respect by staff throughout 
their time in custody and are encouraged to take responsibility for their own 
actions and decisions. 


4.1 In our survey, 71% of prisoners said staff treated them with respect, but 
only 34% said that a member of staff had checked on them in the 
previous week. 


4.2 Prisoners were generally positive about staff. In particular, we found 
prisoners had good relationships with staff in some specialist functions, 
such as the gym or pre-psychologically informed planned environment 
unit (see paragraph 6.25). 


4.3 We found, however, that many relationships between officers and 
prisoners lacked depth and most interactions we observed were 
cursory and transactional. Prisoners identified some staff who were 
less patient and empathetic with them. During periods of association, 
we observed staff supervising from a distance rather than interacting 
with prisoners. Prisoners also noted a lack of consistency – many staff 
were relatively new, and there was an intake of detached duty officers 
(those from other prisons) because of chronic staffing shortages. 


4.4 The lack of key work sessions (see Glossary) exacerbated some of 
these negative experiences. We found that some of the sessions were 
good, but they were undermined because they took place so 
infrequently. 


4.5 A few prisoners were peer mentors, including Listeners, who were well 
supported by leaders (see paragraph 3.47), and some who were part of 
the health champions programme, which was positive (see paragraph 
4.40). Other peer workers, such as Shannon Trust mentors, had not 
been able to carry out their roles effectively because of the restricted 
regime. Many peer mentors we spoke to took pride in their roles in 
supporting their peers. 
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Daily life 


Expected outcomes: Prisoners live in a clean and decent environment and 
are aware of the rules and routines of the prison. They are provided with 
essential basic services, are consulted regularly and can apply for 
additional services and assistance. The complaints and redress processes 
are efficient and fair. 


Living conditions 


4.6 Living conditions on the older wings remained inadequate, and most 
residential areas were dirty and poorly maintained even though most 
prisoners kept their own cell clean and tidy. Leaders had made some 
improvements, such as installing fitness equipment on wings and in 
exercise yards, adding curtains in cells, and putting robust but 
attractive furniture in association areas. Some shower rooms had also 
been refurbished. A number of the wing association areas were well 
equipped, which prisoners appreciated. The communal areas were, 
however, grubby, and some floors were in poor condition. In our 
survey, only 52%, compared with 71% at the previous inspection, said 
that the communal areas were normally clean. 


  


General cell  
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On wing gym equipment 


 
4.7 The backlog of repairs was high at 251 and had grown by more than 


half in the previous four months. There were some serious defects in 
the heating and hot water system during the inspection – large vents 
were jammed open, letting in cold air, and, in one case, rain and snow 
came through the roof vents. Many prisoners complained about shower 
temperatures being inconsistent and often too cold. 


4.8 The night sanitation system remained on the older wings A to D, 
leaving half the accommodation without in-cell toilets or running water. 
Since the last inspection, the computerised system had been 
upgraded, allowing prisoners to press the button in their cell and join a 
queue for a 15-minute slot to use the toilet and showers. The 
technology was now working much more reliably, but the whole system 
remained unacceptable. Prisoners with no running water or toilet in 
their cell had to wait, normally, for at least for two hours and often much 
longer. They had a plastic bucket with lids in their cell, but they could 
not wash their hands after using it, and, very often, they tipped waste 
out of the window, as the smell became intolerable. Given the regime 
restrictions at the time of the inspection, those locked up for the 
morning or afternoon session remained reliant on the night sanitation 
system. 
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Night sanitation bucket 


 
4.9 The problem of rats in the outside areas had become severe, and they 


could be seen running freely and in large numbers outside the 
houseblocks and in exercise yards. 


4.10 An efficient electronic system was now recording the time taken for cell 
call bells to receive a response. Most were answered promptly, but 
delays of up to 20 minutes were not uncommon. In our survey, only 
24% said their cell call bell was normally answered within five minutes, 
while, during our scrutiny visit in 2020, the figure had been 54%. 


Residential services 


4.11 The prison food was unpopular – only 24% of prisoners in our survey 
said the food was very or quite good. The main prison kitchen was 
dirty, in poor condition, and several pieces of equipment were out of 
order. We found bags of food waste spilling on to the floor and broken 
equipment lying around. The prison had faced challenges in getting 
enough kitchen workers to attend work and those working in the 
kitchen we spoke to shared their frustrations about the role. 
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Dirty and untidy kitchen 


 
4.12 On most days, prisoners received their hot meal at lunch times and 


cold meals in the evening. The breakfast packs were served the night 
before and were meagre. Prisoners often received their cold meal at 
their door, which was not respectful. 


4.13 Prisoners’ negative perceptions of the food were partly offset by the on-
wing self-catering facilities, which were greatly appreciated and well 
used. Nevertheless, there was a lot of broken equipment, including 
hobs and ovens that were not working. Supervision of these areas was 
limited. It was not clear how self-catering facilities accommodated 
prisoners with different dietary needs and we were not confident that all 
prisoners had equal access to them, particularly given the short periods 
of time they could spend unlocked. 
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Self-catering facilities 


 
4.14 In our survey, 52% of prisoners said the shop provision catered for their 


needs. Leaders had carried out some consultation about the provision 
and had a good understanding of some of the issues prisoners faced. 
Nevertheless, many reported their frustrations about an increase in 
prices and supply issues. Leaders had made contingencies by 
purchasing frozen items when they were not available through the 
shop. 


4.15 Prisoners could order items from a range of retailers, but the move to 
online purchases meant that many catalogues were not available, 
which made obtaining product codes and ordering items challenging. 


Prisoner consultation, applications and redress 


4.16 There were regular wing and prison-wide consultation meetings, which 
were well attended by managers. The governor, deputy governor and 
other senior managers attended the monthly prison consultative 
council. The prisoners who attended, well-established peer workers 
who kept in touch with a wide range of men on their wing, appreciated 
being given straight and authoritative answers to questions. However, 
the meetings were largely devoted to practical issues on the wings, 
which cropped up repeatedly, leaving no space for more constructive 
dialogue to develop. Prisoners were frustrated because these issues 
were not being resolved over many months. 


4.17 Applications were still not tracked and there was no oversight of 
responses, which meant that prisoners often did not receive answers in 
a timely manner, or at all. Many prisoners told us they had little faith in 
the process. Plans were in place to introduce a system for tracking 
applications, but this work had not yet begun. 
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4.18 The prison had received over 3,000 complaints in the year leading to 
the inspection. Some related to minor issues that could have been 
resolved by an effectively functioning application system. At the outset 
of our inspection, complaint forms were not readily available on every 
wing. There had previously been persistent problems with responses to 
complaints being late, but a new system of oversight had addressed 
them, and most recent complaints had been answered in a timely 
manner. 


4.19 Responses to complaints were variable, and some in the sample we 
reviewed were inadequate. We found responses that were abrupt and 
did not address the reason for the complaint, and in one instance, the 
person who was the subject of the complaint had written the response. 
The prison had recently had an external review of complaint responses 
which, alongside the improved quality assurance process, had led to 
some recent improvements. 


4.20 Legal visits took place in private rooms, and booking arrangements 
were appropriate. A video link was available and was well used by 
prisoners. Prisoners who were registered as appellants (prisoners with 
ongoing legal issues, such as appeals and family court and immigration 
matters) could access additional phone services so they could contact 
their representatives. The prison’s library contained a good selection of 
legal material and eligible prisoners could use laptops available through 
Access to Justice (a scheme enabling prisoners to have computers to 
assist their legal representations). 


Equality, diversity and faith 


Expected outcomes: There is a clear approach to promoting equality of 
opportunity, eliminating unlawful discrimination and fostering good 
relationships. The distinct needs of prisoners with particular protected 
characteristics (see Glossary) and any other minority characteristics are 
recognised and addressed. Prisoners are able to practise their religion. The 
chaplaincy plays a full part in prison life and contributes to prisoners’ overall 
care, support and rehabilitation. 


Strategic management 


4.21 Despite equality and diversity being identified as a priority, the 
equalities team had not been adequately staffed, so progress in this 
area had been sporadic. Much of the action outlined in the minutes 
from equalities meetings was reactive, and there had been little 
progress against many more overarching objectives, which meant the 
work lacked strategic direction. Progress against some actions had 
been slow. 


4.22 Leaders had collected some useful data on equality issues in the 
prison. However, analysis of this data was limited, and emerging issues 
were not promptly interrogated or followed up. There was little evidence 
to show how data were used to drive improvement across the prison. 
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4.23 There had been no consultation with prisoners with protected 
characteristics in the months leading to the inspection, and minutes 
from meetings, which had taken place with some groups earlier in the 
year, did not always record outcomes or action required. Prisoner 
equality representatives were in place, but several representatives told 
us they were unsure of what was required of them and did not have 
regular opportunities to discuss their work with staff. As a result, the 
experiences and needs of prisoners with protected characteristics were 
not clearly understood. 


4.24 There had been 146 discrimination incident reporting forms (DIRFs) 
submitted in the year leading to the inspection, which was high. Many 
of the complaints did not relate to discrimination and were filtered out. 
Sixty incidents had been investigated. Investigations were adequate 
and responses appropriate in most cases. However, a small number of 
the responses we reviewed lacked empathy and did not demonstrate 
that investigations had been sufficient. Most were timely, although we 
found some cases where there had been lengthy delays. 


Protected characteristics 


4.25 About 40% of the prison’s population were from black and minority 
ethnic communities, and there were 10 Gypsy, Roma or Traveller 
prisoners. There had been no regular consultation with these prisoners, 
and many told us that, while they had experienced little overt racism in 
the prison, they felt that staff did not always understand them and that 
better communication and opportunities to discuss their needs would 
have been helpful. 


4.26 Twelve per cent of prisoners were foreign nationals. While it was 
positive that an immigration solicitor was scheduled to visit the prison 
shortly after our inspection, there had been little other specialist support 
available in the previous year. Foreign national prisoners with family 
overseas could add more money to their phone accounts so they could 
make international calls. Telephone interpretation was used on 
occasion for those who could not speak English, but we saw evidence 
that it was not always used when necessary. There was one 
immigration detainee at the prison during the inspection. His case was 
discussed at the monthly interdepartmental risk management meeting, 
but he had not received a visit from Home Office staff. 


4.27 In our survey, 40% of prisoners said they considered themselves to 
have a disability. This group reported feeling less safe than prisoners 
without disabilities. The needs of those with physical disabilities were 
not always met. There were just two adapted cells, and neither of them 
were available for vulnerable prisoners. We spoke to prisoners who 
faced difficulties performing everyday tasks and who often relied on 
informal support from other prisoners. Some disabled prisoners had 
‘buddies’ to provide care, but staff oversight was poor (see paragraph 
4.50). There was no formal support for prisoners with neurodiversity, 
and some reported struggling to understand prison rules and interact 
with staff. 







Report on an unannounced inspection of HMP Long Lartin 37 


4.28 A new strategy to support young prisoners had recently been 
introduced but had not been implemented despite an increase in the 
number of younger prisoners since the last inspection. Twenty-one per 
cent of the prison population were over the age of 50. This group 
reported feeling more respected by staff in our survey than their 
younger counterparts. However, there was no needs analysis for older 
prisoners and specific activities, such as a garden project and library 
sessions, that were taking place during the previous inspection, were 
no longer offered. 


4.29 In our survey, 4% of prisoners identified as being gay or bisexual, 
which differed from the data held by the prison. Prison staff were not 
clear on the number of prisoners who identified as LGBTQ and had 
identified this as an area that required development. Provision was 
limited – there had been no formal consultation, and we spoke to 
prisoners who reported ongoing problems, such as complaints relating 
directly to their sexuality that had not been resolved. No transgender 
prisoners had been held at Long Lartin in the year leading to the 
inspection, but a suitable policy was in place to support them should 
someone arrive. 


Faith and religion 


4.30 The well-established chaplaincy was fully staffed, and all main faith 
groups could attend regular weekly religious services. Prisoners from 
smaller faith groups received regular support. It was positive that 
vulnerable prisoners and the general population mixed in the chapel 
without issue, and that prisoners in the segregation unit could apply to 
attend the chapel on a risk-assessed basis. 


4.31 The chaplaincy provided good individual support to prisoners who were 
bereaved, and, when appropriate, to those on open assessment, care 
in custody and teamwork (ACCT) case management documents for 
prisoners at risk of suicide or self-harm. However, the prison’s regime 
had affected some areas of the chaplaincy’s operations – religious 
study groups and group work for bereaved prisoners were suspended 
at the time of the inspection. The restricted regime also meant that 
some Muslim prisoners did not always have adequate time to wash 
before Friday prayers. 


Health, well-being and social care 


Expected outcomes: Patients are cared for by services that assess and 
meet their health, social care and substance use needs and promote 
continuity of care on release. The standard of provision is similar to that 
which patients could expect to receive elsewhere in the community. 


4.32 The inspection of health services was jointly undertaken by the Care 
Quality Commission (CQC) and HM Inspectorate of Prisons under a 
memorandum of understanding agreement between the agencies. The 
CQC found there were no breaches of the relevant regulations. 
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Strategy, clinical governance and partnerships 


4.33 Leadership and strategic oversight of health care arrangements were 
good. The head of health care, deputy head of health care and the 
business manager provided a committed, diligent and caring team with 
clear leadership and accountability. Partnership working between 
providers, the prison and stakeholders was effective and there were 
advanced plans to revive regular local delivery board meetings. A 
range of local and regional governance meetings provided services 
with good oversight. 


4.34 We saw confirmation that lessons from incidents were learned, and a 
mature reporting culture was in place. In addition, we were provided 
with evidence that recommendations from Prisons and Probation 
Ombudsman reports received an appropriate response and action was 
tracked and monitored. 


4.35 Staffing levels had been maintained despite recruitment and retention 
issues with the aid of regular agency staff and temporary workforce 
solutions. Mandatory training compliance was good, and all staff had 
access to clinical supervision and professional development, although 
the provider recognised the recording of clinical supervision needed to 
improve. 


4.36 A monthly cycle of clinical audits was being undertaken and the results 
were driving service improvement. 


4.37 Some rooms in the health care department did not meet infection 
prevention standards, but the provider was aware of the problem and 
leaders were formulating an action plan in response to a recent 
external infection control audit undertaken by NHS England. 


4.38 There was an effective health care complaints system in place. All 
patients who made a complaint were seen face to face to seek a 
resolution. Complaint responses we sampled were respectful, 
addressed the issue raised and informed the patient of the escalation 
process if they remained dissatisfied. 


4.39 Emergency resuscitation equipment was in good condition and daily 
equipment checks were completed. Some prison officers were unsure 
about where the emergency equipment was located. All defibrillators 
were stored behind a locked health care door, which had the potential 
to cause a delay to potentially life-saving treatment. An ambulance was 
automatically called when an emergency was relayed over the prison 
radio. 


Promoting health and well-being 


4.40 Health promotion activity followed an annual programme, which was 
organised through the patient engagement team and peer support 
health champions. Campaigns included a men’s health awareness 
month, information on the risks and treatment of hepatitis C, mental 
health awareness and promotion of COVID-19 vaccinations. 







Report on an unannounced inspection of HMP Long Lartin 39 


Preventative screening programmes, including those for retinal and 
aortic abdominal aneurysm, were restarting. Health services were 
available, including drop-in clinics on the wings to encourage uptake of 
various health screenings. They had already identified patients with 
early hypertension, which might have gone unnoticed if the clinics had 
not been on the wing. 


Primary care and inpatient services 


4.41 On arrival, prisoners had an initial and secondary health screening. In 
the previous six months, the provider received 60 new receptions. It 
had met 100% of required initial screening targets as set out in the 
National Institute for Health and Care Excellence guidelines, and 100% 
of secondary screenings were carried out within seven days of a 
prisoner’s arrival. Information about the care for prisoners who were 
transferred to other prisons was shared with the receiving health care 
team. 


4.42 Waiting lists for GPs and allied health professionals were not excessive 
and urgent appointments were available. While current GP waiting 
times were growing due to a vacancy, the lists were regularly reviewed 
to check for any developing risks to those waiting. Two locum GPs 
were used to help reduce the lists while an additional GP was 
appointed. 


4.43 The service identified and monitored patients with long-term conditions 
well. Some nurses had undertaken specific long-term conditions 
training, such as for asthma, and nurses worked with the GP and 
external specialists to make sure the approach was coordinated. This 
meant long-term conditions were well managed at the prison, and 
patients had timely reviews and support. Patients with complex needs 
were regularly reviewed through a strong multidisciplinary approach. 


4.44 The inpatient department and end of life cell were not suitable. The 
fabric and condition of the cells was very poor. The ongoing admission 
of prisoners for operational reasons outside normal ward hours 
undermined the effective delivery of a therapeutic regime to clinically 
appropriate patients. We were told the inpatient unit was regularly used 
to house segregated prisoners. 


4.45 We sampled digital clinical records on site. They were recorded at the 
time of treatment and key information was easily available. Health care 
staff knew their patients well and interactions we observed were 
courteous and respectful. 


4.46 An excellent patient engagement team organised many activities and 
interventions to support patients throughout the prison. This team of 
staff and prisoner health champions provided an advice and liaison 
service, responding to patient enquiries and delivering health education 
and physical activity. 


4.47 The management of delays to external appointments was variable. This 
was due to the staffing and operational requirements of the prison. 
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Effective administrative and clinical oversight made sure services were 
well placed to respond. Telephone consultations and clinical reviews 
with hospital specialists took place, supporting patients with additional 
reassurance. 


Social care 


4.48 There was an up-to-date memorandum of understanding and 
information sharing agreement between the health care department, 
the prison and Worcestershire County Council. The prison monitored 
social care assessment referrals to the council well and we were 
confident assessments took place in a timely manner. 


4.49 One prisoner was receiving a formal social care package (see 
Glossary) and he was happy with his care and treatment, which was 
delivered by an external domiciliary care provider. 


4.50 There was a lack of disabled cells in the prison and only one stairlift, 
which frequently broke down. The prison employed several ‘buddies’, 
but we were concerned there was no supervision or training provided 
and, we saw evidence of buddies providing intimate care, which was 
inappropriate. 


Mental health care and substance misuse treatment 


4.51 Inclusion, the mental health and substance misuse provider, ran a fully 
integrated team providing services for prisoners requiring support for 
both substance misuse and mental health problems, Monday to Friday. 
The service was well led and well organised, delivering effective 
oversight of care and robust governance arrangements, and staff had 
good access to training and supervision. 


4.52 Prisoners were screened on arrival to identify any immediate needs 
and provide a response, including access to opiate substitution 
treatment. Everyone was seen during induction and provided with harm 
minimisation advice and informed about how to access all services. 
Prisoners could refer themselves directly to the service through a 
written application or by approaching members of the team on wings. 
Prison officers and other professionals could readily seek advice and 
request support for a prisoner. Support was also offered where a 
prisoner was suspected of misusing substances or had a positive drug 
test. 


4.53 A comprehensive officer training package had been developed but had 
not been rolled out. Inclusion staff's relationships with health partners 
and the prison were generally good, and we saw examples of effective 
joint working during the inspection. 


4.54 Clinical treatment for substance misuse was safe and delivered through 
a specialist nurse employed for two days a week. Sixteen patients were 
receiving opiate substitution therapy (OST) at the time of the 
inspection, most on a maintenance basis. Clinical support was jointly 
determined with the patient and reviews took place regularly with 
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appropriate input from Inclusion staff. All patients were prescribed 
methadone, but the team had not considered sufficiently the care 
requirements for prisoners arriving on other medicines, such as 
Buprenorphine prolonged release injection (used to treat opioid 
dependence), which needed to be re-evaluated. 


4.55 Prisoners requiring psychosocial support for their substance misuse 
problems, or specialist input for mental health issues, all had their 
cases reviewed at a cohesive and structured multidisciplinary team 
meeting. All referrals were seen within five days, and an initial 
assessment was carried out by an assigned professional. A duty 
worker was available to see any patients making urgent requests for 
support. This included attending initial ACCT case management 
meetings for prisoners at risk of suicide or self-harm, offering ongoing 
support determined by the individual’s needs. Records we sampled 
demonstrated good assessments, regular contact and clear, qualitative 
care plans. 


4.56 The team had two nurse vacancies that had proved difficult to fill and 
was having an impact on specialist mental health input capacity. 
However, the team, which included psychiatry, psychology and therapy 
practitioners, worked very closely to make sure the range of 
interventions was appropriate for patients’ needs. All patients had an 
allocated mental health care coordinator and caseloads were about 20 
to 25 per practitioner, which was reasonable. The mental health 
caseload was about 114 for the whole team and 18 patients had a 
serious and enduring mental illness and were receiving effective care 
under the care programme approach. The mental health pathway 
provided interventions within a stepped care model (mental health 
services that address low level anxiety and depression through to 
severe and enduring needs) that included Improving Access to 
Psychological Therapy (IAPT) provision. There were some long waits 
before patients could access psychology-led support, but problems with 
the prison regime were creating the biggest hurdles to delivering more 
effective provision. Regime restrictions led to clinic access being 
curtailed, contact with prisoners on wings being periodically limited and 
staff being unable to coordinate therapeutic groups effectively. 


4.57 Some patients requiring treatment in hospital under the Mental Health 
Act waited too long to be transferred, and three patients in the previous 
12 months had to wait over three months to be moved, which was likely 
to have been harmful to their health and was unacceptable. 


4.58 Fifty-seven prisoners were receiving psychosocial support specifically 
for drug and alcohol problems. The care provided and the general 
range of interventions was reasonable. Harm minimisation was offered 
at every contact and following any reported misuse. There were only 
two peer workers and no mutual aid groups, such as Alcoholics 
Anonymous or Narcotics Anonymous, and there were no plans to 
introduce this type of support, which needed to be reviewed. 


4.59 The incentivised drug-free living wing provided the basis for a good 
service, but its effectiveness was limited, and its purpose undermined 
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because of regime restrictions – three segregated prisoners were held 
on the wing at the time of our inspection. 


4.60 Few prisoners were released directly into the community, but we were 
confident any support needs would be met, such as through pre-
release liaison with community agencies. 


Medicines optimisation and pharmacy services 


4.61 An external provider supplied medicines in a timely manner. Medicines 
administration on wings was led by nurses, who were sometimes 
supported by pharmacy technicians. Pharmacy technician support was 
currently limited due to staff shortages. A pharmacist was available in 
the prison part-time to support the health care team. The pharmacist 
clinically screened some prescriptions but did not routinely screen all of 
them. This meant their skills were not being fully used, and their full 
support and clinical oversight were not available to the wider health 
care team. 


4.62 The pharmacy provided a stock of medicines that could be accessed in 
an emergency. The medicines were stored in a locked cabinet in the 
pharmacy and anyone holding health care keys could obtain them. 
Staff were asked to record anything retrieved from the cabinet, but they 
rarely recorded the medicines they took. This meant there was no audit 
trail or reconciliation of medicines accessed, who had accessed them 
and when, or which patient had been given the medicine. Some of the 
medicines were found in the treatment room on D wing. They were not 
labelled and there was no system in place for identifying or labelling 
emergency medicines as soon as possible after they had been 
supplied. This increased the risk of medicines being supplied 
incorrectly, given to the wrong person or being diverted or accessed 
inappropriately. 


4.63 Prescribing and administration were recorded on SystmOne (the 
electronic clinical information system). Approximately 75% of prisoners 
were prescribed medicines in possession (IP). There was an IP policy 
in place and IP risk assessments were routinely carried out at reception 
and recorded on SystmOne. Some staff did not know how to access 
risk assessments during administration. Risk assessments were 
routinely reviewed after 12 months or if the person’s circumstances 
changed. IP medicines were provided in clear plastic bags, which did 
not provide adequate confidentiality. 


4.64 In the treatment room on D wing, non-IP medicines were stored in 
individually labelled trays. Some were labelled for individual patients’ 
use. Several medicines were administered from stock, including all 
controlled drugs, which was not in accordance with current guidance or 
accepted best practice. Non-IP medicines were stored in a medicines 
trolley that was not appropriately secured after administration had been 
completed. Supervised medicine administration took place twice a day 
on all wings, at 7.45am and 5pm. The Friday evening round started at 
3pm. Medicine administration was generally well managed, and queues 
were adequately supervised. 







Report on an unannounced inspection of HMP Long Lartin 43 


4.65 Some health products were on the shop list and a suitable stock of 
medicines was available to treat minor ailments without a prescription 
through patient group directions, or from a stock of general supply list 
discretionary medicines. Patients could receive these medicines for up 
to three days before being referred to a prescriber. 


4.66 They could receive advice at the hatch or make an appointment to see 
the pharmacist, but there was no system in place to provide regular 
structured medicine reviews with the pharmacist. Patients had their 
medicines reviewed each year by an external provider, which involved 
little or no interaction with them, limiting their usefulness. There were 
well-attended regular medicines and therapeutics meetings, where the 
prescribing of abusable and high-cost medicines was monitored. Work 
had been undertaken to reduce the prescribing of tradeable medicines. 


Dental services and oral health 


4.67 A full range of dental treatments was available. Sessions were held 
each week and the team triaged those on waiting lists to prioritise 
urgent cases and schedule appointments according to patients’ needs. 
During the inspection, only five patients were waiting for treatment, 
none of whom had waited longer than 28 days. The dental team was 
experienced and well established within the prison and well thought of 
by staff and patients. The dental suite was clean, equipment was well 
maintained, and there was a separate decontamination room. 
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Section 5 Purposeful activity 


Prisoners are able and expected to engage in activity that is likely to 
benefit them. 


Time out of cell 


Expected outcomes: All prisoners have sufficient time out of cell (see 
Glossary) and are encouraged to engage in activities which support their 
rehabilitation. 


5.1 A split regime had been operating at the prison for some time, which 
meant most prisoners were locked up either in the morning or 
afternoon. The many who were not working had two and a half hours 
out of cell, in addition to the time they spent collecting their meals. The 
scheduled time was two hours 40 minutes from Monday to Thursday, 
and two and a half hours on the other days. Those who were employed 
could have five hours out of their cell, with additional time to collect 
their meals. However, many prisoners said that these times were not 
consistently adhered to. 


5.2 The response to the question about time out of cell at weekends in our 
survey was relatively negative – 40% of prisoners said they did not 
spend more than two hours out of their cell, compared with 20% in 
comparable prisons. On week days, 26% of respondents said they 
usually spent less than two hours out of their cell. 


5.3 During our visit, a pilot scheme was taking place on wings C and D, in 
which the whole wing was unlocked to carry out domestic tasks and for 
association rather than half at a time, doubling the amount of time out 
of cell for those most disadvantaged by the cohorting arrangement. 


5.4 Some evening association from 5pm until 6.30pm was being provided 
when staff numbers made it possible, which was welcomed, especially 
as the routine lock-up time of 4pm made it impossible for many 
prisoners, including those in prison jobs, to speak to their children and 
other family. However, prisoners complained not only about the short 
time spent out of their cells, but also the unpredictability of the regime, 
which was frequently subject to short notice and unplanned changes. 


5.5 The exercise yards were adequate. During the inspection week, 
prisoners had no time in the open air on several days because of snow. 


5.6 The library was laid out attractively – it had a good range of stock, 
including foreign language books and up-to-date legal texts, as well as 
topical displays. Library staff used Way Out TV (the prison’s TV 
channel) to promote new books and encouraged prisoners to read 
through the Reading Ahead six-book scheme, for which take-up had 
been good. The Shannon Trust had trained several mentors to facilitate 
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peer-supported learning, but the scheme was still not very active at the 
time of the inspection (see paragraph 5.17). These positive initiatives 
were, however, totally undermined by the fact that hardly anyone could 
attend the library. In the week before the inspection, for example, when 
four sessions a day were programmed, prisoners had only attended 
two sessions, and this was not unusual. A lack of escort staff was the 
cause, with our survey reflecting this poor access – only 23% said they 
could visit the library once a week or more, compared with 72% in 
comparable prisons. The prison was failing to prioritise use of the 
library. 


 


Library 


 
5.7 Gym facilities, however, were being used frequently, seven days a 


week. Every prisoner could attend for three or four sessions a week, 
with an average of 27 per session. Staff were energetic and committed, 
and their work was complemented well by the health champions (see 
paragraph 4.40), who provided good support especially to those who 
were not used to visiting a gym or who needed extra support and 
encouragement. No accredited training was yet available, but 
instructors were preparing to deliver courses, particularly through the 
Active IQ awarding organisation. 
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Education, skills and work activities 


 


 


 


 
This part of the report is written by Ofsted inspectors using Ofsted’s inspection 
framework, available at https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/education-
inspection-framework. 


Ofsted inspects the provision of education, skills and work in custodial 
establishments using the same inspection framework and methodology it 
applies to further education and skills provision in the wider community. This 
covers four areas: quality of education, behaviour and attitudes, personal 
development and leadership and management. The findings are presented in 
the order of the learner journey in the establishment. Together with the areas of 
concern, provided in the summary section of this report, this constitutes 
Ofsted’s assessment of what the establishment does well and what it needs to 
do better. 


5.8 Ofsted made the following assessments about the education, skills and 
work provision: 


Overall effectiveness: Inadequate 


Quality of education: Inadequate 


Behaviour and attitudes: Inadequate 


Personal development: Inadequate 


Leadership and management: Inadequate 


5.9 Leaders and managers had developed an appropriate curriculum plan 
based on a thorough analysis of the needs of the prisoners. However, 
due to severe staff shortages, senior leaders did not provide prisoners 
with sufficient activity places in education, training and work. The 
regime was not predictable, and this had a negative impact on 
prisoners’ attitude and progress. 


5.10 This fundamental and pervasive problem meant that leaders had not 
successfully addressed six of the eight recommendations from the 
previous inspection. Leaders had, however, introduced a bespoke 
English course for speakers of other languages. Teachers planned the 
course well and adapted it to meet the needs of individual prisoners. At 
the time of the inspection, no prisoners had yet completed the course. 


5.11 Leaders opened very few workshops for prisoners. Too many prisoners 
were involved in low-level jobs or wing work that was repetitive and 
failed to challenge them. Too many prisoners were engaged in wing 
cleaning. Managers did not monitor the quality standards of this work 







Report on an unannounced inspection of HMP Long Lartin 47 


well enough. As a result, too many men were demotivated and lacked a 
sense of purpose in their work. 


5.12 Despite the efforts of prison leaders to improve access to education 
courses since October, it remained a challenge. Leaders did not 
provide sufficient places in mathematics or English. Waiting lists 
exceeded 60 prisoners for each. Leaders did not provide sufficient 
courses for prisoners who wished to study beyond level 2. Choices 
were too limited for vulnerable prisoners and consisted of one 
workshop and one small English class. 


5.13 Too many prisoners were allocated to activities that did not align with 
their sentence plans or planned next steps. In work, too many prisoners 
did not develop their skills beyond the requirements of the job, and 
there was no clear plan for their next role in the prison. As a result, too 
many men remained in roles that did not develop their knowledge or 
skills. 


5.14 The main prison education framework (PEF) provider, Milton Keynes 
College, did not provide a consistently strong educational experience. 
Teaching of the core subjects of English and mathematics was weak. 
Managers had not identified or addressed the key weaknesses through 
their own quality assurance processes. They had not provided recent 
staff training to improve teaching so that prisoners understood and 
remembered more. Teachers’ planning and teaching were strong in art, 
music and in outreach work, but leaders had not shared good practice. 
Due to staffing issues at Milton Keynes College, there were no 
information technology or barbering courses. Managers had not used 
the lessons from the period of restrictions to establish resilient in-cell 
learning strategies to mitigate the impact of the disrupted regime. 


5.15 While leaders and managers scrutinised the PEF provider’s compliance 
with contracts and processes, insufficient time was spent on improving 
the quality of teaching or discussing the impact of staffing issues on the 
breadth of the curriculum on offer. As a result, while prison managers 
had a broadly realistic view of the strengths and weaknesses of their 
provision, they were too positive about the quality of education in 
mathematics and English and underplayed the impact of gaps in the 
curriculum on the prisoner experience. 


5.16 In English and mathematics, teachers did not provide prisoners with a 
clear sense of how the curriculum fitted together. Too often individual 
lessons, based on worksheets, were not set in a broader narrative or 
context. As result, prisoners’ experiences were disjointed. Prisoners 
retained little knowledge. Their records of learning were poorly 
organised and incomplete. Teachers did not use assessment well. Too 
often, past examination questions were used as the teaching resource 
rather than as a means of checking learning. Prisoners did not make 
good progress and too few achieved level 1 or level 2 functional skills 
qualifications in English and mathematics. 


5.17 Milton Keynes College had provided the prison with a detailed prison-
wide reading strategy. Leaders’ own implementation plan lacked 
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enough detail, and there had been very little improvement in the 
reading levels of the weakest readers. Prison staff’s actions were not 
well-coordinated, and staff were not clear about their role in the 
strategy. The prison leaders had invited the Shannon Trust into the 
prison. Fourteen prisoners had been trained as Shannon Trust 
mentors. Due to regime restrictions, they had only been able to support 
a few men (see paragraph 5.6). The college had estimated that about a 
third of the prison population were not strong readers. They had plans 
to start a specific course for non-readers and had worked with the 
library to purchase appropriate reading materials. The reading strategy 
had yet to have an impact on wider prison life or on prisoners in 
workshops. 


5.18 In art and music, teachers planned carefully crafted courses, which 
built on prisoners’ starting points and demonstrated clear progression 
when it came to establishing new skills and knowledge. Prisoners 
spoke with confidence and pride about their work, which was of a good 
standard. For example, in art, prisoners learned how to use different 
types of pencil to produce tone, texture and depth. They had won 
external awards for their work and were rightly proud of their 
achievements. In music, prisoners demonstrated pieces of music that 
they had composed, using software to produce multi-layered tracks 
with personal lyrics. Teachers in industrial cleaning combined theory 
and practice, and prisoners used these skills well when cleaning the 
education buildings. 


5.19 The small number of prisoners on distance learning or Open University 
courses were supported well with administrative tasks, but due to 
regime restrictions, had not been taught how to improve their study or 
independent learning skills. They were making slow progress. 


5.20 Prisoners in the kitchens and in industrial cleaning developed the skills 
they needed to carry out their jobs. Completions and achievements 
were high in food safety, principles of nutrition, on the NVQ in food 
preparation and cooking, and in cleaning. However, managers failed to 
make sure that the environment in the kitchen and on the wing was tidy 
and well ordered, which would have set high expectations that matched 
those found in this industry sector. Cleaners on the wings did not 
always wear appropriate personal protective equipment. Prisoners 
were not well-prepared for work in a professional environment. 


5.21 Staff identified prisoners’ additional needs well in education. They 
devised detailed support plans, which were used to help the learners to 
progress in education. However, staff did not provide prisoners who did 
not attend education with a specialist assessment or support to help 
them thrive in the prison. 


5.22 While the pay policy did not discourage prisoners from attending 
education and work, attendance was too low, and punctuality was 
erratic. In classrooms and at work, prisoners showed respect for the 
teachers, trainers and their peers. They worked in a largely calm 
atmosphere. 
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5.23 Leaders and managers developed and used mentors and health 
champions well (see paragraphs 4.40 and 5.7). These prisoners 
worked in a range of settings, including in induction and workshops, on 
the wings and in the gym. The mentors helped other prisoners to 
improve their physical health and emotional well-being. However, 
leaders had not yet developed a common personal development 
curriculum across education and work. Managers had clear plans to 
celebrate a diverse range of events throughout the year. However, 
prisoners had not yet had formal opportunities to learn about equality 
and diversity or to gain an understanding of the significant changes 
within society. 


5.24 At the time of the inspection, there was no specialist careers 
information, advice and guidance adviser. As a result, prisoners did not 
have access to independent high-quality advice or guidance. 
Temporary arrangements meant that trained prisoners undertook this 
role. During the inspection, inspectors observed that, while these men 
were well intentioned, the quality of advice and guidance was not 
consistently high, and the learning needs of some men were not 
identified. 
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Section 6 Rehabilitation and release planning 


Prisoners are supported to maintain and develop relationships with their 
family and friends. Prisoners are helped to reduce their likelihood of 
reoffending and their risk of harm is managed effectively. Prisoners are 
prepared for their release back into the community. 


Children and families and contact with the outside world 


Expected outcomes: The prison supports prisoners’ contact with their 
families and friends. Programmes aimed at developing parenting and 
relationship skills are facilitated by the prison. Prisoners not receiving visits 
are supported in other ways to establish or maintain family support. 


6.1 The number of social visits spaces was sufficient, with facilities open 
for two and a half hours in the afternoon, four times a week, including 
weekends. Sessions could be booked by telephone or online, although 
the information provided to visitors on both systems was out of date. 
There continued to be a delay in start times for visits and during our 
inspection we saw one family waiting over one hour for their visit to 
start. Visitors told us this was not unusual and, in our survey, only 19% 
of prisoners said visits usually started and finished on time. 


6.2 Family days had resumed earlier in the year and five had been held in 
the previous 12 months, with two more planned for the Christmas 
period. Staff from the Prison Advice and Care Trust (PACT) were 
involved in some activities, such as organising games for families and 
children. Although they were appreciated by those who attended, family 
days were limited in what they offered and were only delivered for two 
and a half hours, the same length as a standard visit. 


6.3 The visitors’ centre had been decorated to make it more child and 
family friendly, although the toilets were in a poor state. Artwork by 
prisoners’ children was on display, and suitable information about what 
to expect during a visit was also available. 


There was a wide range of activities for children of all ages in the visits 
hall, and we observed positive relationships between staff, prisoners 
and their families. However, closed visits could still not take place in 
private because there was no partitioning between booths. Most 
visitors we spoke to had long journeys to get to the prison, but the 
prison only offered a limited provision of cold food. 
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Visits play area 


 
6.4 PACT staff provided some excellent support for prisoners’ families. 


During our inspection, we saw a family member receiving support to 
get to the prison for a visit through funding obtained by the service. 
PACT also supported some complex prisoners, offering one-to-one 
parenting courses and attending the safety interventions meeting 
(SIM), contributing to care planning for a small number of individuals. 
(See paragraph 1.48.) 


6.5 During our inspection, prisoners spoke to us about not receiving help to 
maintain family ties. The education department offered Storybook Dads 
(in which prisoners record a story for their children to listen to at home), 
but only two prisoners had participated in the previous year. 


6.6 Regime curtailment meant restricted prisoner access to phones used to 
maintain family connections, and in-cell phones had not yet been 
installed. In our survey, only 79% said they could use the phone every 
day, compared with 93% at the last inspection. The video-calling 
service only provided half-hour slots per session and was further 
limited by connection issues and regime curtailments. 
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Reducing risk, rehabilitation and progression 


Expected outcomes: Planning for a prisoner’s release starts on their arrival 
at the prison. Each prisoner has an allocated case manager and a custody 
plan designed to address their specific needs, manage risk of harm and 
reduce the risk of reoffending. 


6.7 Nearly three-quarters of prisoners were serving life or indeterminate 
sentences for public protection and for those who had a recorded 
assessment, most were considered to present a high or very high risk. 
About one third of prisoners were category A status. 


6.8 The prison did not have an up-to-date reducing reoffending strategy, 
action plan or needs analysis. Not everyone who was required to 
attended the reducing reoffending meetings, including the head of 
offender management services whose role should have been to act as 
the deputy chair. Meetings did not discuss all relevant pathways and 
action was outstanding from almost three years earlier. The offender 
management unit (OMU) policy had, however, been reviewed and 
there were plans to implement it in the near future. 


6.9 There were gaps in the oversight and management of the OMU. There 
was no senior probation officer (SPO) based in the prison at the time of 
our inspection. Although there was probation management support 
from the community, leadership was inconsistent, and staff were 
working outside of their remit to cover this gap. The OMU team was an 
experienced and dedicated staff group, but staffing shortfalls resulted in 
low morale and a high workload. Time-bound tasks were prioritised, 
which meant other work, including one-to-one sessions with prisoners, 
was not part of POMs’ everyday duties. Not enough was being done to 
make sure joint working across the prison was effective, which the 
POMs felt was affecting their work because of lack of information 
sharing. 


6.10 Contact levels with prisoners were poor. In our case sample, we saw 
prisoners who had no contact with their POM in the previous 12 
months. When contact was made, it was of a high standard, but some 
prisoners nevertheless felt neglected and unable to progress. On 
arrival at the prison, they were not always seen by a POM within a 
reasonable timeframe and were denied a specific offender 
management induction. 


6.11 Key worker delivery was inadequate and did not support the offender 
management in custody (OMiC) model (see Glossary) (see paragraph 
4.4). Of the cases we reviewed, prison recording systems showed all 
prisoners had an allocated key worker. Most of those interviewed knew 
who this was but they had minimal or no contact with them. Where key 
worker sessions did take place, records showed they mainly provided a 
commentary on the how the prisoner seemed rather than describing 
any meaningful engagement. 
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6.12 There continued to be a backlog of offender assessment system 
(OASys) reports as at previous inspections – 125 had not met the 
timescales required in the OMiC model. We found POMS considered 
risk factors well. Not all the reports we reviewed were updated after a 
significant change, and we found an assessment for a prisoner who 
had been recalled back to prison with a sentence plan that was 
community focused and irrelevant to his current circumstances. Too 
many prisoners were not aware of, or involved in, their sentence 
planning, and, in our survey, only 53% of prisoners knew they had a 
custody plan. 


Public protection 


6.13 The public protection policy was not up to date or tailored to the prison, 
but a review was currently underway. All new prisoners were screened 
thoroughly on arrival, initially by case administrators and then by 
POMs. 


6.14 The interdepartmental risk management meeting (IRMM) had only 
resumed in May 2022 since the start of the pandemic. The IRMM was 
poorly attended and staff from other prison departments did not share 
information. A member of the security team, for example, did not 
always attend and during our inspection we saw limited communication 
from them with OMU staff. An ongoing action relating to risks to 
children were not addressed in a timely manner. A new public 
protection steering group had met once in the year, but no other 
meetings had been held – we were informed this was due to a lack of 
attendance. 


6.15 Contribution forms (which share information) for multi-agency public 
protection arrangement (MAPPA) meetings that we looked at were 
mainly good, but some lacked sufficient detail. Due to the length of time 
left to serve, most of our sample group did not have a confirmed 
MAPPA level. 


6.16 During the inspection, 73 prisoners were subject to child protection 
arrangements and 100 were on restrictions due to harassment. 
Monitoring arrangements were generally well managed and staff who 
were responsible for monitoring were experienced in these tasks. 
However, the visits booking clerks did not have access to the OMU 
database and managed their own list, which highlighted a lack of 
information sharing. 


6.17 Risk management plans were of a mixed quality. We found some that 
contained old information that was not relevant to the prisoner’s current 
circumstances or the provision at Long Lartin. Others clearly outlined 
ways of managing and mitigating prisoners’ risks in custody and the 
community. 
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Categorisation and transfers 


6.18 In the re-categorisation documents we reviewed, most assessments 
were timely, had logical approaches and were mainly well considered, 
with justifiable outcomes. However, there was not always evidence to 
show that the prisoner was involved or that they knew a review had 
taken place. Prisoners we spoke to said they were not asked for 
contributions or advised of the outcome of the reviews. 


6.19 Over half the population had been at the prison for over two years and 
almost a third of prisoners for over four years. In our survey and during 
our inspection, prisoners expressed their dissatisfaction at not being 
able to complete accredited programmes or move to other prisons to 
complete interventions. This meant they were unable to demonstrate 
that they had reduced their risks so they could receive a lower 
categorisation (see paragraphs 6.21 to 6.23). 


6.20 Due to population pressure, HM Prison and Probation Service had 
recently directed the prison not to move category C prisoners out of the 
establishment, which was affecting prisoners’ progression. During our 
inspection, there were 12 category C prisoners, 10 of whom had been 
affected by the hold and two with specific needs who had waited over a 
year to progress. 


Interventions 


Expected outcomes: Prisoners are able to access interventions designed to 
promote successful rehabilitation. 


6.21 A range of accredited and non-accredited programmes was offered, 
and the prison had recently introduced a new in-depth needs analysis 
tool to support future planning. However, the prison did not meet the 
needs of all of the population and struggled to transfer prisoners to 
access programmes elsewhere. 


6.22 The number of prisoners completing interventions was very small – 
only 14 prisoners had completed a programme in the previous year. 
Although robust plans were in place to increase participation, group 
sessions had been limited because of the restricted regime and some 
staffing vacancies. In the previous 12 months, only one group of nine 
prisoners had completed the Thinking Skills Programme and during our 
inspection another group of six prisoners was participating in the 
Motivation and Engagement programme. There were no group 
interventions for vulnerable prisoners, some of whom expressed their 
frustration about this during our inspection. The psychology and 
interventions teams undertook some good one-to-one work, but too few 
prisoners had the opportunity to take part. 


6.23 Interventions were allocated on the basis of significant dates in a 
prisoner’s sentence, limiting their opportunities for progression. During 
our inspection, category A prisoners were concerned because they had 
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to wait a significant period of time for a parole or release date before 
being able to complete a programme. 


6.24 We saw the psychology department undertake some good work, and 
each wing had a dedicated psychologist as a single point of contact for 
support. They worked with several complex individuals across the 
prison, and we found some positive work being done in the segregation 
unit (see paragraph 3.31). A dedicated lead psychologist in the team 
oversaw the management of prisoners serving indeterminate 
sentences for public protection, which was positive. 


Specialist units  


Expected outcomes: Personality disorder units and therapeutic 
communities provide a safe, respectful and purposeful environment which 
allows prisoners to confront their offending behaviour. 


6.25 The pre-psychologically informed planned environment (pre-PIPE) unit 
was for those assessed as suitable for PIPE but resistant to change. It 
offered a wide range of evidence-based therapeutic interventions, 
including structured one-to-one programmes, group work and 
enrichment activities. The unit was well run, with the programme length 
tailored to individual needs, and was not affected by regime 
curtailments. Most prisoners we spoke to were positive about the 
support they received. 


6.26 The unit had some staff vacancies, but the prison was carrying out a 
recruitment drive. Prison staff were appropriately selected and 
interviewed to work in the pre-PIPE unit and national training was now 
available following a pause during the pandemic. Arrangements for 
individual and group supervision for prison and clinical staff were good, 
and staff we spoke to valued it. Clinical leadership was effective. 


6.27 There were 14 places in the unit, and, during our inspection, 10 spaces 
were being used, and a further four prisoners were to be transferred to 
the unit. Outreach sessions were being delivered to help prepare those 
who were due to be moved to the pre-PIPE unit, which was positive. In 
the previous 12 months, five prisoners had successfully completed the 
programme, all of whom had been transferred to specialist units in 
other prisons. Four prisoners had been deselected and psychologists 
had supported them to reintegrate into the main prison. 
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Release planning 


Expected outcomes: The specific reintegration needs of individual prisoners 
are met through an individual multi-agency plan to maximise the likelihood 
of successful reintegration into the community. 


6.28 The number of prisoners being released from the prison into the 
community was low – only five in the previous 12 months had been 
released and four had been transferred to a secure hospital. There was 
no resettlement provision, but all prisoners were provided with 
appropriate accommodation, mainly to approved premises that were 
suited to their needs. 


6.29 In the cases we reviewed, interactions with the community offender 
manager (COM) were adequate, handovers were completed by the 
POM and MAPPA levels were usually confirmed in a timely manner. 


6.30 Finance, benefit and debt support was limited. The prison had recently 
seen a decline in the number of bank accounts being opened for 
prisoners due for release, and POMs tried to offer support, but not 
always with success. The education department offered a finance 
awareness course, with limited uptake. 
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Section 7 Summary of priority and key concerns 


The following is a list of the priority and key concerns in this report. 


Priority concerns 


1. The level of self-harm had doubled since our last inspection and 
was the highest among comparable prisons, but there was no plan 
to reduce it. 


2. Levels of violence were too high, especially against staff. The 
safety team was under-resourced, and work to address the causes of 
violence remained limited. 


3. The prison’s infrastructure was in very poor condition and in need 
of investment. Many cells had no toilet or running water, and the 
heating, roofs, showers, kitchen equipment and some physical security 
systems were failing.  


4. Prisoners spent too much time locked up and the regime was 
delivered inconsistently. 


5. Provision of education, training and work was insufficient, and 
prisoners were not allocated to courses that met their needs.  


6. Prisoners had insufficient contact with offender managers to 
support risk reduction and sentence progression.  


Key concerns 


7. There was a high level of illicit drug use, but plans to reduce drug 
supply or to limit demand were lacking. 


8. Too few key work sessions were being delivered, limiting staff-
prisoner relationships and sentence progression. 


9. The prison did not do enough to address perceived 
disproportionate treatment among those from ethnic and religious 
minorities or to cater for the prison’s large number of disabled 
prisoners. 


10. The health care inpatient unit and the end-of-life cell were not 
suitable and too many prisoners were placed in the unit 
inappropriately.  


11. The shortage of pharmacy staff was affecting service delivery. 
Prescribing was not subject to effective oversight or scrutiny, and 
governance of out-of-hours’ medicines use was poor.  
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12. There was not enough mathematics or English provision, and 
teaching standards in those subjects were poor. 


13. Leaders had made insufficient progress in improving prisoners’ 
reading levels. 


14. Leaders had not developed a personal development curriculum 
across education and work. Prisoners were not given formal 
opportunities to learn about equality, diversity or recent significant 
changes in society. 


15. There were shortfalls in public protection arrangements. The 
interdepartmental risk management meeting was poorly attended and 
there was a lack of information sharing. Ongoing action relating to risks 
to children remained unresolved. 
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Section 8 Progress on recommendations from 
the last full inspection and scrutiny visit reports 


Recommendations from the last full inspection 
 
The following is a summary of the main findings from the last full inspection 
report and a list of all the recommendations made, organised under the four 
tests of a healthy prison.  


Safety 


Prisoners, particularly the most vulnerable, are held safely. 


At the last inspection, in 2018, early days procedures were generally 
adequate. The prison housed a challenging, high risk population and there 
had been some very serious violent incidents, but there had been 
concerted action to reduce risks and improve procedures. At the time of 
inspection, the prison was stable and well controlled. Violence reduction 
procedures were very good. Force was used proportionately, but 
governance of special accommodation was poor. There was good work to 
move some challenging prisoners out of the segregation unit, but too many 
still spent long periods there. Security was generally proportionate and well 
managed. The number of prisoners who had harmed themselves had 
increased, but care for those at risk was very good. There had been 
excellent progress in implementing Prisons and Probation Ombudsman 
(PPO) recommendations. Outcomes for prisoners were reasonably good 
against this healthy prison test. 


 
Recommendations 


Prisoners’ property should arrive with them on transfer or within a reasonable 
time after their arrival.  
Not achieved 
 
Wing staff should regularly check the welfare of new arrivals.  
Achieved 
 
Prisoners should receive a comprehensive and meaningful induction about the 
prison’s rules and regime.  
Not achieved 
 
Prisoners on the basic level of the incentives scheme should be reviewed 
frequently and promoted to standard when there is evidence to show an 
improvement in behaviour. 
Not achieved 
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Prison managers should fully investigate the reasons for the significant increase 
in the number of adjudications, and address any concerns identified. 
Not achieved 
 
Adjudications referred to the police should be followed up quickly to ensure 
natural justice for prisoners. 
Achieved 
 
Prison managers should investigate and address the reasons behind the 
increase in the use of force and special accommodation. 
Not achieved 
 
Managers should regularly review the video recordings of planned interventions.  
Not achieved 
 
Governance of the use of special accommodation should ensure that all uses 
are justified and properly documented, and that all procedures are correctly 
followed. 
Achieved 
 
Prisoners undergoing self-harm monitoring should only be held in the 
segregation unit in exceptional circumstances. 
Partially achieved 
 
There should be effective reintegration planning for all prisoners held in the 
segregation unit. 
Achieved 
 
Segregated prisoners should have daily access to showers and telephone calls, 
as well as a regime that provides more time out of cell if an individual risk 
assessment shows this is safe. 
Not achieved 
 
The visitors’ dress code should be proportionate to the risks faced by the prison. 
Not achieved 
 
Mandatory drug testing facilities should be relocated to an appropriate testing 
and waiting environment.  
Partially achieved 
 
Prisoners should be able to access Listeners easily, including on reception and 
at night. 
Partially achieved  
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Respect  


Prisoners are treated with respect for their human dignity. 
 


At the last inspection in 2018, staff-prisoner relationships were good. Living 
conditions were generally reasonable, but the night sanitation 
arrangements continued to be degrading and unacceptable. There were 
some weaknesses in complaints and applications procedures. Food was 
adequate and prisoners valued the opportunity to cook for themselves. 
Equality and diversity work had deteriorated, and potential disparities in 
treatment were not adequately identified or addressed. Faith provision was 
very good. Health services were reasonably good overall, but too many 
external appointments were cancelled, and the inpatient unit did not provide 
an effective therapeutic environment. Outcomes for prisoners were not 
sufficiently good against this healthy prison test.  


Key recommendation 


A to D wings should be refurbished to include integral sanitation in cells.  
Not achieved 
 
Recommendations 


All maintenance jobs should be completed swiftly and those of most importance 
to prisoner well-being and decency should be prioritised.  
Not achieved 
 
The prison should log and monitor responses to cell call bells.  
Achieved 
 
Breakfast packs should be issued on the day they are to be eaten. 
Not achieved 
 
Wing serveries should record food temperature checks consistently, and be 
cleaned after service, and prisoner kitchens on the wings should be kept clean 
and properly maintained.  
Partially achieved 
 
Prisoner consultation should be more widely promoted, and staff from all 
departments and representatives from each wing should attend meetings.  
Achieved 
 
Prisoner applications should be logged and tracked. Responses to applications 
should be prompt, address the issue raised, demonstrate sufficient enquiry and 
be subject to quality assurance.  
Not achieved 
 
Responses to all complaints should be timely and investigated at an appropriate 
level and should fully address the issues raised. 
Partially achieved 
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The equality strategy should outline how the needs of all protected groups will 
be identified and addressed. It should be underpinned by regular consultation 
and accompanied by a systematically implemented action plan. 
Not achieved 
 
The national equality monitoring tool should cover all protected characteristics 
and produce data that is not more than a month old. The prison should use the 
available monitoring data and investigate any identified disparities. 
Not achieved 
 
Professional translation and interpreting services should be used to engage with 
foreign national prisoners who require them. 
Partially achieved 
 
The prison should develop a paid carer scheme to support prisoners with 
disabilities who needed extra support, and should make adapted cells available 
for vulnerable prisoners with identified needs. 
Not achieved 
 
The prison and health care staff should prioritise attendance at the planned 
local delivery board meetings to agree the key operational areas that require 
effective joint working. 
Not achieved 
 
Patients should be able to attend all necessary external health appointments.  
Achieved 
 
The inpatient service should operate through an agreed operational policy that 
that prioritises clinical need, and should deliver an effective therapeutic regime.  
Not achieved 
 
Prisoners accepted as needing transfer to hospital under the Mental Health Act 
should be moved within the Department of Health timescales. 
Not achieved 
 
Prisoners with substance misuse needs should be able to access groupwork as 
part of their programme of care and support, where indicated. 
Not achieved 
 
The in-possession medication policy should clearly identify the specific risks of 
drugs that could be tradable, and provide clear advice to prescribers. 
Achieved 
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Purposeful activity 


Prisoners are able, and expected, to engage in activity that is likely to 
benefit them. 
 


At the last inspection, in 2018, time out of cell for prisoners attending 
activities was reasonable, but during some of our roll checks we found 
more than a third of prisoners locked in cell during the working day. Access 
to association and exercise was reasonable, but the exercise period was 
too short. Most prisoners had access to reasonable gym and library 
services. New initiatives to develop activity provision had yet to be 
implemented, but some aspects of activities had improved and quality 
improvement arrangements were good. Most prisoners who took part in 
workshops and education were able to develop useful skills. Achievement 
of qualifications had improved and was good. Outcomes for prisoners were 
not sufficiently good against this healthy prison test.  


Key recommendation 


The prison should ensure that there are sufficient activity places to occupy all 
prisoners fully during the working day, and that all those allocated to activities 
are able to attend. 
Not achieved 
 
Recommendations 


Exercise should be offered for an hour a day. 
Achieved 
 
All prisoners should have equitable access to PE facilities and qualifications.  
Partially achieved 
 
There should be sufficient higher level courses to meet the learning needs and 
aspirations of prisoners, especially those serving long sentences. 
Not achieved 
 
There should be structured provision of English for speakers of other languages 
(ESOL), and English and mathematics support should be included in all 
workshops as part of prisoner learning. 
Partially achieved 
 
All prisoners, including vulnerable prisoners, should have access to the ‘virtual 
campus’. 
Not achieved 
 
The results of prisoners’ initial assessment of English and mathematics support 
needs should be routinely shared with staff in the workshops to help plan 
individual learning. 
Partially achieved 
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Equality and respect for diversity should be promoted and reinforced in the 
workshops and training areas. 
Not achieved 
 
Trainers should record development of prisoners’ personal, social and work 
skills to ensure that they are better prepared for progression to further education 
and training. 
Not achieved 
 
The prison should provide a sufficient range and quality of accredited work and 
vocational training to develop prisoners’ work skills and ensure recognition of 
their achievements. 
Not achieved 
 
Rehabilitation and release planning  


Prisoners are supported to maintain and develop relationships with their 
family and friends. Prisoners are helped to reduce their likelihood of 
reoffending and their risk of harm is managed effectively. Prisoners are 
prepared for their release back into the community. 
 


At the last inspection, in 2018, there was very limited family support 
provision. Visits were relaxed but often started late. There was an ongoing 
shortage of offender supervisor time, and rehabilitation services were not 
sufficiently well coordinated. There was a backlog of offender assessment 
system (OASys) assessments, but the quality was good. Public protection 
procedures were very good. A high number of prisoners completed 
offending behaviour programmes. Many prisoners achieved progressive 
transfers. Release was well managed. Outcomes for prisoners were 
reasonably good against this healthy prison test.  


Key recommendation 


The prison should provide a comprehensive range of support to help prisoners 
sustain and improve relationships with their children and other close family 
members. 
Partially achieved 
 
Recommendations 


Visits should start at the advertised time, and prisoners should be able to have 
closed visits in privacy. 
Not achieved 
 
There should be a supervised children’s play area in the visits hall, and a wide 
range of food and drinks for visitors. 
Partially achieved 
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Offender supervisors should have sufficient time to undertake their roles in full. 
They should receive necessary training and supervision, and an offender 
management policy should outline how their work is to be integrated with other 
departments. 
No longer relevant 
 
OASys assessments should be completed promptly, including by community 
offender managers. 
Not achieved 
 
Child protection training should be available for all staff, with priority for staff 
who have direct contact with children.  
Partially achieved 
 
Recommendations from the scrutiny visit 


The following is a list of the recommendations made in the scrutiny visit report 
from February 2021. 


Leaders and managers should revise the oversight arrangements across the 
establishment so that their purpose is clear and their oversight sufficiently 
robust to ensure improved practice. 
Achieved 
 
Force should only be used as a last resort and when necessary and 
proportionate. All force should be recorded accurately and subject to oversight.  
Not achieved 
 
Prisoners who require segregation should only be segregated for as long as is 
necessary and have a reintegration plan. Relationships between staff and 
prisoners should be improved and prisoners should have daily access to 
telephones and showers.  
Partially achieved 
 
All prisoner complaints should be investigated thoroughly. The issues should be 
appropriately addressed and the response should be transparent and 
independent.  
Not achieved 
 
The governor should take immediate action to make sure his approach to 
promoting equality is underpinned by systematic monitoring and analysis of 
outcomes for prisoners in each protected characteristic group, supporting an 
effective system for the reporting and investigation of complaints about 
discrimination.  
Not achieved 
 
The prison should work with health providers to manage prisoner access to 
health professionals and individual patient risks safely, and to reduce health 
care waiting times.  
Achieved 
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Medicines should be administered to patients in the safest way, meeting 
professional and good practice standards.  
Not achieved 
 
Prison leaders should make sure that all public protection monitoring takes 
place promptly. 
Achieved 
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Appendix I About our inspections and reports 


His Majesty’s Inspectorate of Prisons is an independent, statutory organisation 
which reports on the treatment and conditions of those detained in prisons, 
young offender institutions, secure training centres, immigration detention 
facilities, police and court custody and military detention. 
 
All inspections carried out by HM Inspectorate of Prisons contribute to the UK’s 
response to its international obligations under the Optional Protocol to the UN 
Convention against Torture and other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment 
or Punishment (OPCAT). OPCAT requires that all places of detention are 
visited regularly by independent bodies – known as the National Preventive 
Mechanism (NPM) – which monitor the treatment of and conditions for 
detainees. HM Inspectorate of Prisons is one of several bodies making up the 
NPM in the UK. 
 
All Inspectorate of Prisons reports carry a summary of the conditions and 
treatment of prisoners, based on the four tests of a healthy prison that were first 
introduced in this Inspectorate’s thematic review Suicide is everyone’s concern, 
published in 1999. For men’s prisons the tests are: 


Safety 
Prisoners, particularly the most vulnerable, are held safely. 


Respect 
Prisoners are treated with respect for their human dignity. 


Purposeful activity 
Prisoners are able, and expected, to engage in activity that is likely to  
to benefit them. 


 
Rehabilitation and release planning 
Prisoners are supported to maintain and develop relationships with  
their family and friends. Prisoners are helped to reduce their likelihood  
of reoffending and their risk of harm is managed effectively. Prisoners  
are prepared for their release into the community.  
 


Under each test, we make an assessment of outcomes for prisoners and 
therefore of the establishment's overall performance against the test. There are 
four possible judgements: in some cases, this performance will be affected by 
matters outside the establishment's direct control, which need to be addressed 
by His Majesty’s Prison and Probation Service (HMPPS). 


Outcomes for prisoners are good. 
There is no evidence that outcomes for prisoners are being  
adversely affected in any significant areas. 


 
Outcomes for prisoners are reasonably good. 
There is evidence of adverse outcomes for prisoners in only a  
small number of areas. For the majority, there are no significant  
concerns. Procedures to safeguard outcomes are in place. 
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Outcomes for prisoners are not sufficiently good. 
There is evidence that outcomes for prisoners are being adversely  
affected in many areas or particularly in those areas of greatest  
importance to the well-being of prisoners. Problems/concerns, if left  
unattended, are likely to become areas of serious concern. 


  
Outcomes for prisoners are poor. 
There is evidence that the outcomes for prisoners are seriously 
affected by current practice. There is a failure to ensure even  
adequate treatment of and/or conditions for prisoners. Immediate  
remedial action is required. 


 
Our assessments might result in identification of areas of concern. Key 
concerns identify the areas where there are significant weaknesses in the 
treatment of and conditions for prisoners. To be addressed they will require a 
change in practice and/or new or redirected resources. Priority concerns are 
those that inspectors believe are the most urgent and important and which 
should be attended to immediately. Key concerns and priority concerns are 
summarised at the beginning of inspection reports and the body of the report 
sets out the issues in more detail. 
 
We also provide examples of notable positive practice in our reports. These 
list innovative work or practice that leads to particularly good outcomes from 
which other establishments may be able to learn. Inspectors look for evidence 
of good outcomes for prisoners; original, creative or particularly effective 
approaches to problem-solving or achieving the desired goal; and how other 
establishments could learn from or replicate the practice. 
 
Five key sources of evidence are used by inspectors: observation; prisoner and 
staff surveys; discussions with prisoners; discussions with staff and relevant 
third parties; and documentation. During inspections we use a mixed-method 
approach to data gathering and analysis, applying both qualitative and 
quantitative methodologies. Evidence from different sources is triangulated to 
strengthen the validity of our assessments. 


Other than in exceptional circumstances, all our inspections are unannounced 
and include a follow up of recommendations from the previous inspection. 


All inspections of prisons are conducted jointly with Ofsted or Estyn (Wales), the 
Care Quality Commission and the General Pharmaceutical Council (GPhC). 
Some are also conducted with HM Inspectorate of Probation. This joint work 
ensures expert knowledge is deployed in inspections and avoids multiple 
inspection visits.  


This report 


This report provides a summary of our inspection findings against the four 
healthy prison tests. There then follow four sections each containing a detailed 
account of our findings against our Expectations. Criteria for assessing the 
treatment of and conditions for men in prisons (Version 5, 2017) (available on 
our website at https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprisons/our-
expectations/prison-expectations/). Section 7 summarises the areas of concern 
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from the inspection. Section 8 lists the recommendations from the previous full 
inspection (and scrutiny visit where relevant), and our assessment of whether 
they have been achieved. 


Findings from the survey of prisoners and a detailed description of the survey 
methodology can be found on our website (see Further resources). Please note 
that we only refer to comparisons with other comparable establishments or 
previous inspections when these are statistically significant. The significance 
level is set at 0.01, which means that there is only a 1% chance that the 
difference in results is due to chance.  


Inspection team 


This inspection was carried out by: 


Martin Lomas Deputy chief inspector 
Sara Pennington Team leader 
Sumayyah Hassam  Inspector 
Martin Kettle  Inspector 
Rebecca Mavin Inspector 
Chelsey Pattison Inspector 
Paul Rowlands Inspector 
Dionne Walker Inspector 
Emma King  Researcher 
Sophie Riley  Researcher 
Joe Simmonds Researcher 
Reanna Walton Researcher 
Shaun Thomson Lead health and social care inspector 
Stephen Eley  Health and social care inspector 
Chris Barnes  Pharmacist 
Mark Griffiths  Care Quality Commission inspector 
Carolyn Brownsea Ofsted inspector 
Mary Devane  Ofsted inspector 
Diane Koppit  Ofsted inspector 
Martin Ward  Ofsted inspector 
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Appendix II Glossary  


We try to make our reports as clear as possible, and this short glossary should 
help to explain some of the specialist terms you may find. If you need an 
explanation of any other terms, please see the longer glossary, available on our 
website at: http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprisons/about-our-
inspections/ 
 
Care Quality Commission (CQC) 
CQC is the independent regulator of health and adult social care in England. It 
monitors, inspects and regulates services to make sure they meet fundamental 
standards of quality and safety. For information on CQC's standards of care and 
the action it takes to improve services, please visit: http://www.cqc.org.uk 
 
Certified normal accommodation (CNA) and operational capacity 
Baseline CNA is the sum total of all certified accommodation in an 
establishment except cells in segregation units, health care cells or rooms that 
are not routinely used to accommodate long stay patients. In-use CNA is 
baseline CNA less those places not available for immediate use, such as 
damaged cells, cells affected by building works, and cells taken out of use due 
to staff shortages. Operational capacity is the total number of prisoners that an 
establishment can hold without serious risk to good order, security and the 
proper running of the planned regime. 
 
Challenge, support and intervention plan (CSIP) 
Used by all adult prisons to manage those prisoners who are violent or pose a 
heightened risk of being violent. These prisoners are managed and supported 
on a plan with individualised targets and regular reviews. Not everyone who is 
violent is case managed on CSIP. Some prisons also use the CSIP framework 
to support victims of violence. 
 
Key worker scheme 
The key worker scheme operates across the closed male estate and in the 
women’s estate for eligible women and is one element of the Offender 
Management in Custody (OMiC) model. All prison officers have a caseload of 
around six prisoners. The aim is to enable staff to develop constructive, 
motivational relationships with prisoners, which can support and encourage 
them to work towards positive rehabilitative goals. 
 
Leader 
In this report the term ‘leader’ refers to anyone with leadership or management 
responsibility in the prison system. We will direct our narrative at the level of 
leadership which has the most capacity to influence a particular outcome. 
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Offender management in custody (OMiC) 
The Offender Management in Custody (OMiC) model, which has now been 
rolled out in all adult prisons, entails prison officers undertaking key work 
sessions with prisoners (implemented during 2018–19) and case management, 
which established the role of the prison offender manager (POM) from 1 
October 2019. On 31 March 2021, a specific OMiC model for male open 
prisons, which does not include key work, was rolled out. 
 
Pathways to Progression 
A joint operational and clinical approach to managing complex custodial 
behaviour with the aim of reducing the number of prisoners segregated for long 
periods in the long-term and high security estate (LTHSE). 
 
Protected characteristics 
The grounds upon which discrimination is unlawful (Equality and Human Rights 
Commission, 2010). 
 
Protection of adults at risk 
Safeguarding duties apply to an adult who: 
• has needs for care and support (whether or not the local authority is meeting 


any of those needs); and 
• is experiencing, or is at risk of, abuse or neglect; and 
• as a result of those care and support needs is unable to protect themselves 


from either the risk of, or the experience of, abuse and neglect (Care Act 
2014). 


 
Social care package 
A level of personal care to address needs identified following a social needs 
assessment undertaken by the local authority (i.e. assistance with washing, 
bathing, toileting, activities of daily living etc, but not medical care). 
 
Time out of cell 
Time out of cell, in addition to formal 'purposeful activity', includes any time 
prisoners are out of their cells to associate or use communal facilities to take 
showers or make telephone calls. 
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Appendix III Further resources 


Some further resources that should be read alongside this report are published 
on the HMI Prisons website (they also appear in the printed reports distributed 
to the prison). For this report, these are: 


 
Prison population profile 


We request a population profile from each prison as part of the information we 
gather during our inspection. We have published this breakdown on our 
website. 


 
Prisoner survey methodology and results 


A representative survey of prisoners is carried out at the start of every 
inspection, the results of which contribute to the evidence base for the 
inspection. A document with information about the methodology and the survey, 
and comparator documents showing the results of the survey, are published 
alongside the report on our website. 


 
Prison staff survey  


Prison staff are invited to complete a staff survey. The results are published 
alongside the report on our website.   
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