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Submitters

Professor Yvonne Jewkes and Dr Dominique Moran are highly experienced academic researchers who currently hold over £1m of Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) funding to investigate UK prisons.  They have, separately and jointly, undertaken funded research on prison architecture, design and technology, prison visits and recidivism, women’s experience of imprisonment and the history of prison design and construction.  Their research embraces the UK, Australia, New Zealand, Finland, Norway, Denmark, Iceland, Belgium and the Russian Federation. 
Summary of Evidence 
This submission of evidence is based on the expertise of the authors and on the findings of their previous and current studies, as well as the findings of other scholars working in the field. The authors are presently co-conducting a three-year study funded by the Economic and Social Research Council (Grant reference: ES/K011081/1) entitled “Fear-suffused environments" or potential to rehabilitate? Prison architecture, design and technology and the lived experience of carceral spaces. Dr Moran is also conducting an ESRC study called Breaking the Cycle? Prison Visitation and Recidivsm in the UK. Prof Jewkes is working with prison architects and advising senior corrections personnel on penal design and construction in several countries outside the UK.
Our research indicates that location, size, architecture and design of prisons all impact on prisoners’ emotional and psychological reactions to incarceration, including their behaviour, their willingness to engage with regimes and their capacity to build positive relations with other prisoners and staff.   The same factors may significantly influence prisoners’ prospects of rehabilitation and reintegration into society on release.  We urge the Committee to acknowledge the growing body of academic research that finds that ‘old’ does not necessarily mean ‘bad’ and that prisons work more effectively to rehabilitate prisoners when small in size, located within close proximity to prisoners’ home communities, and built with principles of normality and humanization in mind

Key points
1. England & Wales is out of kilter with, and lagging behind, other developed, western nations in its approach to prison planning, design and construction.  
2. Public sector benchmarking and competition are forcing down operational costs in a mistaken belief that this necessary and desirable. More forward-thinking countries are increasing operational efficiency and lowering the overall costs of imprisonment by reducing the prison population and improving recidivism rates.

3. The current policy of building very large prisons ignores a wealth of empirical research evidence which demonstrates that very large prisons have little hope of housing prisoners in safe and secure conditions; of providing them with meaningful work, education or training; of encouraging purposeful activity; or of fostering healthy relationships between prisoners and staff who work in prisons.  

4. The policy of ‘future-proofing’ prisons – that is, incorporating situational security measures appropriate for a higher security categorisation of inmates than are currently housed in a facility to avoid the need for retro-fitting should the need arise at a later date – is poor practice and, together with an over-reliance on electronic security, may create control problems.
5. The ongoing re-configuration of the prison estate, including the extent to which prisons are suitably located and accessible to visitors, require further attention.  The use of prisons as drivers of economic growth is highly problematic, both in ethical terms and in relation to research which finds negligible evidence for economic growth in the locales in which prisons are built.
6. With overall crime rates continuing to fall, by 15% in 2013, this is an opportune time to reverse the government’s plans to expand the prison estate and shelve the proposed construction of another ‘super-prison’ in Wrexham, holding up to 2,000 inmates. 

Submission
1. Prison planning and policy in England & Wales is regressive 

1.1 England & Wales is increasingly out of kilter with, and lagging behind, other developed, western nations in its approach to prison planning, design and construction.  While other English-speaking nations are striving to establish world-leading standards and international best practice in prison design and planning, England & Wales is commissioning prison facilities that hark back to Victorian penal philosophies and designs.

1.2 Increasingly, countries are using new prisons to say something about themselves; they are statements about national identity, as well as about how countries punish.  Our nearest neighbours, Scotland and Northern Ireland, are using prisons to signify that they ‘do’ punishment differently from England & Wales.  While we build vast, Titan-style facilities in which to warehouse inmates, often in environments where violence and drugs are rife, and where purposeful activity is unsustainable, their new prisons (e.g. Grampian, Shotts, Ash House etc.) are small, public, ‘local’, community facing facilities
.  They take individuals from the immediate environs, and train them in work skills specific to the needs of the region.  

1.3 While the ‘Working Prisons’ agenda looks good on paper, in practice the Ministry of Justice's ambition to transform prisons into industrious places of productive work is falling woefully short.  In those establishments which offer proper vocational training, it is frequently available only to a handful of prisoners. Some of the work activities identified by the ‘Working Prisons’ programme (cleaning wings, laundry) do not constitute meaningful employment; they are mundane and unskilled.  Education provision is frequently very poor, with low standards of teaching, learning and assessment and poor progress rates.  Prison libraries are frequently under-resourced and access limited.  In addition, and as pointed out numerous times by HMCIP and by prison reform groups, pay for those prisoners in education should be commensurate with the wages of those undertaking workplace activities.
1.3 As far as possible, prisons in other countries (in Scandinavia and, increasingly in e.g. Scotland, Northern Ireland, Australia, New Zealand) also ‘normalise’ the environment; that is, they ensure that prisons approximate normal life; for example, in Denmark all prisoners cook for themselves every day and work a normal 8 hour day. These countries have also taken significant steps to ‘humanise’ the prison environment.  Countries that are leading the way in correctional design in Europe (Norway, Denmark, Iceland) exploit natural landscapes, blur boundaries between inside and outside (e.g. through the incorporation of large, bar-less windows), use natural building materials (wood, stone) and make plenty of outdoor space accessible to prisoners. 
1.4 In all the examples above, there is a belief that prisons have the potential for positive individual and group experience (personal development, sociability and pro-social skills) and that an asset-based approach (identifying offenders’ strengths and developing them), is favourable to a deficit-based approach (focusing on what’s wrong with an offender and try to ‘fix’ it).  In other English-speaking nations, e.g. New Zealand, new prisons are being commissioned and built with an explicitly rehabilitative aim; one that is realized through their size, location, architecture and design.  
2. Costs
2.1 Public sector benchmarking and competition are forcing down operational costs in a mistaken belief that this necessary and desirable.  While it is recognized that the prison estate in England & Wales cannot be sustained at current levels of cost to the public purse, the Government’s approach to achieving efficiencies through use of competition appear to be leading them to commission prison warehouses on the grounds that lower operational costs can be achieved through economies of scale and that a greater range of opportunities can be provided to inmates. In practice, however, our research has found that the impact of lower operational costs has a negative impact on prison regimes, education, training and other purposeful activity.  
2.2 The application of the benchmark to public prisons has started to deliver efficiencies and resulted in some savings.  A tailored approach to the resource requirements of individual institutions should be pursued.  Public sector benchmarking recognizes the importance of prisoner-staff relationships; the necessity of out-of-cell time; association; and work and training that matches the employment market opportunities in the areas where prisoners will resettle on release.  Use of competition should place similar emphasis on these baseline requirements and should be concerned with raising behavioural outcomes, not reducing costs.
2.2 One of the most significant ways of achieving lower costs is through reduced staffing and lower staff wages. This is an acute problem, particularly in the public sector, where under-qualified, unskilled and inexperienced staff are frequently employed.  A recent HMCIP report following an unannounced inspection of HMP Oakwood found that: ‘Staff-prisoner relationships were not respectful and very worrying. Prisoners had little confidence in the staff to act consistently or get things done. Many staff were passive and compliant, almost to the point of collusion’.
  In Scandinavian prisons, there is more routine interaction between officers and prisoners than in England & Wales.  Staff training also differs markedly.  In England & Wales the basic officer training is eight weeks with a focus on security, control and restraint techniques, managing prisoners and professional standards, understanding prisoners’ behaviour, substance misuse and mental health. In Sweden, the basic training is 40 weeks, with an emphasis on criminology, law and interpersonal skills.  In Norway, prison officer training is a two-year university accredited degree. 
2.3 Where England & Wales is pursuing short-term reductions in financial cost, other countries are taking a longer-term and more strategic view.  Their aim is to lower the cost of imprisonment by reducing the number of people they send to prison and by more effectively rehabilitating the individuals who do have to serve prison sentences, thus lowering recidivism rates and improving long-term public safety. 
2.4 Even in countries with similar newspaper agendas to our own (i.e. populist, punitive) politicians are succeeding in educating the public that locking up increasing numbers of people, even as crime rates fall, is not in the long-term interests of public safety.  To take one example, New Zealand’s Government aims to ‘create lasting change by breaking the cycle of re-offending’. To this end, NZ Department of Corrections has set a target of reducing its prison population by 25% by 2017.  It has already achieved an 11.4% drop in prison numbers.  This means 4,600 fewer offenders and 18,500 fewer victims – a message the public can buy into and support.
3. Size matters
3.1 The current policy of building very large prisons ignores a wealth of empirical research evidence demonstrating that very large prisons (i.e. holding over 800 inmates) have little hope of housing prisoners in safe and secure conditions; of providing them with meaningful work, education or training; of encouraging purposeful activity; or of fostering healthy relationships between prisoners and staff who work in prisons. The weight of academic opinion is that chances for genuine rehabilitation and desistance from offending  are optimized in smaller establishments where strong interpersonal relationships between prisoners and staff are fostered and ‘dynamic security’ can be achieved.  Indeed, one study (echoing the view of Lord Justice Woolf in 1991) found that prisons with a population of less than 400 were four times more likely to be performing well than a prison with a population of over 800.
 Conversely, humanistic values central to the prison experience – respect, humanity, trust and support – are significantly undermined in large establishments which can offer little more than containment
.  
3.2 Research on morale, safety and quality of prison life all also indicate that ‘small is better’.  Large prisons are difficult to run, prisoner out-of-cell time becomes limited, opportunities for association are curtailed and purposeful activity is compromised.  Large prisons need to be highly regimented and can become sterile environments in which everyday life has been variously described as an ‘assembly line’ or ‘ant farm’.  It is in such alienating and hostile environments that control problems can occur. A psychologically numbing environment can prompt weakened social bonds whereby individuals, prisoner and staff, become dulled to the consequences of their actions.  Security and order are difficult to maintain, individual needs can become lost in the drive to meet institutional priorities, vulnerable prisoners become isolated, and any chance of rehabilitation is further diminished.
  
3.3 The view that prisons must be modest in size if they are to minimise the harms of confinement has also been underlined by the Governor of Europe’s largest prison, Fleury-Merogis in Paris, France.  Resembling a grim 1960s housing estate with grey concrete walls, walkways, narrow windows and a watchtower, the prison holds 3,800 inmates  In a recent BBC interview the question was put to the Governor, Joachim Pueyo: if British Government ministers sought advice on the prison building programme, what would he say?  His answer – ‘The maximum number of places should be 600’.  
3.4 Most of the recently closed prisons in England & Wales were not only smaller than the average, but they had specialist functions and were favourably inspected by HMCIP (e.g. Shepton Mallet and Kingston).  By contrast, HMCIP’s assessment of the ten largest prisons showed that none were judged to be good or reasonably good in all the healthy prison tests and they tended to score worst against purposeful activity tests
.  
4. ‘Future-proofing’ and over-reliance on technology
4.1 The policy of ‘future-proofing’ prisons – that is, incorporating situational security measures appropriate for a higher security categorisation of inmates than are currently housed in a facility to avoid the need for retro-fitting should the need arise at a later date – is poor practice and can create control problems.  An obsession with security communicates an expectation that prisoners will be violent and destructive – which invites the very behaviour they seek to prevent and reinforces the image of prisoner deviance in staff.
4.2 The physical separation of prisoners and officers can also create control problems.  Dynamic, interpersonal security, backed up by electronic and static security, is the ideal.  Surveillance via screens and monitors can lead to staff becoming diffident; that is, according to recent research from the University of Cambridge, they experience ‘a generalised insecurity and a consumptive wariness’
. Consequently, prison officers may be tempted to withdraw behind familiar barriers, which can can foster a siege mentality among staff – giving rise to the impression of an ‘electronic zoo’.  Research suggests that staff-prisoner relationships are the single most important element in the creation of a healthy prison long-term.
5. Siting and visiting

5.1 Siting prisons in the locations from which offenders hail is a vital element in encouraging desistance from offending.  Recidivism is made more likely when a prison sentence entails:
· Loss of custody/access to children, or having relationships severed or damaged;

· Loss of the ‘web of connections’ which reinforce non-criminal values, and encourage the adoption of values and knowledge which make offending easier and more likely;

· Loss of accommodation;

· Loss of job and income which may be used to support a partner and children

With prisoners dispatched to distant facilities, maintaining close relationships and pro-social bonds, and easing re-entry following release, become intransigent problems. 
5.2 As noted earlier, NOMS has engaged in a cost-driven process of prison closure, introducing a new ‘estate strategy’ in 2010, and closing numerous prisons in subsequent years. The resulting geography of UK prisons is arguably characterised by a mismatch of facilities and demand for prison places, e.g. with the South West of England having more prison places than it ‘needs’ to serve the local population. This means that spare capacity in some of the isolated, rurally-located prisons in the South West is filled by prisoners from London and the South East, dislocating prisoners from their home communities, making travel for visitors difficult and expensive, and compromising the ability of prisons to deliver rehabilitative outcomes. 

5.3 Against this backdrop, the UK ‘think-tank’ Policy Exchange proposed a model for radical reform of the prison estate, based on a system of new, large ‘hub’ prisons which they argued would address this spatial mismatch
. One of the key ‘benefits’ of the hub prisons was argued to be their role as drivers of economic growth, despite evidence from the US
 of the negligible economic benefit of prison location. The notion of ‘profit from punishment’ is still driving prison siting policy in terms of the assumed benefits of prison location for host communities.

6. Crime rates are falling

6.1 This is an opportune time to reverse the government’s plans to expand the prison estate and shelve the proposed construction of another ‘super-prison’ in Wrexham, holding 2,000 inmates.  As the most recent Crime Survey for England & Wales, published in April 2014 by the Office for National Statistics showed, overall crime rates are continuing to fall, by 15% in 2013, and violent crime has dropped by 22%.  This could be reflected in a commensurate drop of 15% in the prison population in 2014.  Reducing the prison population is the most immediate and most effective way of delivering efficiencies and reducing the cost of imprisonment.
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