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Summary
The National Offender Management Service Agency (the Agency) is an executive agency of
the Ministry of Justice (the Department). The Agency directly manages 117 public prisons,
manages the contracts of 14 private prisons, and is responsible for a prisoner population of
around 86,000. It commissions and funds services from 35 probation trusts, which oversee
approximately 165,000 offenders serving community sentences. For 2012-13, the Agency’s
budget is £3,401 million.
The Committee was pleased to note that the Agency achieved its savings targets of £230
million in 2011-12 and maintained its overall performance, despite an increase in the
prison population. However, the Agency’s savings targets of £246 million in 2012-13, £262
million in 2013-14 and £145 million in 2014-15 are challenging. The Agency believes it has
scope to make the prison estate more efficient by closing older, more expensive prisons and
investing in new ones. The savings plans assume the prison population will stay at its
current level and not increase and that no progress is made on reducing overcrowding.
Furthermore, the Agency has not yet secured the up-front funding for the voluntary
redundancies needed to bring down prison staffing costs.
Unless overcrowding is addressed and staff continue to carry out offender management
work it is increasingly likely that rehabilitation work needed to reduce the risk of prisoners
reoffending will not be provided and that prisoners will not be ready for transfer to open
conditions or release. We were not reassured that the Agency has done enough to address
the risks to safety, decency and standards in prisons and in community services arising
from staffing cuts implemented to meet financial targets.
The Agency plans to increase the role of private firms and the third sector in probation. We
are not convinced that probation trusts have the infrastructure and skills they need to
commission probation services from these providers effectively.
On the basis of a Report by the Comptroller and Auditor General,1 we took evidence from
HM Inspectorate of Prisons, HM Inspectorate of Probation and the National Offender
Management Service Agency on the Agency’s restructure and performance against
Spending Review savings targets.

1

C&AG’s Report, Restructuring the National Offender Management Service, Session 2012-13, HC 593
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Conclusions and recommendations
1.

The Agency faces increasing challenges over the Spending Review period to
deliver its savings targets. The Agency did well to achieve its savings target of £230
million in 2011-12, but its strategy for future savings depends on the prison
population remaining stable, something over which it has no control. The strategy
also requires significant cuts in staff numbers to bring down payroll costs but the
Agency does not have the resources to fund the voluntary redundancies that will be
required. The Agency should work with the Department and HM Treasury to
develop a funded strategy for delivering future savings.

2.

There is a risk that cost reductions result in prison staff having to focus solely on
security at the expense of offender management, training and rehabilitation.
Reduced numbers risk staff being taken off offender management programmes to
cover duty on prison wings. The training and rehabilitation activities are important
for reducing reoffending after release. In considering short-term cost reductions the
Agency should identify and take into account the potential long-term consequences
they could have on the prison population, on recidivism, and on protecting the
public and on future costs to the public purse.

3.

Levels of risk in some prisons have increased as staff numbers have been reduced.
We welcome the Agency’s reintroduction of systems to manage risk at the regional
level. However, we are concerned about safety and decency in some prisons and the
fact that more prisoners are reporting that they do not feel safe. Assaults on staff, selfharm and escapes from contractor escorts have all increased. The Agency should
ensure that savings plans have regard to the potential impact on risks to standards of
safety, decency and respect in prisons and in the community.

4.

Prison overcrowding has become institutionalised and some individuals have to
be placed in prisons which do not provide the appropriate rehabilitation
programmes to prepare them for release. The Agency is planning to make savings
by closing older, more expensive prisons and opening newer establishments which
are cheaper to run. These plans are based on the acceptance that it will not be able to
reduce prisoner overcrowding from its current level, which is the maximum it
considers safe. Before closing prisons, the Agency should evaluate the consequences
of closure on overcrowding, the ability to deliver sentence plans and the capacity to
match prisoners to work programmes.

5.

The Department is consulting on plans to put the majority of services currently
provided by probation trusts out to competition. But probation trusts do not
have the skills they need to support this expanded role in commissioning. We
received evidence of poor contracting with the contract for electronic monitoring,
which suggests that expenditure in the UK is 60% higher than equivalent
expenditure in the USA. The Department should work with the Agency to help
probation trusts develop the skills they will require to commission effectively from
private and voluntary sectors.
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1 Delivering future savings and
maintaining performance
1. The Committee was pleased to note that the Agency achieved its savings target of £230
million in 2011-12. However, the Agency currently projects that it will spend £32 million
more than its budget of £3,401 million in 2012-13. The Agency told us it has had to reduce
its savings target for 2013-14 from £262 million to £210 million.2 While the Agency still
believes that it will be able to reach its original 2014-15 savings target of £145 million, we
are concerned that its savings strategy assumes it will receive sufficient funding from the
Department to close a £66 million funding gap to pay for voluntary redundancies.3 The
Agency and Department have not discussed with HM Treasury their need for additional
support to close the funding gap, although HM Treasury told us that it is open to
discussion.4
2. The Agency attributes its 2012-13 deficit partly to the impact of the riots in 2011.
Convictions following the riots caused an increase in the prison population of 0.8 % over
the previous 12 months. This prevented the Agency from making savings by closing
prisons as quickly as it had previously planned.5 In November 2012, the Department
forecast that the prison population would grow more slowly to 2018 than it had previously
projected.6 The Agency based this lower forecast on the expected impacts of the Legal Aid,
Sentencing and Punishment of Offenders Act 2012.7 However, these figures are
projections, and priorities may change with the new Secretary of State. Over the longer
term, the prison population has increased significantly, doubling since the mid-1990s.8 In
the last eight years alone, the population rose from 74,448 in June 2004 to 86,048 in June
2012.9 The Agency has no control over demand for prison places.10
3. The Agency has a target of making £190 million in savings from the prison estate, but
has yet to achieve £106 million of this target.11 If the prison population does not fall, the
Agency believes it will largely be able to meet this savings target by closing old, expensive
prisons and opening additional places in prisons with a lower unit cost.12 It is also
2

Q119, 121

3

Q121

4

Qq 122, 125-128

5

Qq 45, 47, 119
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‘Prison population projections 2012 to 2018, England and Wales’ Ministry of Justice Statistical Bulletin
http://www.justice.gov.uk/downloads/statistics/prison-probation/prison-pop-projections/prison-pop-projections-201218.pdf
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Q45, ‘Legal Aid, Sentencing and Punishment of Offenders Act 2012’
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2012/10/contents/enacted
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‘Prison population projections 2012 to 2018, England and Wales’ Ministry of Justice
http://www.justice.gov.uk/downloads/statistics/prison-probation/prison-pop-projections/prison-pop-projections-201218.pdf
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examining how it could increase the number of places in existing prisons through means
such as adding house-blocks.13
4. The Agency told us that over the past five years, as the prison population has grown,
nearly a quarter of all prisoners have been held in overcrowded accommodation. The
Agency contends that this amount of overcrowding is necessary to cope with the numbers
being sentenced to custody and to avoid putting people into police cells. However, it also
suggested that this was the maximum amount of overcrowding that it thought was safe.
The Agency told the Committee that it would like to reduce overcrowding in prisons, but
could not afford to do so and make the significant savings required.14
5. The Chief Inspector of Prisons informed us that the consequences of prison
overcrowding include prisoners spending very long periods locked up in cells with too little
physical space. Overcrowding, according to the Chief Inspector, also prevents prisons from
keeping offenders usefully occupied and receiving appropriate rehabilitation.15 The Agency
acknowledged that even relatively new prisons were already overcrowded because of the
long-term growth in the prison population.16
6. The Chief Inspector of Probation informed us that she had found that the cuts resulted
in probation trusts changing how they work with ex-offenders in three key areas. The
reports on offenders provided for the courts are completed more quickly, but there is an
increased risk that they do not contain all the information judges and magistrates should
have, such as an individual’s likelihood to reoffend.17
7. Secondly, probation trusts have switched from using evidence-based accredited
rehabilitation programmes, such as those used to treat sex offenders, to shorter
programmes which do not always have a proven impact on reducing reoffending. Thirdly,
there has been a relaxation of the use of national standards designed to achieve consistency
across the country in how probation trusts work with offenders in the community.18
8. The Chief Inspector of Prisons was also concerned at the impact that spending cuts were
having on risks within prisons which he considered were growing. His reports have found,
for example, that the number of staff supervising prisoners has fallen reducing the level of
resilience so that if something went wrong problems would escalate quickly.19 Public
protection has also lessened, as was demonstrated in 2012 by an increase in the number of
prisoners escaping from contractor escorts and the first escape of a Category A prisoner in
16 years.20
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9. Staff cuts could also affect the safety of prisoners and prison staff. Although inspections
had previously noted an improvement in safety in prisons and in the treatment of
prisoners with respect and decency, the Chief Inspector of Prisons was concerned that
these improvements had now stalled.21 Recorded assaults on prisoners and staff have
increased, as have incidents of self-harm by male prisoners.22 The Inspector’s reports
compare prisoners’ perceptions of their safety over time and in 2012 found that twice as
many prisoners considered that their safety had got significantly worse than felt it had
improved.23
10. The Agency told us that how well prisons and probation trusts are run depends on the
leadership of prison governors and senior managers in trusts. The Agency acknowledged
that it had changed prison governors too often in too many prisons. The Agency told us
that it now expects to improve leadership skills by allowing governors to stay longer in each
prison24 and it has decided to assess risks regionally again to improve communication to
reduce things going wrong.25

21

Q2

22

‘Safety in custody statistics, Quarterly update to June 2012, England and Wales’

http://www.justice.gov.uk/downloads/statistics/prison-probation/safety-custody/safety-custody-june-2012.pdf
23
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2 Offender management in prison and the
community
11. Reductions in prison staff numbers appear to have led prisons to cut the amount of
time they spend trying to rehabilitate offenders. The Chief Inspector of Prisons reported
that he often found that activities such as work experience and education were being
squeezed to allow staff to remain on prison wings to maintain control. In some cases, this
meant that prisoners were being released without having received the rehabilitation they
needed to reduce their chances of reoffending.26
12. The Agency maintained that it was not cutting resources for reducing reoffending, but
was instead trying to target rehabilitation programmes on the right people.27 The Agency
did concede, however, that prisons had in the past not done enough to focus activities on
rehabilitating offenders while they were still in custody.28
13. The Agency told us that one of the measures it was taking to improve the targeting of
rehabilitation programmes was to re-tender its contracts for education and training. It was
also targeting its resources by concentrating long-term prisoners with a higher risk in
certain key prisons. To encourage offenders to participate in rehabilitation programmes
suited to their needs, it was also conducting a review of the incentives and earned privileges
system for prisoners, with the aim of encouraging all types of offenders to take up prisonbased work and education.29
14. The Agency also informed us that, despite the recent spending cuts and the impact they
have had, reoffending overall has gone down by 4.9 percentage points over the last 10
years. This applies to offenders serving sentences in the community and in prison.30 The
only group where reoffending has increased is for those serving sentences of under 12
months. The reoffending rate for people in prison who are serving sentences of under 12
months is 58% against an overall rate of 47.5% and a rate of just over 37% for those
serving 12 months to four years.31
15. The Chief Inspector of Probation believed that the Agency does not fully understand
probation services.32 The Agency has a fundamentally different relationship with probation
trusts than it does with public or private prisons. Probation trusts are independent nondepartmental public bodies of the Department, which report to locally managed boards,
but are held to account by the Agency for achieving their targets.33 The Agency does not,
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Qq 2; 9-10; 19-20
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according to the Chief Inspector of Probation, have a consistent dialogue with probation
trusts and as a result there are tensions in the relationship.34
16. The Agency plans to increase the amount of services currently provided by probation
trusts commissioned from the private and voluntary sectors.35 36 However, it accepted that
some probation trusts do not currently have the skills they need to commission effectively
from these providers and the Agency has not yet provided them with adequate support to
develop the skills they require to do so. This raises the risk that private sector providers
might make excess profits from contracts with probation trusts. The Agency suggested
that, to overcome the potential lack of skills for commissioning in individual probation
trusts, it will let large contracts nationally, as expertise exists centrally at departmental
level.37

34

Ev 19

35

C&AG report, para. 15
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See also Ministry of Justice, “Transforming Rehabilitation: A revolution in the way we manage offenders.”
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Q107; ‘Punishment and reform: Effective probation services’, Ministry of Justice, March 2012
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Oral evidence
Taken before the Committee of Public Accounts
on Wednesday 7 November 2012
Members present:
Margaret Hodge (Chair)
Mr Stewart Jackson
Fiona Mactaggart
Austin Mitchell

Nick Smith
Ian Swales

________________
Amyas Morse, Comptroller and Auditor General, National Audit Office, Gabrielle Cohen, Assistant Auditor
General, NAO, Aileen Murphie, Director, NAO, and Marius Gallaher, Alternate Treasury Officer of
Accounts, HM Treasury, were in attendance.
REPORT BY THE COMPTROLLER AND AUDITOR GENERAL
Restructuring of the National Offender Management Service (HC 593)
Examination of Witnesses
Witnesses: Liz Calderbank, HM Inspector of Probation, and Nick Hardwick, HM Inspector of Prisons, gave
evidence.
Q1 Chair: Welcome. I don’t know whether you
know how this Committee works but we take
evidence from the accounting officers for the
Department—for the Agency in relation to you. We
try to bring stakeholders in before we have that
evidence session to highlight for us the key points that
you think we should concentrate on. The evidence is
based on the NAO Report but anything you can add
and any areas that you think we should focus on
would be warmly welcomed. I don’t know which of
you wants to start. Nick, let me start with you and the
prisons. The Agency is having to take huge cuts.
Given the change of policy it is unlikely that the
prison population is going to go down and many of
the cuts were predicated on reductions in prison
population. What has the impact been to date? What
are the challenges as you look forward?
Nick Hardwick: I have to be careful about attributing
cause and effect. We can talk about what we see in
prisons, but it is more difficult to make a direct link
with that and their funding. For a period of years, the
outcomes that we see for prisoners, in terms of
whether the prisons are safe and decent, and whether
the prisoners are being kept usefully occupied and
helped to resettle, generally, those have been
improving and, on the whole, that has continued over
the recent period. In a time of declining resources and
increased budgets, that is an achievement.
But there are two important caveats to the general
picture. First, there is a great deal of inconsistency
between individual prisons. For instance, last year we
felt that about three quarters of prisons were providing
good or reasonably good outcomes around purposeful
activity for prisoners. The other way of looking at that
is that a quarter of them were not, and that is a cause
of concern. Sometimes, you look at two prisons. We
described in our annual report the difference between
Strangeways—Manchester prison—and Wandsworth,
which are both inner city Victorian prisons. One
seemed to be doing really well in keeping prisoners

occupied and the other, despite having facilities and
resources, was not. There did not seem to be an
obvious reason for that. We had inconsistency.
Q2 Chair: There did not seem to be an obvious
reason.
Nick Hardwick: There wasn’t, beyond ineffective
leadership and poor performance of the staff, which
were obviously not linked to resources.
The other thing is that, even in a prison that is
generally safe or generally performing well, there are
increased levels of risk. We think that the reductions
in staff are having an impact. We came to that
conclusion on the basis of a number of bits of
evidence, the first of which are the inspection findings.
The areas where improvement seems to have stalled
are around safety, respect and decency. Last year,
there was an increase in the number of adverse
incidents, assaults and self-harm incidents. The
increase is roughly proportionate to the increase in the
population, but in each individual prison there are
likely to have been more incidents.
It is simply what you see when you go into a prison.
The staff are busier. A prison depends, to some extent,
on an officer going down to B wing and having time
to chat to them in there and knowing, because he goes
often enough, that the atmosphere today is a bit
different from the atmosphere yesterday and that
something is up, or his having a relationship and a
laugh with the prisoners so that somebody comes out
and says, “Look, guv, I am worried about so and so.
This fella hasn’t come out on association”, or “ I think
there is something going off down here.” Those kinds
of relationships are critical to the safety of an
individual prison.
If staff are working efficiently and moving quickly
from one specific task to another, having time to stop
and take the temperature is one of the things that we
think has got squeezed. You see that. In other ways,
you see people not being moved to activities and
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people being redeployed from offender management
work. Generally, if the place is well run and they have
the wind behind them, they get away with it most of
the time, but with less staff, less officers supervising
prisoners, less managers supervising officers and less
regional managers supervising the prison, the
resilience is not there. If something goes wrong, it can
go wrong pretty quickly.
It is a slightly contradictory picture. In the overall
sense of improvement, which we think is real, there
are nevertheless inconsistencies that the Committee
should be worried about and, we think, an increased
level of risk.
Q3 Chair: Is it just management capability?
Nick Hardwick: It is management of prisons by
individual officers. There are less officers to manage
the prison.
Q4 Chair: I hear the two differences. Fewer
resources are having an impact on suicide, self-harm
and those sorts of things. The other thing you said was
that there are inconsistencies and a well-resourced
prison can perform badly, and a less well-resourced
prison can perform well.
Nick Hardwick: Yes.
Chair: There must be your analysis. Inspectors must
demonstrate? That is really my question. Is it
management?
Nick Hardwick: Yes. It is leadership.
Q5 Chair: It is the nature of a modern prison as
opposed to an old prison?
Nick Hardwick: It might be a number of factors. It is
certainly more difficult to run an old Victorian prison
than it is to run a new prison with a modern design.
However, leadership is crucial, so one of the things
that we would look at in assessing risk is whether
there has been a change of governor and director,
because if that has not worked, a prison has a sort of
gravity to it—it takes a long time to go up, but it can
go down very quickly. That is one of the things we
would watch out for. Leadership is crucial.
Q6 Chair: Is the data you get sufficient for you to be
able to make a judgment?
Nick Hardwick: We would not make a decision about
where to go purely on data. We would gather data and
do a risk-based assessment.
Q7 Chair: Is the data good enough?
Nick Hardwick: For our purposes, but sometimes
what we find is that the data we get suggest that
someone is performing adequately, but when you go
what is actually happening on the ground is not
consistent with the data. I don’t think that is because
people are deliberately trying to mislead us, it is just
that there is a gap between what is happening on the
ground and what is being reported up through the
systems into management and eventually into NOMS
itself. I suppose what I am saying is that there is no
substitute for going and having a look yourself.
Q8 Ian Swales: On a visit to my nearest prison,
Holme House at Stockton, which is relatively modern,

one of the things that struck me was the institutional
overcrowding which now takes place: a single-person
cell is routinely occupied by two people now. What is
your view on those types of issues, in terms of the
standards that are being set, whether such
arrangements are now just deemed to be permanent
and whether that is a good thing or a bad thing?
Nick Hardwick: We would always be critical of a
prison that is overcrowded, particularly when you
have small cells, designed for one, in which prisoners
are now doubled up, and where, as was the case in
Holme House, people spend very long periods locked
up in those cells, in overcrowded conditions. I would
also say that overcrowding is not simply a question of
how many people you can squeeze into the available
space; it is also a question of whether you have the
resources to do anything useful with them when they
are there. If your activities are planned for what the
certified normal accommodation is but you have 50%
more people in, you may be able to find a bed for
them, but you won’t be able to keep them usefully
occupied during the day.
Q9 Ian Swales: That leads to my other question,
which relates to the Chair’s question about savings.
Clearly the Government have a strong policy objective
around rehabilitation and less reoffending. Have you
seen any evidence that prisons are cutting corners on
things like education, rehabilitation, working offsite
and all that type of thing? Is that being squeezed under
the financial pressures and if so what do you see the
long-term effects of that being?
Nick Hardwick: In some prisons we see that being
squeezed—not all, but in some. There are two areas
where I would say there is a squeeze. One is offender
management activities: we frequently see staff being
redeployed from those activities into wing-based
activities. Offender management consists of the sorts
of interventions you are making to try to change
somebody’s behaviour, and it is something that we
see slipping. We would also see that with treatment
programmes such as those for sex offenders. These
are programmes that are important and have a proven
efficacy, and there is a mismatch between demand and
supply for those, which is a concern.
What we frequently see happening in employment and
training is that there is no resilience in the system. If,
for instance, they have a staff shortage because
somebody has left, or because of sickness or whatever,
there is no back-up for that, and people will be
spending that time locked in their cells and not
occupied. There simply isn’t enough activity for
everybody in the prison.
Q10 Ian Swales: So offender management is not
work on the wings, then?
Nick Hardwick: Offender management might be. It
would be addressing the attitudes and thinking that is
thought to have contributed to somebody’s offending.
It might be courses, it might be sentence planning—it
could be a number of things around there. We
frequently see staff redeployed from those activities
to wing-based duties.
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Q11 Ian Swales: You just used the word
“frequently”. My last question is, how prevalent is
that? Clearly that is quite a concern, and sounds as
though it is going to lead to more recidivism as a
result of less intervention while in prison. Do you see
this as endemic, now, across the system?
Nick Hardwick: Endemic would be too strong. It is
not the norm, but it is certainly happening in a
significant number of prisons that we go to. I have not
counted that precisely but it would be around a quarter
or a third.
Q12 Fiona Mactaggart: On that point about
programmes and courses, have you got evidence that
there are prisoners who are staying in prison longer
because they cannot satisfy parole boards and so on
because they have not been through relevant courses?
Nick Hardwick: Yes.
Q13 Fiona Mactaggart: How much do you estimate
that costs an average prison?
Nick Hardwick: I do not have an estimate.
Q14 Fiona Mactaggart: I shall ask Michael Spurr
that. I am just giving him an alert of a later question.
One of the things you do as an inspectorate is survey
prisoners and ask them whether they feel safe.
Nick Hardwick: Yes.
Q15 Fiona Mactaggart: Do you see any connection
between the sense of safety in prisons and the number
of staff who are available to supervise prisoners? If
so, what is the connection?
Nick Hardwick: Yes. What we have done recently is
to compare prisoners’ perceptions of their safety in
the prisons we visited last year with what prisoners
were telling us the last time we visited those same
prisons. So it is comparing pretty much like with like.
Twice as many felt there was a significant worsening
than felt there was an improvement. That is to do with
what prisoners tell us. Do they feel that staff have a
grip on what is happening here on the wing so if there
is trouble will they intervene to stop it? Are they
challenging poor behaviour in a way that makes them
feel safe? If they go to a member of staff with a
problem will they address it? Quite often they say to
us, “Look, the staff are nice enough. They are friendly
to us and they treat us okay, but I would not ask them
to sort something out for me if I had a problem. I
would not want to go to them with that kind of thing.”
I don’t think that is the norm. On the whole, as I say,
there is a general improvement but there is this kind
of cross- current: as the net takes a heavier load, the
holes get bigger and things are slipping through the
gap.
Q16 Fiona Mactaggart: One of the things that the
report shows is that Oakwood, for example, has
produced a cheaper regime by using technology and
so on. But one of the things that I have noticed in
some private prisons when I have visited them,
admittedly not very recently, is things like inadequate
food, no linen on the night of your first arrival and so
on. Do you observe that still occurring and do you see

any difference between private and public prisons in
that regard?
Nick Hardwick: We have not inspected Oakwood yet.
We will do an unannounced inspection of them in due
course. In terms of other private prisons, I would not
say that there is the evidence—I have not seen the
evidence to support your view. On the whole, the
evidence is that new build prisons work better than
old Victorian prisons. Most private prisons are new
build prisons. That tells you more about when they
were built than who is running them. I do not think,
as yet, that there is very clear evidence that you can
attribute the difference to whether they are private or
public sector. A prison such as Birmingham, which
has already moved into the private sector, is a much
better test of what difference there is. We had a quick
look at Birmingham pretty soon after the move had
happened, but it was too early to say. I think when we
go back to Birmingham, that will be very interesting.
Q17 Chair: When was Birmingham privatised?
Nick Hardwick: It was privatised in October last year,
if I recall correctly, and we went in January. They had
done a few things to improve things in Birmingham,
but it was too early to make an assessment about
whether the privatisation of that had improved things.
But when we go back we have a baseline to look
against.
Q18 Nick Smith: I have a few more questions for
Mr Hardwick and then some for Liz. Just flicking
through your second aggregate report on offender
management in prisons, which was easy to read if not
entitled, credit where it is due, you say that
resettlement needs for the prisoner get good attention.
Nick Hardwick: Yes.
Q19 Nick Smith: But apparently the Government
have said that they are introducing a rehabilitation
revolution in prisons. Do you think there is any
evidence of that to stack up?
Nick Hardwick: I do think that prisons have improved
the practical resettlement support that they give to
prisoners and they have responded to the rhetoric on
that. People will talk to you about that. Some basic
things, which are critical, such as making sure that
people leave to an address, are going to have a job—
that sort of stuff. The weakness has been in what I
was referring to earlier on the offender management
side. We see staff redeployed from those functions too
often, but the practical resettlement services have
improved, I think.
Q20 Nick Smith: In your note, and relating to an
earlier question, you said that there were insufficient
accredited programmes, particularly for sex offenders,
and that there was a mismatch between demand and
supply. Can you tell us a bit more about that?
Nick Hardwick: I can give you an example. In
Shrewsbury, for instance, a significant number of
prisoners had been assessed as needing a sex offender
treatment programme. I am speaking off the top of my
head, but there was certainly a big gap between the
need that had been identified and the programmes
being provided. That meant that the men who needed
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intervention were leaving without it being done or
were kept because they could not get parole without
it having been done.
Q21 Nick Smith: You talk about a mismatch, but do
you have any more data on it? Are there x number of
people who need a particular service and they are in
y places?
Nick Hardwick: I do not have the data overall for the
system; I have data for individual prisons we have
inspected. I can give you some examples.
Q22 Nick Smith: I would be interested in the big
picture stuff.
Nick Hardwick: I think NOMS might be able to
provide that for you.
Q23 Nick Smith: Thanks.
One of my colleagues talked about prisoners being
perhaps kept in longer than necessary. Are there issues
with prisoners being let out earlier? For instance, they
do some courses, but not courses that are appropriate,
but because they do slightly related courses, the parole
boards let them out early. Is that happening?
Nick Hardwick: It might be. If someone was doing a
determinate sentence, they might be released without
having done the interventions that were assessed as
being necessary.
Q24 Nick Smith: So people are not really getting the
courses they need?
Nick Hardwick: I would not say that they were being
allowed out early, but that the work that needed to be
done with them had not been done before they were
released. If they have a determinate sentence, they are
allowed out at the right time, but they have not
necessarily had the interventions that they were
assessed as needing.
Q25 Nick Smith: Is that because the parole board is
saying, “They have done x course,” which is not
exactly what they need to do? They need to do y
course, but because they have done x, they will let
them out. Is that what happens?
Nick Hardwick: It might be in some cases, or it might
be that their sentence has ended.
Liz Calderbank: Usually on an indeterminate
sentence, the parole board would make that decision
only on the assessment of risk. The individual’s
assessment of risk must have been decreased to such
a point that it felt it was safe to release them. The
probation service certainly picks up those cases on
release. I have not had any referred to me as being
inappropriate in that sense.
Austin Mitchell: I am glad that Liz Calderbank has
spoken; I was going rescue you from the Trappist
order.
Liz Calderbank: Thank you.
Q26 Austin Mitchell: On tagging and curfews, you
say in “It’s Complicated” that “In the vast majority of
cases in our sample, the curfew was unrelated to the
circumstances of the offence.” Does that mean that the
courts are imposing a sentence, but different
considerations apply with the Offender Management

Service or that bank robbers should not be allowed
near banks? What does it mean?
Liz Calderbank: Basically, we found that the courts
were imposing curfews as a punishment as part of the
order, but they were not related to the offence, or very
rarely. The only example we found in that inspection
that had a direct correlation between the offender’s
behaviour and the use of the curfew was a man who
could not complete his community payback. He could
not get up in the morning on a Saturday to do his
community payback, because he was in the pub on
Friday nights, so he was curfewed on Friday nights,
and, lo and behold, he completed his community
payback order. We were looking to see if the curfew
was being used as a way of managing behaviour.
What we were concerned about when that report was
done was that in comparison with the previous
report—completed in 2008, when virtually all cases
that went before the courts had a report of one sort or
another prepared by the probation service—the
proportion of cases that were being dealt with by a
report had dropped considerably. As a result of that,
we were seeing some cases where electronic
monitoring was being used where it was clearly
inappropriate. For example, a man with a history of
domestic violence was curfewed back to his former
partner’s home, even though she had actually made it
known that she did not want him to return there.
Q27 Austin Mitchell: Mr Hardwick, why is it that
private prisons can make a profit, yet can be
competitively run? You mentioned modern buildings,
which must be a big advantage, because I can see that
those Victorian buildings are difficult to manage. Is it
that they are less well staffed, that they get less tough
prisoners, or that they are providing less adequate
service? Where does the profit come in?
Nick Hardwick: We do not inspect the finances of the
prisons, so I could not tell you how they make their
profit. It is a lot to do with the fact that they are easier
and more efficient buildings to run. I think that is a
lot to do with it.
Q28 Austin Mitchell: So if the public service had
modern prisons, it could run them as well as the
private sector.
Nick Hardwick: Yes. We see some public sector
prisons in modern buildings run very efficiently. I
have not seen any evidence that the private sector are
not giving prisoners entitlements that the public sector
would, or that the food is worse in a private sector
prison. I have not seen that.
Q29 Austin Mitchell: The worrying thing is—
presumably Wandsworth is a showplace. That is why
we were taken there. I do not know.
Chair: I do not think it is.
Q30 Austin Mitchell: Perhaps it was a foretaste; if
there are any more expenses problems, we could end
up there.
Nick Hardwick: I couldn’t possibly comment.
Austin Mitchell: Sorry, I am losing sight of the
question. With the prison population growing,
increasing pressure for economies, staff levels being
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reduced and sentence alleviation things like education
and training and all the other things that give them a
future outside, I was worried that we might be heading
for a situation of more strife and riots in the prisons.
Is that a predictable outcome?
Nick Hardwick: I think it is more complicated than
that. Wandsworth is a good example. We last went to
Wandsworth in August last year—no, it was in the
spring of last year; it is the worst prison I have been
to.
Q31 Chair: The worst prison?
Nick Hardwick: The worst in a whole series of ways.
It is the most damning report that we have done. I
believe it has improved since then. There have been
some changes in staffing and it has improved. But
there were very basic things by which we could sense
that the prisoners there had been abandoned. When
we went into the prison, we were surrounded by
crowds of people—prisoners saying, “Can I have
some toilet paper? Can you change the light bulb in
my cell, guv?” Not stuff that people normally ask the
Chief Inspector of Prisons. We found people who had
not had showers for months. It was very poor.
As for the reaction of prisoners there, they had sort of
given up; it was docility. They were staying in their
cells. You did not have a sense of anger. Apathy was
the result. People were not reacting in any way. They
had given up. I certainly would not want to come here
and say, “I think the consequences of the difficulties I
have talked about are that prisons are about to
explode.” I do not think that is the case, although there
may be individual exceptions. I think reactions and
consequences are more complicated than that.
Q32 Mr Jackson: What you just said takes me back
to a visit I made to the San Miguel prison in Santiago,
Chile, in July 2011. It was the prison where they had
a fire in 2010 and 80 inmates died. You might think
the British penal system is bad, but our visit was a
catalyst for improvement. I went with Baroness Stern,
who, as you know, is a great prison reformer. That
prison was Dickensian. It was unbelievable. It was
like something from “Oliver Twist”, but it is
improving.
Can I ask you two very quick questions? There is
obviously a big vogue now for social investment
bonds; I am proud to say that HM prison Peterborough
is leading the way in that—the only one in the
country. To be fair, the scheme was established by, I
think, Jack Straw under the previous Labour
Government. First, do you—this is for both of you—
think the methodology for measuring the costeffectiveness and value for money for the public of
that specific programme to reduce recidivism is robust
enough? That is for both of you.
Secondly, are you satisfied that enough is being done
in terms of value for money to prevent reoffending
by prisoners serving very short sentences? One of the
criticisms that all MPs get is that if you go into prison
for a very short period of time, you do not get any
training, you do not get people focusing on your
mental health, literacy or numeracy problems or your
civic engagement.

Nick Hardwick: I cannot answer your first question
about Peterborough, because we were there shortly
after the payment-by-results scheme had been
introduced. When we go back to that, we will be better
able to assess the outcomes there and the extent to
which the funding model has worked. I just do not
have the information.
Q33 Mr Jackson: I was not asking about
Peterborough. I guess what I am saying is that
Ministers are now saying that they believe that
Peterborough has worked and that the scheme should
be cascaded over the whole prison estate. Given that
it is likely to happen over the next few years, are you
satisfied that you can measure its effectiveness?
Nick Hardwick: I have not been to Peterborough
recently enough to be able to answer that question.
Some of these initiatives are still new, and I do not
have the evidence to be able to answer that question
and judge that yet. I would not want to make that
judgment until we have actually been and looked at it
for ourselves.
Q34 Mr Jackson: Are you broadly supportive of
social investment?
Nick Hardwick: Yes. I am broadly supportive of
social investment. People whose opinion I value who
have spoken to me about it are very positive, but I
want to reserve my judgment for what we actually see
on inspection, rather than what we read about and
what other people have said. That is why I am being
slightly cautious.
I can certainly speak about what is done with people
on short sentences, which is often zero. It seems to
me that even if someone is in for a very short period
of time, you ought to know whether they are going
out to accommodation or not and you ought to be able
to put them in touch with a community drugs agency
or whatever it might be. It would be the norm that we
see very little practically done for short-term
prisoners, which is a big concern.
Q35 Chair: Nick, I think you have sort of avoided
the question, perhaps because you feel that is
appropriate, but from what you have said, if prisoner
numbers do not go down, as was planned in the
package of cuts that were agreed at the beginning of
the CSR, what is your view, having been inspector for
a number of years, as to what will happen? I also ask
Liz the same question.
Nick Hardwick: I do not want to avoid the question.
I am very clear: prison numbers and resources have
to match. In my view, if you do not either reduce the
prison population or increase the budget to match the
population, the level of risk in prisons to individuals
and to prisoners themselves will increase. I think I
have said that in terms in our annual report. I said in
terms to the new prison Minister that I think the level
of risk is increasing. I do not want to come here and
say something simplistic, because it is not a simple
picture. I would not want to scaremonger by making
wild predictions, but I absolutely do think, and have
said on the record, that we have to cut our coat
according to our cloth. Either the budget has to
increase or the numbers have to come down.
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Q36 Mr Jackson: May I come back on short
sentences? You acknowledged that there was a
problem, which I assume was the case, but you did
not really move on from what needs to be done. If
you have this revolving conveyer belt of crime, it will
obviously have a long-term impact. I would like an
answer from both of you, please.
Nick Hardwick: The last time we were in Wormwood
Scrubs, they had a very simple traffic light system for
prisoners around whether they needed help with some
very specific resettlement needs. They did that very
quickly when someone first came in, and were linked
up pretty well to the community to make sure those
practical needs were met. We saw that. It is a good
system that could be replicated elsewhere. Too often
it is not. There are other good examples that could
be replicated.
Liz Calderbank: We have to ask ourselves first
whether the right people are going to prison and
whether they are going for the right length of time.
Certainly if you look at the people serving 12 months
and under, it is often assumed that they are subject to
supervision by the probation service. That is
erroneous; they are not. They are released on
automatic unconditional licence, so they do not get
any help or support when they come out.
Research done through NOMS has matched a group
of the people serving 12 months and under with
another group, serving community sentences, and
matched
them
according
to
comparable
characteristics. The reoffending rate for those who are
subject to the community orders is significantly lower
than for those who serve a sentence, and of course the
cost savings are self-evident. I think that is what we
need to be looking at.
Q37 Ian Swales: What are the cost savings?
Liz Calderbank: The average prison sentence costs
about £37,000 per annum—
Q38 Ian Swales: A year?
Liz Calderbank: Yes. Obviously, it varies. Nick may
know this better than I do, but it varies according to
the type of prison, whereas for a community order—
again, it varies according to the community order—
the average cost is about £2,000.
Q39 Ian Swales: A year?
Liz Calderbank: Yes, so the savings are significant.
Ian Swales: In Holme House prison a few months
ago, I met a young man who was about to be released.
I said, “When are you getting out?” He said, “Oh, two
weeks.” I said, “How long have you been in here?”
He said “Six weeks.” In that time he had lost his job,
his girlfriend and his house—the result of eight weeks
in prison. That cannot be right. It is important that we
get those data and feed them back from a value for
money point of view as well as a humane point of
view.
Q40 Chair: This may be the final question to you
both. We will start with Liz. From your perspective,

what are the key things that the Public Accounts
Committee, looking at VFM—value for money—
ought to be asking of the accounting officers in
relation to probation trusts?
Liz Calderbank: My concern about probation trusts is
that I think that the work that the trusts do in the
community is often not fully understood and, as a
result, not properly valued. The contribution that it
makes towards reducing reoffending and, in particular,
managing the risk of harm that people can do to their
communities is not taken into account. Some of the
schemes that are run by probation with the police on,
say, the integrated offender management systems are
producing significant reductions in reoffending. I had
details of one scheme sent to me last week that was
showing a reduction of 50% in prolific offenders. That
is a tremendous achievement and a significant saving.
What we are seeing now—this certainly came out
through our electronic monitoring report—is a
proliferation of sentences, particularly electronic
monitoring, being used as a punishment, rather than
as a mechanism to change behaviour. Punishment can
be very effective in changing behaviour and is an
important part of the sentencing process, but it also
needs to be affordable and it needs to be effective
in reducing reoffending. At the moment, we have no
evidence from the way electronic monitoring is
currently being used that that is the case.
Q41 Chair: Some of us looked at a very useful report
done by one of the think-tanks.
Liz Calderbank: Yes, the social policy group
published its report shortly after ours.
Q42 Chair: Nick, is there anything you think we
ought to ask?
Nick Hardwick: If I am right in saying that the level
of risk in individual prisons is increasing, the
comment in the NAO Report on concerns about
NOMS local and regional risk-management processes
is very important. I would be asking Michael, “How
are you managing risk at local level? Are you
confident your systems there are robust?” because in
my view the risks are growing.
Q43 Austin Mitchell: The key thing to watch would
be the reoffending rate, because if that rises, costs
increase.
Nick Hardwick: The risk at a local level might be a
number of things. It might be adverse incidences of
self-harm and violence, or around reoffending rates.
But I think that if you are losing it at a local level,
and if that is not being spotted quickly, prisons can
sink very fast. If I were those authorities, I would want
to be really confident that my systems for identifying
and addressing that were robust.
Chair: I want to move on. I am extremely grateful to
you both. That was really clear and helpful, so thank
you for coming.
Nick Hardwick: Thank you very much for the
opportunity, Chair.
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Examination of Witnesses
Witnesses: Michael Spurr, Chief Executive, and Andrew Emmett, Director of Finance and Analysis, National
Offender Management Service, gave evidence.
Q44 Chair: Welcome. I think this is your first time
in front of us.
Michael Spurr: As an accounting officer.
Q45 Chair: Yes. You must have been before our
predecessor Committee. I will cut to the chase and
start talking about the problems that you are
confronting.
You have clearly done well in getting your budget
down, but you have predicated your cuts on a
reduction in prisoner numbers. There is a question
mark over whether you would have achieved it
anyway, but the new Secretary of State has certainly
made it clear that he is not interested in reducing
prisoner numbers, so how are you going to meet those
financial targets if you do not see a reduction in
prisoner numbers?
Michael Spurr: The first thing to say is that the prison
population over the last 12 months has been
reasonably stable. There has been a 0.8% rise in the
last 12 months and the recent projections that have
just been produced—last week, I think—indicated a
lower forecast for the prison population than previous
projections, taking account of what has happened over
the last 12 months and what has happened through
legislation in the Legal Aid, Sentencing and
Punishment of Offenders Act.
Q46 Chair: Before you go any further on your
projections, the NAO provided me with a useful
chart—I do not know if it went to all Members.
Whatever the projections, the reality of numbers is
that, since 2006, you cannot see a reducing trend
anywhere. If your Secretary of State has come in and
said specifically, and I quote: “Am I planning to
reduce the number of prison places? No I’m not. I do
not want to set a target to reduce the prison
population”, I do not think that your projections bear
much weight.
Michael Spurr: I was simply saying what has
happened in the last 12 months, which is that it has
been stable. As a result of that, we have been able to
close 2,500 places over the last two years, which is
quite a significant—
Q47 Chair: By having greater overcrowding?
Michael Spurr: No, not—
Chair: Your numbers have not gone down.
Michael Spurr: There are 86,000 people in prison,
which is a 0.8% increase on last year, but we had a
plan to increase capacity, so I have got 91,000 places
available for the 86,000 people in prison at the
moment. Had we not closed down the 2,500 places,
we would have had 93,500 places, so because we have
a planned number of 93,500 but have 91,000 at the
minute we have been able to make those savings to
date.
I believe that there is capacity to make some savings
and still be able to accommodate all the prisoners
coming through the courts; the projections indicate

that that is the case. They are better projections than
the ones the NAO were using for their Report because
they are newer, refreshed projections. Having said
that, our first requirement is to ensure that we produce
enough places for all those who come through the
courts. The Government have always said that that
was going to be the case, and that remains the case, so
I am not going to propose any reductions in capacity if
I think that that is a risk. At the moment there is scope
for taking some of the least efficient places out of use
and for maximising the things you were talking about,
such as Oakwood. Why is Oakwood so much
cheaper? Predominantly, because it is a large new
prison with 1,600 places for medium-risk prisoners.
They are all one type of prisoner; therefore, it is much
cheaper. There are options for us to look at how we
can rationalise the estate. Potentially we could
increase capacity in some places and close whole
inefficient older prisons that do not have good
facilities in others. That will be part of our strategy
going forward—to see what we can do to get the best
use out of the estate.
Q48 Chair: Okay. What you have really said is that
you still have a projection of reducing numbers, which
I am extremely sceptical of, but you will eke out some
savings by going from inefficient to more efficient
prisons. What we heard from Nick Hardwick, and
what the statistics I have demonstrate, is that risk is
growing. If you look at suicides, in 2010–11 they were
54 per thousand and that has grown to 66 per thousand
in 2011–12.
Michael Spurr: That is not right, I don’t think. The 54
per thousand isn’t right. That was the actual number.
Q49 Chair: Fifty-four—0.6. You are quite right.
Apologies for that. It was 54 in 2010–11 and 66 in
2011–12. Self-harm rose from 14,768 in 2010–11 to
16,146 in 2011–12, and the number of recorded
assaults went up from 13,804 to 14,858. As risk
factors, things got worse in the first year of
administering the cuts. I have to come back to you. If,
at best, you keep numbers stable—of which I am also
sceptical—what are you going to do to ensure that the
quality is such that the experience is safe, and the
objective that we have for the Prison Service is
delivered?
Michael Spurr: Risk across the system—prisons and
probation—is massively important and something that
I am always looking at closely. To put that in context,
it is not the case that overall those figures have all got
worse as we introduced the cuts. To put it into context,
as the Chief Inspector said, most of those increases
are proportionate to the population.
Q50 Chair: You have just told us that the population
was stable. If the numbers have gone up and were
proportionate, it would mean the population had
gone up.
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Michael Spurr: I said it was broadly stable in the
past 12 months, and the figures relate to the previous
financial year.
Q51 Chair: No. 2010–11 and 2011–12.
Michael Spurr: Yes.
Q52 Chair: Well, 2011–12.
Michael Spurr: That is to April. Let us take suicides.
The rate of suicide is 0.66 per thousand.
Q53 Chair: It is 0.76 per thousand.
Michael Spurr: At the end of that year it was 0.66. If
I compare it to where we were 10 years ago, the rate
was 1.34 per thousand. Over the last five or six years,
we have consistently been able to reduce the suicide
rate.
Q54 Chair: Mr Spurr, I am going to stop you. I was
doing a comparison between 2010–11 and 2011–12
and what you start seeing in that time. Don’t take me
back five years. We also heard from Nick Hardwick
that over time there has been a general improvement.
We are now trying to look at the impact of the cuts.
What I am really trying to get at is, if the prison
population does not go down, what are you going to
cut? You have told me a little bit—you are going to
go to the newer prisons and you’ll get more efficiency.
What are you cutting, and how can you assure us that
that will not impact on safety and outcomes for
prisoners?
Michael Spurr: I will absolutely address that. On
suicides, I am not taking you back five years; I am
simply saying that the rate is broadly stable at about
half the level it was about 10 years ago. That is quite
important. It is broadly stable, I’m sorry. In terms of
assaults, while the rate has gone up marginally, it has
stayed steady for assaults on staff. I am not denying
that, in terms of what the Chief Inspector was saying,
there are frictions and potential risks in prisons as a
result. What we are doing is ensuring that we are
targeting our resources as effectively as possible,
making all the variations—
Q55 Chair: What are you cutting? What are you
going to cut? If you can’t get what you predicated,
just take us through what you are going to cut.
Michael Spurr: We have put models together of how
prisons can work as efficiently as possible. The Chief
Inspector made a point about variations in prisons. It
is true; there are variations. In most organisations
where you have lots of different business units, some
places do it better than others. We spent three years
making sure that we understood what the actual costs
were for every bit of work that we do across the whole
system—prisons and probation. We have developed—
Q56 Chair: Can I ask again? What are you going
to cut?
Michael Spurr: We have developed operating models
that say how we can deliver that most efficiently, and
we are implementing those across all of our prisons
and probation services. We are making savings by
doing that. That is why we have been able to manage
the risk. We haven’t just slashed and said we will just

take budget out. We have tried to link it to what
people are doing.
Chair: We have a Division. That gives you 10
minutes to think. When I come back it would be really
nice to get a clear answer to what is going to go for
you to meet your financial target. Just a clear answer,
on the assumption that prison numbers do not decline.
Sitting suspended for Divisions in the House.
On resuming—
Q57 Chair: Shall we start on that question again and
see whether you can give me a response that I feel
answers the question?
Michael Spurr: I still believe that there is scope to
reduce capacity and rationalise the estate, and still
manage with the prisoner population that there is
going to be over the next two and a half years. We
have got a target to hit—£190 million—from
rationalising the estate and capacity reductions. I still
believe that is possible, and that is what we are aiming
to do.
There is scope to go further on reducing unit costs
across both prisons and probation by trying to
eliminate the types of variations that the Chief
Inspector was talking about. There is more to do on
that, and we have got more evidence about that, both
from our own internal programme and from the
competition processes that have been running that
show you where you can do things effectively. We
have got to manage risk in doing that, but there is still
more money to take out there. The third area is that
we will complete the savings and try to go a bit further
on the savings we are taking out of headquarters and
the central services, where we will have reduced by
37% at the end of the spending review. The final bit
is what happens if the prison population does not
allow me to do the capacity. If so, I will have to have
another conversation with the Department and the
Secretary of State. That is what I am planning to do
at the moment.
Q58 Chair: That is much more straightforward. Does
that mean that you will give variable cuts to the
institutions? I do not know quite how you will do it.
Michael Spurr: We already do that. I have always
done that. I have never said, “It is straightforward—
the same amount of money coming from an individual
prison or an individual probation trust.” In both areas,
we have looked at what the scope is for saving. That
is why the specification benchmarking programme,
which looks at what unit costs are, is so important, so
that we are not just slashing and saying, “You can’t
do this.”
To give you an example, we now know the exact cost
of a report to court is in probation, and the cost of a
community sentence. The average cost of a
community sentence is actually £4,135. We know that
the cost for supervising somebody coming out of
prison is £1,190. It is £215 for a court report on
average. That reflects the balance of types of reports
and how people are doing it. My expectation is that
people should at least be able to meet that average
across each trust.
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Q59 Chair: If the prison population does not go
down, in monetary terms how much of the savings
that you are planning will be forgone?
Michael Spurr: We have £190 million to make on
reducing capacity.
Andrew Emmett: We have £106 million to go.
Q60 Chair: So, it’s £106 million. If the prison
population does not decline, you will be £106
million light.
Michael Spurr: Yes. I just want to caveat that a bit,
because there is scope to rationalise the estate a bit,
depending on what the population is. We are aiming
to make £190 million. If the prison population does
not grow from where it is currently, we can largely
make that amount of saving. We do not need a
significant reduction in the prison population to make
it. A lot of it is because, as I have said, we will do
some of this by having additional places in some
prisons at a lower unit cost and by closing whole
establishments in others. That will enable me to make
a saving.
Q61 Austin Mitchell: The trend is that the prison
population has been growing over the years. What is
to stop that?
Michael Spurr: The current projections, taking
account of the impact of the Legal Aid, Sentencing
and Punishment of Offenders Act 2012 and sentencing
practice over the past 12 months, indicate that the
prison population at the medium projection will not
grow from where it is now.
Q62 Ian Swales: May I talk more about this question
of capacity? In particular, I think that you were in the
room earlier when I spoke about one-person cells
being used for two people in my local prison. Figure
7 of the report shows that you have 24% of prisoners,
roughly, in overcrowded prison accommodation. I
assume that “overcrowded” has a definition.
Michael Spurr: Yes, it is two prisoners in a cell
designed for one or three people in a cell designed
for two.
Q63 Ian Swales: So what are you doing about that?
Have you now institutionalised overcrowding? Are all
these numbers that you are talking about predicated
on the fact that you will continue with the same policy
on overcrowding?
Michael Spurr: Yes. The assumption is that we will
continue with about that level of crowding. It has been
about that level for the past five or more years. We are
not increasing the level of crowding to drive savings,
because the level of crowding is at the maximum that
we think is safe to manage within the system. I am
not planning to increase crowding to make savings,
because that may be unsafe and increase those risks
that the Chief Inspector was talking about. The
assumption I am making quite openly is that we will
have to continue to manage at the level of crowding
that we have managed at for a number of years to
make the financial savings that we have to make.
Q64 Ian Swales: When you design a new prison
place—you have talked about potentially doing that—

what policies are you adopting on space for prisoners?
What is the standard and how does that relate to what
you are providing elsewhere?
Michael Spurr: My position on that is that, if we were
going to build new places now, we would build to a
non-crowded capacity. You should build a prison with
the right regime and the right number of places for
the prisoners who will be held there.
Q65 Ian Swales: The prison that I am talking about
and the one with which I am most familiar is only 15
years old, something like that. You can tell me
probably. Holme House was designed only that long
ago for a particular type of prisoner, with a certain
type of accommodation. But it is not being run like
that. I am curious as to what your policy position is.
Michael Spurr: The prison population, as you know,
has gone up, as everyone has been pointing out, quite
massively for a very long time. It has certainly
doubled since the mid-90s. In order to be able to
manage that, we have maximised the amount of
crowding that we believe is safe within the system. I
don’t want any crowding of the system.
Q66 Chair: Why don’t you call it overcrowding?
That is what it is.
Michael Spurr: Overcrowding, if you want to call it
that. The technical phrase is “crowding”. I don’t mind
which phrase we use. We have maximised the amount
of overcrowding that we think is safe in order to be
able to manage most of the time to cope with the
numbers coming through the system and avoid putting
people into police cells, and the cost of that. We are
holding that level at the moment. I would love to be
able to reduce it, but I am holding that level because
I can’t afford to reduce it and make a saving.
Q67 Ian Swales: That is the real answer. Financially,
we have designed in overcrowding.
Can I come back to another point that was raised
earlier, which is that under budget cuts—this was from
the Inspector of Prisons earlier—part of the problem
is that given the kind of pressure that prisons and
governors are under, they are understandably making
savings from things that they can save. That includes
rehabilitation work and offender management work
within the prisons when people are removed and taken
off to wings. I heard in my local prison about less
effort on drug programmes and things like that. How
do you feel about that? Do you measure the
consequent costs of the up-front budget saving on
stopping a programme or giving people something
useful to do versus what happens later in terms of
reoffending or other problems that those people cause
in the prison?
Michael Spurr: Yes, I do bother about that. Two key
things that we are required to do both in prisons and
probation is to protect the public and reduce
reoffending. I have no doubt that that is absolutely
key to what we do. There is a risk, you are right, that
people stop doing what is easy to stop doing rather
than do what is right in order to be able to make
longer term efficiency. Again, that comes back to
ensuring that what we are doing is not having people
just making those slash cuts and stopping doing the
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right things, but actually making sure that people are
as efficient in all areas. That comes back to the
benchmarking programme.
Reoffending overall has gone down over the last 10
years 4.9 percentage points for all those coming
through a community sentence or through prison. It
has gone down for most groups in prison, other than
the under-12-month offenders where the reoffending
rate has gone up. That is undoubtedly the biggest area
of risk for us. It is 58% for people in prison who are
serving sentences of under 12 months. That is
massively too high. The overall rate is 47.5%. For
those serving 12 months to four years, it is just over
37%. You can see the difference. If we talk about
rehabilitation revolution, what we have to concentrate
on is what we can do for that group of people. I
happen to think that payment by result models have
some potential in that area.
Q68 Ian Swales: What should we do, given the value
for money that we heard about earlier in terms of
custodial sentences versus community sentences, the
impact of short sentences on individuals and, as I said
in my example, the impact on people’s actual lives,
which makes it more likely that they will be
marginalised? What are you telling the policymakers?
What should be done about that problem that you have
just referred to?
I guess that you can talk about sentencing, but I am
also keen to understand what you can do in prisons
and whether you have the resources or are those the
very resources being cut because people are saying,
“Well, this person is only in prison for six months
so it is not worth investing anything in him. This is
something we can save.”
Michael Spurr: The Government have made it clear
that they are determined to tackle reoffending. That
includes those high levels from the 12-month cases.
They have announced, in terms of community
sentences, that the aim will be that each community
sentence has both a punishment element and a
rehabilitative element, so that in future you will not
get a tag without something being linked to what is
going to happen with rehabilitation. As I said, I think
there is scope for using payment by results, and
particularly making a much wider use of third and
voluntary sectors, as was described in the
Peterborough social impact bond example, as a buffer,
both in communities and in prisons.
In prisons themselves, we are not cutting the resource
that is going into interventions in reoffending areas.
In terms of how many programmes we have for
prisoners, we have not cut the number of programmes.
We have tried to target them on the right people. There
is a question about whether we have enough resource
for that. The Chief Inspector has been clear in his
view that we have not got enough resource on
programmes. We are not reducing it, though. We are
looking to target it better.
Q69 Nick Smith: Mr Spurr, the Chief Inspector said
there is a mismatch between programmes and people
in prisons. Is that fair, and, if it is, what data have you
got on it?

Michael Spurr: Most people in prison could benefit
from going through some sort of programme. We will
never have enough resource.
Q70 Nick Smith: In particular, then, for sex
offenders.
Michael Spurr: We have got to be careful. The Chief
Inspector’s argument was that the expectation was that
all sex offenders would go through programmes.
Actually, it depends on the type of sex offender. All
sex offenders have a risk—I want to be careful about
how I say this—but it is the high-risk sex offenders in
particular that we must ensure go through programmes
before they are released. Because others have not gone
through a programme does not mean we are not doing
work with them. A lot of work that you can do might
be in terms of the support they get when they go out
and the supervision that they get. It is not the case that
every sex offender in prison goes through a
programme, but we have significantly increased the
number who do.
Q71 Nick Smith: With respect, it feels as if you are
dodging that question. Is there a mismatch between
the proper programmes at the appropriate level for sex
offenders and the service you are able to provide?
Michael Spurr: I think we could potentially provide
more programmes for sex offenders, but we have a
limited resource, so there is a mismatch. In terms of
need, you could provide more things for more people
as long as you have them in custody. We are always
going to have to target them. At the minute, we have
not reduced the amount of resource that is there for
sex offenders. Would I like more resource to be able
to spend on those type of offenders? Yes, of course,
but it is a question of balancing the resource. The way
I think it is right to do that is targeting the higher—
Q72 Nick Smith: The suggestion is that you have
got some service, but it is in the wrong place. Is that
the case?
Michael Spurr: What do you mean, some service in
the wrong place?
Q73 Nick Smith: For sex offenders. You have got
some services in some places, but not in the places
where some sex offenders are. Is that the case?
Michael Spurr: No. Well, the aim is to ensure that we
have got the services available for sex offenders and
make sure that the ones who are highest risk access
those services. The Shrewsbury example, to be fair,
the Chief Inspector was right about that, but we have
just changed that prison to take sex offenders. It had
only just started taking sex offenders, and we had
arrangements with another prison for them to refer
cases who needed the programmes. That is something,
quite frankly, we will increasingly have to do.
Q74 Chair: What does that mean? Somebody is in
prison A and there is a programme 30 miles away—
Michael Spurr: Yes, rationalise the estate to say, if
we are going to do sex offender work, we are better
having some prisons that concentrate on that and
move people to that prison to reduce the cost, rather
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than putting a bit of programme in each prison to try
to deal with individual prisoners.
Q75 Fiona Mactaggart: Is there a risk in moving
people? You have had the first cat A escape for 17
years.
Michael Spurr: Sixteen years.
Q76 Fiona Mactaggart: Sorry, I got it wrong by a
year. And that was when the prisoner was being
moved in a van. It seems to me that there is a risk
inherent in moving people to courses, isn’t there?
Michael Spurr: We move lots of prisoners all the
time. We have done for years. It enables us to manage
crowding. I don’t think that is a risk. The cat A
escape, which was the first one and the most serious
incident I have had, was going to court. There is no
choice about moving people to court. I don’t think
there is a risk in terms of movement for the majority
of prisoners. It is better to work out which prisoners
we are trying to keep close to home, because that is
where they are best served for resettlement purposes,
and which longer-term prisoners we are better moving
to prisons that specialise in programmes, because they
can address their offending need, and being close to
home is less important than addressing their detailed
offending need. That is what I meant by that.
Q77 Fiona Mactaggart: I understand that, but we
know that there are prisoners who go up for parole
and are not assessed as being safe to release because
they have not completed programmes which are part
of their sentence plan. It happens all the time, and it
is one of those classic examples of failure to spend
money in order to save money, because keeping them
in prison is almost certainly a lot more expensive to
the public purse than putting on the course in a way
that means they can get access to it. How much do
you estimate is the cost of that failure to give prisoners
on those kinds of sentences access to courses and
programmes that they require? What are you doing to
cut that cost?
Michael Spurr: Even with the pre-notice, I haven’t
got that sort of figure in my head.
Q78 Fiona Mactaggart: Could you write to us about
it? I think it is very significant; you are saving a bit
of money by not having the courses everywhere, but
we would be really interested to know about how
many days, roughly—I know you cannot work out
precisely whether it is because of the absence of a
course—
Michael Spurr: That was what I was going to say,
because that is going to be the difficulty. How do you
model this, when the responsibility of the Parole
Board is to determine risk, and a course may indicate
sufficiently that the risk is reduced, but it may not? A
course is not the only way that you can demonstrate a
reduction in risk.
If you take the indeterminate public protection cases,
which I guess are influencing your question a bit, it is
absolutely true that in the first few years of that
sentence—2005 to 2008—we were unable to put
people with very short tariffs through courses; that
impacted on their release potential, going through the

Parole Board, and that is what the Court of Appeal
and others spoke about. Since then, the vast majority
of indeterminate public protection cases—90% plus—
have completed some form of programme. Whether
they have completed sufficient to be able to
demonstrate reduction in risk is then a matter for the
Parole Board. The problem with people with complex
needs is that you could identify a whole range of
different programmes that they could do, and you
have to prioritise which ones are most likely to impact
on reducing their risk most effectively.
We will have a go at answering that, and will certainly
write to you, but I cannot guarantee you a definitive
statement that it is this amount of money, for this
reason.
Q79 Fiona Mactaggart: Okay, thank you. One of the
things that the Chief Inspector was talking to us about
is how prisoners at present seem to him, in the same
prisons, to feel more unsafe than they used to feel. I
accept that comparing one year’s suicide rates to
another year’s might not make the difference, because
there are so few suicides, and indeed that things are
better than 10 years ago, but they are not better than
last year. This is one of the first beginnings of a
worrying trend, and prisoners are feeling less safe.
What are you doing about it? There is surely a cost
to that.
Michael Spurr: That is right, and I do not want to
minimise the sort of risk that we are operating. We
are taking resource out of the system, which means,
as was the Chief Inspector’s point, that there are fewer
people. He is absolutely right to say that what can get
missed sometimes, when you are very efficient, is the
softer activity that goes on that is not easily
recordable. The way I have described that is that if
what you have is three members of staff on a landing,
and during the period that they are working, one is in
an office or reading a newspaper, and not engaging
with prisoners, and you are reduced to two, then
actually you have missed nothing. If all three were
actively engaged with prisoners, then you have. The
first thing is to eliminate all the former, because that
does not impact at all on what you are doing. The
second thing is to get the engagement rather better
than it has been, and to use a whole range of different
people. We have got better at that, in terms of the
partnership work that we are doing with a whole range
of organisations to support that, so it does not become
just the prison officers only who are having that
engagement.
I never want to see a case where prison officers are
not engaging with prisoners; it is absolutely key to
what we do. Again, the Chief Inspector was right. To
be fair, the NAO Report that talked about how you
manage risk in those areas said that we had good risk
management systems at the centre. I think that is right.
It also said we have good ones at prison level, which
is right. When the NAO review was taking place, we
were debating whether I should reinstigate a regional
risk assessment, which we had taken out as we moved
away from a regional structure to a functional
structure. That is now back in place, because I need
people to be out and about, wandering around prisons
and, as the Chief Inspector was saying, identifying
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early where places are at risk, before the incidents
occur.
Where you don’t get that, then you get what happened
at Wandsworth 18 months ago. It had slipped further;
I knew that Wandsworth was not where it should be,
but it was further below where I wanted it to be, but
it is not the same prison now as it was then. Those
who went to visit saw it. It is not a showcase prison,
I can tell you, but it is massively better. We had lost
the grip a bit at Wandsworth, and people were
struggling to cope with the pressures they were facing
at the time.
Q80 Fiona Mactaggart: But one thing that is clear
from what you have said is that a prison can slide
down very fast. Short-term sentences are not
particularly effective in stopping people being
continuing offenders; indeed, short-term sentences
might possibly make them worse. It might be true that
for a short-term sentence, a prison is a university of
crime. I am wondering what you are doing with the
new Secretary of State to educate him about shortterm imprisonment and its success or failure.
Michael Spurr: I engage with the Secretary of State,
as I do with all Ministers, to try to explain the realities
of our system. I think the Secretary of State gets it,
actually. I do not think there is any doubt that he
recognises that attempting to tackle this group of
people is really important. He has already said that he
wants to see—
Q81 Chair: What does “tackle this group of
people” mean?
Michael Spurr: It means doing something more than
just having them in prison, going out and reoffending,
and coming back again in the revolving door
syndrome. The Secretary of State is absolutely clear
about that, and he has made public statements about
it. I think that is important.
I think there is potential to try to do something around
the sorts of models that Peterborough and Doncaster
have operated with a payment-by-results link. We
have paused our payment-by-results pilots at the
moment while we work with Ministers to look at how
we might go to scale on that type of model more
quickly, which is the Government’s desire by 2015.
The NAO is doing a review of payment by results at
the moment, and that will no doubt feed into your
look at it in the future. I think there is scope there,
because the Doncaster and Peterborough models make
much better use of people not actually in the prison
but coming out into the community, because that is
where the big loss is. They offer support when you
come back out of a short prison sentence, where you
might have lost your accommodation or you might
have got difficulties or a broken-up family. That is
what makes it negative. It is not so much that prison
is a university of crime but that a short prison sentence
breaks anything else that you had got that was positive
outside as well. The question is how we can try to
work on that.
Q82 Fiona Mactaggart: You are absolutely right that
the boundary between prison and community life is
critical to reducing offending. Another thing that is

critical to reducing reoffending among young men, in
particular, is work. I still notice when I go into prisons
that the people who are working are, on the whole,
those who worked before they went to prison, such as
the sex offenders and the fraudsters, whereas the
young drug dealers are lying on their beds watching
telly. How are you changing that?
Michael Spurr: We are at least acknowledging it now,
I think. Our emphasis, for lots of good reasons, is
on how we do positive interventions to try to reduce
reoffending, which has meant a lot of concentration
on programmes and resettlement, and on increasing
education and health. Those were absolutely the right
things to do, but we should have been balancing that
with maximising people going to work and activity at
the same time. If I am frank, I do not think we did
enough of that. To be fair, one of the early things that
the current Government did was to say, “We want to
see people working longer in prisons,” and I have to
hold my hands up and say that we should have been
doing more on that anyway. Prison governors
recognise that that is something that we had let slip.
We are looking to maximise the number of working
opportunities in prisons, and we are doing quite well
at that.
Q83 Fiona Mactaggart: What are you doing to make
sure that they are not just getting the low-hanging
fruit working?
Michael Spurr: We are about to review the incentives
and earned privileges system, because it is about
making sure that there are teeth to what you do when
you come into prison properly, and that we do actually
reward and incentivise good behaviour. Work is a part
of that. The expectation must be that the drug dealer
is not on their bunk but is off and working. We have
got to get staff to feel able to challenge that, and not
take a course that says, “The person is not causing us
problems, so we are not going to tackle it.” It is a
combination of the incentives and earned privileges
system and clarity from us about what we expect of
prisoners.
Q84 Nick Smith: There are three questions I would
like to ask, but first I would like to say that a group
of us went to Wandsworth and had a really good
briefing from the deputy governor. I know that it has
got a terrible reputation from the past, but I got the
impression that things were turning around there. That
needs to be acknowledged.
We know that core skills are important for prisoner
rehabilitation. When we went to Wandsworth,
however, although prisoners’ educational attainment
was being measured when they arrived, it was not
clear to me that it was being measured when they left,
and that the education provision they were getting
around core skills, literacy and numeracy, was making
a difference so that the outputs were appreciated and
understood. Do you think that is the case or do you
think it could be improved?
Michael Spurr: I always think there is room for
improvement but an awful lot goes on in prisons
around literacy and numeracy. This is a Skills Funding
Agency/BIS responsibility now, not a direct agency
responsibility for me. But 90,000 prisoners go through
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some form of learning education while in prison;
70,000 of them get some form of qualification. Of
that 70,000, about 10% or 7,000 get a level 1 literacy
qualification and about the same number a level 1
numeracy qualification. That is basically a good
barometer for people. Level 1 is largely illiterate and
innumerate and you have got up to a basic level of
literacy and numeracy. That is 5% of all of the level
1 qualifications obtained in England and that is double
the amount of learners that you would expect to get
from prisoners.
So there is evidence, to be fair, that the funding
agency is targeting the money effectively and we are
supporting that so that people are making progress.
They record on individual learning records what is
happening at the end. I don’t know whether we can
aggregate that up but they obviously record people
who have gone for qualifications. They get an
individual learning record when the offender leaves
which shows that. Yes, it is very important. We are
trying to work with the Department for Business,
Innovation and Skills at the minute as we are
retendering contracts for education. Literacy and
numeracy—basic communication skills—are key
parts of those contracts. Of course, we are going to do
more in that area because it is critical.
Q85 Nick Smith: The impression I came away with
was that the outcomes of the core skills training that
was being given, was not really being properly
managed or understood. I have a specific question
about Wandsworth. It has around 540 foreign
prisoners in it. Yet London exports its prisoners to
prisons outside the capital, I suppose because it has
more than its fair share. Given that to help with
rehabilitation it is important that prisoners be close to
their families—it is one of the things that helps them
to get back into society and to have good
relationships—it seems a bit odd that a large number
of foreign prisoners should be in London, but other
London prisoners leave and therefore are further away
from their families.
Michael Spurr: We have some prisons that are
designated only foreign national prisoners—three at
the minute. But a large number of foreign nationals
who come into custody come into custody in London.
We have two prisons in London that take foreign
nationals but they don’t take them from other prisons.
They only take them coming from the courts into
London—that is Wandsworth and Wormwood Scrubs.
A lot of those foreign nationals may have lived in this
country for a protracted period and would have
families who are based in London. That is why they
are coming through the London courts. There is an
issue about that. There is an issue to be worked out
about whether they are likely to be deported. If they
are we will be looking to make sure that they were in
a prison where we have access to UKBA support so
we can accelerate those deportation arrangements. At
this stage it would be a matter for UKBA to determine
whether they are legitimate to remain here after their
sentence. We work with UKBA to concentrate foreign
national prisoners in a number of prisons across the
country so we can work with them to support their
deportation if that is going to be the norm.

Q86 Nick Smith: I got the impression that the
relationship with UKBA was good. One of the
interesting stats was that 20 Polish prisoners are
exported every week. In a way it still feels anomalous
that so many foreign prisoners are in London and so
many Londoners are outside London. I understand
some of the complications you referred to.
Michael Spurr: It is a fair challenge. If they are
coming through the courts into London, what we are
trying to do is embed UKBA staff to deal with the
issue as soon as we can and as early in the process
as possible. That is the rationale. They don’t stay in
Wandsworth. Once foreign nationals have been
convicted they will not be quickly moved out of
London or deported etcetera, depending on length of
sentence; we would move them on, as we would move
other prisoners. It is the rate of turnover that counts.
Q87 Nick Smith: Thank you for that. As to a
different part of your estate, I am interested in this
business of getting good value and the use of
electronic management of prisoners. I was looking
through the “It’s Complicated” report that was
produced earlier, and given the new nine-year contract
that I understand is in the wind—a lengthy contract
when IT is changing so quickly—I just want to have
some understanding that it is the right thing to do,
given so many changes to GPS and the different
benefits that you can get from IT developments all the
time. I was just not sure whether you were being tied
into something that might not be helpful.
Michael Spurr: You are absolutely right. We would
not want to be tied into an individual contract of that
length without break clauses, but we are doing the
contracts in a very different way from what is done at
the minute. Effectively, there are currently only two
providers, G4S and Serco. The aim of the new
contract is to procure a service integrator, which
would be one major company, but then to have a range
of different, smaller SMEs to deliver the technology
that is required. That will give us much greater
competitive pressure. Part of what we will build into
the contract is a requirement to be able to deal with
the whole range of GPS technology and developing
technology—a requirement that that is part of the
expectation—and break clauses if that is not being
delivered. We are in the middle of a procurement at
the moment and our aim will be to ensure a flexible
enough contract to be able to manage and respond to
a likely increase in demand for and use of this type of
technology, because that is what the Government want
to see.
Q88 Chair: I want to pose a whole set of questions,
if I can, on the issue of tagging, because the Policy
Exchange report suggested that we are spending 60%
more in the UK than they are in the US for a similar
service. What are your comments on that?
Michael Spurr: Yes, that is what is said. I do not
know whether that is accurate. I do know that—
Q89 Chair: Have you had discussions with the
authors of the report? I have talked to them—in fact,
an incredibly bright young man had researched it by
going over to the States to have a look.
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Michael Spurr: I have not personally done that, and
I have not personally researched either that report or
electronic monitoring, because I was not expecting
questions on that. However, my colleagues who are
managing the procurement for the new contracts have
had discussions with a range of people, including
when visiting the States specifically.

Q95 Chair: You can go into the detail of how you
are hoping to devise the contract, but not of how you
are assessing the competitors.
Michael Spurr: I was simply going to say that
because I do not have the detail of that, I am not
personally or directly involved in the procurement. I
do not have the detail to be able to do that.

Q90 Chair: One of the things that came out of it is
that in the States they do not do these big contracts to
run the whole service, they just acquire the kit and
then manage it in a very different way. A spend that
is 60% higher in the UK than in the US is a shocking
figure—you have spent £1 billion on this over the past
few years.
Michael Spurr: Well, the contracts were let
specifically for curfews, and what we want to do is to
operate something that is much wider than curfews.
The unit cost for electronic monitoring—as the Chief
Inspector’s report, “It’s complicated”, says—has come
down significantly in this country.

Q96 Ian Swales: Is it someone in your organisation?
Michael Spurr: The procurement is being led by the
MOJ procurement team—

Q91 Chair: But it was 60% higher than in the US.
Michael Spurr: According to that study, but it was
not necessarily comparing like with like. The
reassurance that I want to give you is that that is
exactly the direction we are going under the revised
contracts. That is why I had said it will not be two
big vertical suppliers managing everything; it will be
someone who is supporting us to integrate the system
with a range of other technology providers at a lower
level, which will allow us to get much better prices
for individual use by offenders.

Q98 Ian Swales: I hope you will note the last two
minutes of our transcript and our concern.
Michael Spurr: I’ve got it.

Q92 Fiona Mactaggart: Will the new contracts be
done by you or by probation trusts?
Michael Spurr: The contracting will be done
nationally. How it is deployed will be a matter for us
to determine once the Government have determined
where they are going, following the current review of
probation and the consultation that they are still
considering.
Q93 Ian Swales: May I just ask one question on this?
We see a lot of service integrators doing extremely
well out of these umbrella contracts. How are you
going to ensure that the taxpayer benefits from, as you
describe it, the SMEs and all the stuff that the service
integrators are going to deal with? How will you
ensure that the benefits accrue to the taxpayer and not
just to the service integrator?
Michael Spurr: My expectation is that we will be able
to get a much better price for the taxpayer than we are
paying under the current contracts.
Q94 Ian Swales: Sorry to interrupt but we get this a
lot on this Committee, so I want to know how will the
contracts make sure that there is enough of an open
book and enough profit sharing so that the taxpayer
gets the benefit from the operation of the contract?
Michael Spurr: I can’t go into the detail of what has
been set out and done in a current procurement—

Q97 Chair: We don’t have much faith in them.
Michael Spurr: To be fair to them—I know about
your last meeting with them—what they have done
overall on procuring prisons and these types of
contracts for me has been very good. We engage with
them very much, because obviously I have
responsibility for managing the contracts afterwards,
so I have people directly involved with that
procurement, but I am not doing it personally, so I do
not have that level of detail.

Q99 Chair: Mr Spurr, I am going to pursue you on
this, because you are the accounting officer for the
existing contract, and you will be the accounting
officer for the future contract. No doubt you will have
heard the BBC’s work in its “File on 4” programme
on the current contract, which, as I understand it, was
divided between Serco and G4S. In that programme
the BBC uncovered that the equipment was bought
from a wholly owned subsidiary of Serco—Serco
Geografix—and that while the profit for the company
that you were contracting seemed to be 8% or 10%,
the profit for the wholly owned subsidiary averaged—
averaged—65% for the years 2001–11. That is a ripoff. What was your reaction to that revelation?
Michael Spurr: It reinforced for me the need to look
at how we procure future contracts, and the need to
be able to have more competition in the market. That
is precisely why we have gone down a route of not
operating with just two main suppliers who have
vertical integration of their own systems. I absolutely
got that point.
Q100 Chair: Why did you not discover that? What
shocked me about the whole saga—it was news to me
when I was shown the structure—and what worried
me was that you signed a contract with Serco without
any understanding of the underlying costs that went
into setting the contract figure, and one of the
underlying costs was buying equipment. I simply
cannot understand why we have not got the nous to
think about the underlying costs before we sign. I
don’t know how many hundreds of millions we lost
on that over the years, but it has been a long contract
with outrageous profits going to the subsidiary
company.
Michael Spurr: I wasn’t the accounting officer in
2005 when that contract was let, and I wasn’t involved
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in the letting of that contract, so I cannot comment on
it specifically.
Q101 Chair: I’m sorry, but you are here as the
accounting officer, and what I am interested in is how
on earth you, as the accounting officer, or your
predecessor, signed a contract in this instance without
understanding the underlying costs. If you had
understood the underlying costs, you would not have
allowed Serco Geografix to get away with flogging
this stuff to the Department, and the company making
crazy profits. There were 90% profits in the early
years, and you should not have allowed it. I do not
know how you or the Department let that happen, or
how on earth you can give us any confidence in
signing the new contract. That beggars belief,
particularly following our session a couple of weeks
back on the interpretation service.
Michael Spurr: I take the point, but I simply cannot
comment on it, because I was not involved in that
process. You are asking me how it happened, but I
cannot answer that question, because I was not
involved in it.
Q102 Chair: Have you looked at it since everything
emerged? Presumably you have not just sat there and
thought, “Oh dear”. I hope you have thought, “My
God, this is taxpayers’ money.”
Michael Spurr: I have thought about how we manage
the current contract and reduce the cost. We have done
that, because we have actually made savings on those
contracts by using them better over the last two or
three—
Q103 Chair: Yes, you have reduced the profits from
90%, and they are still averaging 65%. In the last year,
I think their profit was 54%, and they don’t pay tax.
Michael Spurr: And I’ve been squeezing those
contracts to take as much money out of them as
possible in order to live within my reduced budget,
and—
Q104 Chair: It is not your budget that I am
concerned about here; it is that we are being ripped
off because we are not managing a contract with the
private sector efficiently. It is not a question of you
living within your budget. It is your responsibility to
ensure that we get proper value for money out of
contracts with the private sector.
Michael Spurr: I absolutely agree with that. That is
why I have a contract that I have got to manage at the
minute, in terms of the contract was let. We have got
to get maximum value from that contract, and we are
letting a new contract, in a different way, to try to
learn lessons about how we can get better value in the
way that I have just described.
Q105 Chair: What discussions have you had with the
Serco head office, or with Serco Geografix, about
reducing the amount of the contract—what have you
done?
Michael Spurr: My contract manager and the
procurement teams have routine and regular contact
with the providers. In terms of what we have done, as
I keep saying, we have squeezed those contracts as

hard as we can to get best value for their running at
the moment. They are running, and we are
retendering, so there will be a new contract from April
next year.
Q106 Ian Swales: What levels of transparency are
you going to have in the new contract? To what extent
will we have an open-book arrangement? We
understand the needs for commercial confidentiality,
but once you have got the supplier—we use the
expression on this Committee “following the public
pound”. Is it not important that you are able to have
contracts where you can actually follow the money to
the point where we would find out about things like a
wholly-owned subsidiary ripping half the money out
of a contract? Are you thinking about new ways of
contracting or are you simply going to agree a figure
and throw the money over the fence? Then we would
be stuck for another few years with whatever you have
come up with.
Michael Spurr: Again, I haven’t got the detail of how
we are looking at those contracts, but I take the point.
I will take that away.
Ian Swales: It is very important.
Q107 Fiona Mactaggart: In the NAO Report,
paragraph 15 says, “The Agency plans to increase the
role of commissioning in offender management, with
probation trusts at the forefront of its plans.” The
Chair has kind of exposed that, at the centre, you
might not be as good at commissioning as she wants.
I am concerned that probation trusts simply do not
have the infrastructure and the skills to be able to do
this. What are you doing to develop that? Because if
you don’t, all these fancy plans will mean that we get
repeats of the kinds of excess profits in the private
sector, or else failure in relationships, which means
that work just won’t be delivered.
Michael Spurr: Again, it’s a fair point. It comes from
the consultation on probation that is currently being
considered by the Government. In that consultation, it
said that some contracts, particularly the large ones,
are better still let nationally for exactly that reason—
because they have the expertise. The aim in the
consultation was to have better local targeting of
services, and I think that is important—
Q108 Chair: Will you allow Serco to tender for the
new contract?
Michael Spurr: Yes
Q109 Chair: Even though it has now been
established that they have completely ripped us off on
the previous contract?
Michael Spurr: I am not sure that it has been
established that they have ripped everybody off in the
way that you just described.
Q110 Chair: So you don’t accept the findings of the
BBC “File on 4” report?
Michael Spurr: I note what the BBC “File on 4”
report says, but that is not a body that says this is
absolutely right. It raised issues and concerns.
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Q111 Chair: Can you give us an assurance—is it
wrong or right? I am amazed that you haven’t looked
at it.
Michael Spurr: I have explained what we are doing
in terms of electronic monitoring—
Q112 Chair: I want to know what you have done. If
I was running a budget and somebody came to me and
said, “Did you know, in this contract under which we
have spent about a billion quid over the last few years,
a subsidiary has ripped us off, been making massive
profits and not been paying tax on them because they
transfer the profits across to another of their
companies,” I would be interested in knowing. I
would try to find out what the hell it was all about.
Michael Spurr: As I say, I’ve tried to manage the
contract, get the best value for the taxpayer at the
minute, and ensure that, as we are going to contract
in future, we do that in the most efficient way for the
taxpayer. That is what I am concentrating on doing.
Q113 Chair: If somebody has ripped you off, I
cannot understand how you can think that they are
worthy of then being a tenderer in a new contract. You
have got to look at the past performance of a
contractor before you agree it. I always take the
analogy of us in our little homes. If I have a lousy
builder, who does a lousy job for me in one room of
my house, there is no way that I would ask that builder
to tender again to do a job in another room.
Ian Swales: But Margaret, there is a point here. We
are not talking about quality of service. Whose fault
is it, if the contractor extracts a huge amount of money
out of the person who is awarding the contract? Is it
the contractor’s fault?
Chair: I think that we should understand the
underlying costs, Ian.
Ian Swales: Exactly. We, as in the public sector,
should understand. The private sector is going to make
as much money as it possibly can out of you, and the
more naïve you are, the more money it will make. But
whose fault is it, is what I am saying? Is it Serco’s
fault that it found an opportunity to make a fortune?
Is it Serco’s fault?
Michael Spurr: I take your point, but—
Q114 Chair: I wouldn’t touch Serco with a bargepole
on this.
Michael Spurr: Well, Serco are delivering good
services for us across a range of—
Q115 Chair: But they have ripped you off, Mr Spurr.
Michael Spurr: That is what the BBC alleged. It is
delivering good services and they run—
Q116 Austin Mitchell: It is your job to tell us
whether it is true.
Michael Spurr: I don’t believe that they are ripping
us off. I believe that we can get better-quality services
for electronic monitoring by re-tendering and reprocuring in a different way, which is what we are
doing. They also run prisons for us, and they run some
good prisons for us, and it is important to put that in
some—If I was—

Q117 Chair: How do we know that they are not
ripping us off in that?
Michael Spurr: If we take the tender for Doncaster,
which we have just let and which has a payment-byresults element within it, there is no question
whatsoever but that we are getting a good deal for
Doncaster, with some of the money put at risk, in
terms of reoffending outcomes. The company’s money
is put at risk about whether they will be able to work
with them to achieve a reduction going out.
Q118 Chair: How do you know you are getting value
for money? On this, I don’t know how you ever
thought you were getting value for money. It took a
young chap in Policy Exchange to tell us that we were
60% more expensive than America and then you start
digging under and thinking, “Of course, we were. We
were being ripped off on the equipment.”
Michael Spurr: I think that they are looking at a
different application than the one that was used in this
country initially, but, as I’ve said to you, people have
been to the States and have looked at what they are
doing with the technology there.
I know what the benchmark costs of prisons are. I
know what a good prison looks like. We have a whole
range of measures on that, and I can absolutely tell
you whether or not I think that Serco are providing
good-quality prison services at decent value for
money for the public. In terms of electronic
monitoring, I have accepted that we should be able to
contract better than we have been doing and I have
taken action to ensure that we are going to do that
under the next phase of competition.
Q119 Austin Mitchell: The private sector runs rings
round the public sector. I want to move back to the
budget. Frankly, I don’t see how you are going to do
it. You announced in July 2012 that you would spend
£32 million more than your budget. Then you have to
plan additional savings of £262 million in 2013–14
and £145 million in 2014–15. Those are huge savings.
I can’t see personally how you can do it without a rise
in reoffending, which is a major cost to society.
I wonder how much of those savings that you are
going to make is predicated on new prisons being less
expensive to run than old ones. I notice in paragraph
124 of the Report that Oakwood, which opened this
year, will operate at a direct cost of around £13,000
per prisoner as against the average direct cost of a
prisoner place of £29,000. That is a substantial saving.
How much of your budget economies is predicated on
that kind of saving? It will be expensive to knock
down the old prisons and substitute a major bunch of
new prisons to make those kinds of saving.
Michael Spurr: As I said earlier, I think there is scope
to further rationalise the estate. That means trying to
reduce unit costs by not having the most expensive
places. I am working hard to reduce the £32 million
or £33 million that we are projected to overspend at
the minute. I am confident that we can reduce it
further, but it reflects the fact that we were not able to
close capacity as quickly as we had expected because
of the riots the previous year. Our expectation is that
we will be able to catch that up, as I have just
explained. We have cover from the Department for
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that this year, recognising that we have had to move
to the right, as it were, some of the savings that were
there.
I come back to the point: I have got, I think, decent
plans to be able to make those savings, but they are
dependent on being able to manage the numbers that
come through the prison gates. I said that earlier to
Mrs Hodge.
Q120 Austin Mitchell: It is no use saying that you
are going to rationalise the estate and save money that
way, unless you can tell us how much of the saving
will come from the expense of building new prisons.
Michael Spurr: Those are already there. We are
looking at whether or not we have additional places—
house blocks or small building projects in certain
places—to be able to close whole prisons. Some
prisons are very small. Some prisons are only 150.
That is the size of one unit in a larger prison.
Potentially, you could make the saving of a whole
prison if you were able to have one unit in a mediumsized prison.
Q121 Chair: Can I just ask you a question? This is
the other issue that I wanted to cover. Presumably, you
will have to get rid of staff. That is the way you are
going to make it. You are going to have to reduce
your staffing numbers, so you need to pay redundancy.
According to the Report, at para 1.19 on page 20, you
haven’t got enough money in your budget to pay the
redundancy you need to get rid of the staff to get you
within your budget. Is that right?
Michael Spurr: Can my director of finance have a
word on that?
Andrew Emmett: The Report that the NAO has
prepared is absolutely accurate at the point in time
that it was prepared. For instance, the savings that we
have to achieve for next year are not now at £262
million. We have identified that we can make savings
of £210 million. Therefore, we are looking to make
those savings. We are going to make the £145 million
worth of savings, we believe in the fourth year of the
spending review. These are actually predicated on the
basis that there will be VEDs requirements and, quite
rightly, as the NAO Report identified at the time, there
was a £66 million funding gap in terms of VEDs. We
have been working very closely with our MOJ
colleagues to identify how we can close that gap. The
current position for this year may well give us scope
for bringing forward some redundancies into this year
and funding them out of—

procurement and ICT where it can make other savings
to enable us to manage the big-delivery business
requirements that we have, and be able to exit people
if we need to do that—
Q124 Chair: If I heard what you said rightly, the £32
million overspend for this year is now £50 million.
Andrew Emmett: No, no. The overspend for this year
is £32 million or £33 million. We are looking to see
how we can actually shrink that. At the moment, it
looks possible that we might be able to do better and
reduce that £33 million. If we can, we can use the
funding of that reduction to actually help us advance
VEDs payments and take the pressure off the £66
million. There is no question but that there remains
pressure to identify VEDs funding throughout the next
two years. That will be a pressure. That will be a
problem for us.
Q125 Chair: Mr Gallaher, what is the Treasury going
to do about that? It is clear extra money to invest
to save.
Mr Gallaher: Yes, but we must be guided by what the
agency says and the Department says.
Q126 Chair: The agency says that it has not got
enough money, and Treasury sets aside money to fund
the up-front cost of voluntary early departure. So what
is Treasury going to do here?
Mr Gallaher: If we need to have a discussion with
the Department, we certainly would do. But, as far as
I am aware, we have not been invited to discuss.
Michael Spurr: The right approach is for us to try,
within our overall departmental settlement, to make
the arrangement within the Department. If we are not
able to do that, we will go to Treasury and have a
discussion.
Q127 Chair: You haven’t been to Treasury yet?
Michael Spurr: We have regular discussions with
Treasury around what the departmental settlement is.

Q122 Chair: Do you need permission from
Treasury?
Michael Spurr: We have some Treasury funding
specifically ring-fenced for the Department to enable
redundancy.

Q128 Chair: It just seems to me a bit daft that, on
the one hand, if we look back at it, prison numbers
are, whatever you say, unlikely to do down, so you
have to get early departures. Treasury, who should be
interested in early departures, are not very
forthcoming to us, Mr Gallaher, about how those are
to be funded.
Marius Gallaher: We certainly want agencies and
Departments to get on with the job themselves in the
first instance, but, always, we are open to hear what
they have to say if there are difficulties.
Chair: Perhaps you could write to us about that in
time for us to incorporate what you say into our
report, because there seems to be a specific problem
here, given the change of Secretary of State.

Q123 Chair: But the Department can add to it?
Michael Spurr: Yes. What we are looking to do is
generate across the Department additional funding in
order to be able to make redundancy payments. For
example, you will not be surprised that, at the
moment, the Department is looking even more closely
across the wider corporate services, estates,

Q129 Fiona Mactaggart: On the change in
headcount, one thing I think I heard you say is really
important for the efficiency and effectiveness of a
local prison is its leadership. I was wondering whether
the 27% cut in headquarters staff had affected your
leadership development programme and what you
were doing to develop better leadership in prisons.
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Michael Spurr: There are a number of people we
allow to take voluntary exit from prisons, but I have
a very good calibre of prison governor at the moment,
and I am very pleased with the calibre of people we
have. You are right: how well prisons run depends so
much on the leadership that you get from governors
and senior teams. We have spent some time
developing what we call the “Optimising Potential”
programme, which is an individual development
programme that each individual senior manager, not
just prison governor, is going through to identify their
own particular needs. There is a range of modules,
and training and development opportunities.
I have got, as I say, a good level of quality; the
problem has been—you will recognise this—that we
have changed governors too often, in too many places,
too quickly. That has been a consequence of
constantly increasing the numbers and constantly
having to move people. Your learn your experience in
a small prison, then we move you to a larger one
because we need to be able to do that to cope. We
have been expanding the number of prisons, the
number of larger prisons. If we have a period of
stability, the tenure of individual governors will be
longer. I have been proclaiming that that will be a
positive thing to come out of a more stable population.
We have to have an expectation that individuals stay
longer in post; if the operational environment allows
us to do that, it will mean that we can work through
some of the issues that we have had, where you are
constantly changing the top leadership, which is not
an ideal scenario at all.
Q130 Austin Mitchell: In terms of the difference
between £13,000 at Oakwood and £29,000 elsewhere,
a lot of the cost, as Nick Hardwick explained, is down
to the fact that older prisons are much more expensive
to run. I don’t know what Birmingham is—is it a new
prison or an old prison?
Andrew Emmett: It’s an old prison.
Michael Spurr: Its main core is Victorian, but there
is a large part of new accommodation as well, so it’s
a mixture.
Q131 Austin Mitchell: Okay. You had bids to run it,
and it was transferred this year. I don’t know what
lessons you have learned from that or what economies
have arisen, but is that going to be the pattern of
dealing with the old prisons?
Michael Spurr: That prison was transferred to G4S
under a competition. They won the competition,
producing the most economic bid that maintained a

quality level. We set a quality threshold that said,
“You’ve got to deliver at this level.”
Q132 Austin Mitchell: Did the Prison Service bid?
Michael Spurr: The Prison Service bid, and to be fair,
on that occasion, the number of staff in the G4S bid
was larger than the number of officers the public
sector was going to have. That contract has been
transferred; G4S is now running that prison. We will
manage things carefully to make sure that we get the
quality—
Q133 Austin Mitchell: Is that what you are going to
do with the other older prisons?
Michael Spurr: There is currently a competition for
eight prisons. There will be a Government
announcement on the outcome on the first phase of
that shortly. It is for Ministers to determine how we
go forward from there.
Q134 Austin Mitchell: Okay. My final question is
this: if the private sector is that good, why is it
allowing more people to escape? I see from figure 7
on page 23 the rate of escapes from contractor
escorts—this is escorts, but there has been one
category A escapee, although I don’t know whether
that was from the private sector or the public sector.
As a proportion of the throughput of prisoners, the
rate of escapes from contractor escorts was one in
97,000 in 2009, but it rose to one in 72,000 in
2011–12. Why are people better able to escape these
days?
Michael Spurr: They’re not.
Q135 Austin Mitchell: Do you expect escapes to
increase as staff are cut?
Michael Spurr: No, I don’t want escapes to increase,
and I don’t expect escapes to increase. The numbers
are very small: we are talking about 13 people for
those escapes. The total number of escapes from
prisons was four last year, compared with over 300 in
the early 1990s, twenty six, 10 years ago and four last
year. To be fair to the contractors, the number of
escapes when the police and the Prison Service did
escorts in the late 1980s and early 1990s was
massively higher than it is with the current contracts.
I don’t accept that your point is fair from the
contractors’ perspective
Chair: Thank you very much indeed. I am sorry we
kept you waiting, but we had a couple of votes.
Michael Spurr: Thank you.
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Written evidence
Written evidence from HM Chief Inspector of Probation
Tension between the National Offender Management Service (NOMS) and Probation Trusts
The National Audit Office (NAO) rightly identifies tensions in the relationship between NOMS and probation
trusts. In my view, these result as much from the history of NOMS’ development and the different
organisational structures of the prison and probation services as any failings in its management. The restructure
of NOMS HQ was, as the report states, well received and both the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) of NOMS
and the Director responsible for the probation service are spoken of positively by probation trusts.
Nevertheless, there is, I believe, an inherent dissonance in the NOMS model, which essentially incorporates
two organisations with different functions and governance arrangements. Unlike the prison service, which is a
national organisation, the probation trust CEOs report to a locally managed Board but are accountable to
NOMS for their achievement of targets. When these arrangements are considered in the historical context of a
probation service that has gone through four major reorganisations over the past 15 years, and is currently
awaiting the response to the probation review which will herald yet another one, it’s not surprising that relations
are a little tense.
What this means is, given that the line management arrangements of the probation service is different from
those of the prison service, as is its history and its focus on the community, so the dialogue NOMS has with
probation trusts also has to be different. And this isn’t achieved with sufficient consistency. As a result, the
work of the probation service is not fully understood at the centre and as a consequence not properly valued
and too easily dismissed.
On the other hand, many probation staff, particularly operational staff, see very little difference between
NOMS, the MoJ including the Justice Policy Group, and consequently attribute decisions made by the wider
Ministry of Justice to NOMS.
Implications—Have the cuts had an impact?
The Probation Service has faced a significant drop in its resources over recent years but most trusts have
worked well within the reduced resources and continued to not only meet their targets, but, as our inspections
have shown, make incremental improvements in practice. They have a central and vital role in the management
of those who pose a risk of harm to others in the community, a responsibility which, as we have shown by our
inspections, discharges effectively (cf our report, Putting the Pieces Together, on the multi-agency public
protection arrangements). The service also has a long history of working effectively with the voluntary and
private sectors, police and other local authority providers in the community. Individuals subject to community
orders or post release licence are seen regularly and the vast majority of orders and licences are appropriately
enforced. As such, offenders are held to account and the “control” element of the sentence effectively delivered.
The cuts have made probation trusts reprioritise much of its work. The increased use of fast delivery
probation reports has brought savings and contributed to swifter justice but is not without risk. The information
presented to courts is critical in determining the sentence most likely to protect the public and reduce
reoffending. Those preparing the reports have little opportunity to verify the information provided or to
investigate the case further. As we have shown in our report on electronic monitoring (cf It’s Complicated: The
Management of Electronically Monitored Curfews), sentencers, who after all are the primary commissioners of
probation services, are not always sighted of either the risk of harm to others presented by the individual or
their likelihood of reoffending when passing sentence. The example I quoted in my evidence to the committee
illustrates this point.
We have also seen in our inspections, a move away from accredited programmes, whose development was
based on research into the most effective ways of working with individuals who offend. Examples of such
programmes include the sex offenders treatment programme, the domestic violence programme and cognitive
skills and consequential thinking, which continue to be run but with less frequency. Shorter programmes
(delivered as specified requirements) are now being adopted across the probation services as less expensive
and easier to deliver. They may be a pragmatic way of managing offenders but their impact on reducing
reoffending remains largely unproven.
The third area I wish to highlight relates to the relaxation of national standards and greater reliance placed
on the professional judgement of the probation officer. While we in HM Inspectorate of Probation welcomed
the consistency in practice achieved through the implementation of the standards, we were, as were many
others, also concerned at the somewhat mechanistic approach to managing individuals who offend that the
unthinking application of the standards could encourage. As shown by evidence from research, effective
engagement with offenders has a significant impact on both the successful completion of orders and on
changing behaviour, thereby reducing their reoffending.
We are therefore encouraged by the move towards the exercise of greater professional judgement when
working with people who have offended, and the accompanying emphasis placed on engaging them in the
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supervision process. It is still not clear, however, how this work will be incorporated in practice or how
commercial companies will respond when professional judgement conflicts with commercial interest.
This is not to say that the new arrangements cannot promote good practice and we can see from examples
both within England and Wales and across Europe how public and private sectors have worked together
successfully to reduce reoffending, but such work takes time. Any changes need to be undertaken with care,
built on incrementally and not rushed.
Proposals for Community Sentences
The current impetus given to the introduction of a component of punishment into all community sentences,
whilst understandable, needs to be thought through further and the cost implications considered. Punishment
undoubtedly forms an important element of sentencing and can also be redemptive and contribute to
rehabilitation. It therefore follows that it should be proportionate to the offence and targeted on the individual.
As we have already seen through our report on electronic monitoring the “blanket” inclusion of a curfew or
a period of unpaid work as a punishment on all offenders, risks increasing the number of cases, already high,
breached for non-compliance. Research has shown that non-compliance increases with the length and duration
of the order so particular attention needs to be given to these issues. Some of these breaches will undoubtedly
result in short prison sentences, at further expense to the public purse, often where the circumstances of the
index offence is such that a prison sentence would not normally have been considered as appropriate.
The success of the Payment by Results proposals will depend very much on how the results in such schemes
are both defined and measured. The adoption of a simple binary measure, of a single incident of convicted
reoffending, would mean that many cases would fail even though both the rate and the seriousness of their
offending had significantly reduced.
Conclusion
We are still waiting to hear the outcome of the probation review, which will determine how work with those
who offend is taken forward. Its implementation will require careful thought and planning, otherwise we are
in danger of losing a whole way of working with offenders which has a proven track record and is emulated
by other jurisdictions.
Liz Calderbank
15 November 2012

Written evidence from Ministry of Justice
Following my evidence at the Public Accounts Committee on 7 November 2012, I promised to write to you
with further information about the cost of prisoners serving indeterminate sentences of Imprisonment for Public
Protection (IPPs). You asked me to estimate the cost of IPP offenders staying in prison, beyond the minimum
term of imprisonment (the tariff) determined by the Court, instead of being given access to the courses or
programmes they required in order to reduce their risk sufficiently for the Parole Board to direct their release.
I also promised to provide further information regarding how we plan to reduce these costs.
As I indicated during my evidence, there can be no straightforward answer to the first question. There is
nothing automatic about the release of a prisoner serving an IPP or any other indeterminate sentence on tariff
expiry, even where that prisoner has completed a number of interventions designed to reduce his or her risk.
The Parole Board’s assessment of an IPP prisoner’s suitability for release is based upon what is known of the
prisoner’s risk of harm and risk of reoffending at the time of his or her parole review, rather than whether or
not the prisoner has completed specific offending behaviour programmes. Further, accredited programmes are
not the only means by which an IPP offender can engage with actions to reduce his or her risk. Whilst
accredited programmes are sometimes a key means of demonstrating risk reduction, they form only part of a
prisoner’s wider sentence plan. In the event that these programmes are not suited to the needs of the individual,
or are not available, the Parole Board can look for other indicators that a prisoner’s risks have reduced. These
might include: completion of non-accredited courses; engaging in work, education or training; specialist support
and resettlement; or demonstrating a sustained period of stable behaviour, including in open conditions.
Having said all this, I acknowledged during my evidence that from 2005 to 2008 it was particularly
challenging to provide many IPP prisoners with the interventions they needed to demonstrate reduced risk to
the Parole Board by their tariff expiry. During that period, not only were IPP sentences arguably being used
more widely than had been intended, but certainly the number of IPP sentences with tariffs of less than two
years had not been anticipated. The shortest tariff given to an IPP offender was 28 days. For many short tariff
IPP prisoners, even if the Prison Service had received a significant increase in resources for the introduction
of the IPP sentence, it would simply not have been possible to provide sufficient interventions to allow them
to demonstrate a meaningful reduction in risk before their tariffs expired. It was for this very reason that
Parliament approved changes to the IPP legislation, by means of the Criminal Justice and Immigration Act
2008. Under that Act, it was no longer possible for the Court to sentence an offender to an IPP with a tariff of
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less than two years, except where the offence had already been convicted of one of the most serious offences.
In addition, that Act removed the presumption of dangerousness which had arguably fettered the discretion of
the Court.
As at 30 September 2012, there were 6,020 IPPs in prison, of which 3,524 were post-tariff. Of those IPPs
in prison post-tariff, 2,460(over two-thirds) have completed two or more accredited programmes and only 366
had not completed at least one accredited intervention. Of these prisoners, it is important to remember that not
all will have failed to access a recommended intervention: some prisoners will not have been assessed as
suitable to undertake particular interventions (for example, because they deny their crime). Other prisoners
who have accessed programmes may have failed to engage sufficiently to complete them.
The average direct cost of keeping an offender (not necessarily an IPP) in a Category C prison in 2011–12
was £21,078 per year. However, as I have explained, there is nothing automatic about release on tariff expiry,
and some prisoners serving indeterminate sentences can expect to spend much longer than their tariff in custody,
where they do not engage with efforts to reduce their risk and where they are unable to demonstrate to the
Parole Board that any remaining risk of harm which they present is such that it may be effectively managed
in the community.
Your second question was what we were doing to reduce the costs of IPPs in prison. The legislative changes
which came into force in July 2008 were vital and, combined with streamlined assessment procedures and
prioritisation of places on offending behaviour programmes, means that the management and progression of
IPP prisoners is now greatly improved compared to the early years of the sentence. That does not mean that
challenges do not remain, which is why we continue to strive for ways to improve sentence planning and
access to all interventions (accredited or otherwise) within the resources available, and having regard to the
needs of other prisoners.
Almost all IPP prisoners now have comprehensive risk and needs assessments, together with sentence plans
based on those assessments. Better use is already being made of these sentence plans to prioritise interventions
for IPP prisoners, where the need is greatest, and to sequence interventions by reference to tariff expiry and
parole review dates. NOMS continually seeks to ensure programmes can be delivered more flexibly, supporting
greater access, as well as inclusion of offenders with more complex needs such as learning difficulties.
NOMS has also set up improved structures to ensure best possible management of prisoners with an
indeterminate sentence (ISPs). The Indeterminate Sentence Prisoners Coordination Group is the NOMS
Agency’s strategic body for the management of all indeterminate sentence prisoners (lifers as well as IPPs).
This body is chaired by the Director of National Operational Services and meets quarterly. Membership includes
senior representation from the Directorates of Public Sector Prisons, Probation and Contracted Services,
Commissioning and Competition and High Security. Since its inception, the Group has mandated work to
improve the speed of the transfer of IPP prisoners to open prisons, where the Secretary of State has approved
transfer, by means of a central allocation system. This has substantially reduced waiting times. It has also
commissioned a new management information tool, which is used by local operational managers to provide
valuable information on the numbers of IPP offenders requiring specific interventions. This is helping to drive
the commissioning strategy for accredited programmes.
The release rate for IPPs is now rising. Between 2008 and 2010 there were fewer than 200 releases altogether.
This compares with 2011 where there were 300 releases. In the first two quarters of 2012 alone there have
been 204 releases. We anticipate that the release rate will continue to rise, as IPP prisoners complete work on
their sentence plans and are consequently able to demonstrate to the Parole Board that their risk is such that it
may now be effectively managed in the community.
Whilst the IPP sentence has undoubtedly presented significant management and resource challenges to
NOMS, I hope I have said enough to reassure you that we have made substantial improvements to the support
we provide to progress existing IPP prisoners through sentence and will continue to look for further
improvements, within the resources available.
Michael Spurr
Chief Executive, National Offender Management Service
16 November 2012
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