The Association of Members of Independent Monitoring Board (AMIMB) evidence to the Inquiry into former armed service personnel in prison
Executive summary
AMIMB welcomes the chance to submit evidence to this inquiry.  This submission looks at recent information collected from AMIMB members regarding ex services prisoners in the establishments they monitor.  What is abundantly clear is that information is not routinely collected by all prisons and where information is available it is due to the good work of individual officers and managers.  Under the respecting diversity agenda NOMS needs to develop a national strategy and policies across the prison estate as to how it manages this group of prisoners whilst recognising that as a group their backgrounds, ages and needs will be very diverse.
About AMIMB

By law, every prison and immigration removal centre must have an Independent Monitoring Board (IMB).  IMB members are appointed by the Secretary of State and have a duty, established by acts of parliament, to:

· satisfy themselves as to the humane and just treatment of those held in custody and (in prisons) the range and adequacy of the programmes preparing them for release
· inform promptly the Secretary of State, or any official to whom he has delegated authority, any concern it has

· report annually to the Secretary of State on how well the prison or IRC has met the standards and requirements placed on it and what impact these have on those in its custody

AMIMB was founded in 1980 (as the Association of Members of Boards of Visitors) when a group of BoV members came together to reform the BoV system, to introduce consistent standards and to reinforce the independent nature of the role.  AMIMB aims to raise issues relating to people held in custody to the general public and to decision makers and to highlight the work of the many people who monitor the conditions for those in custody under which detainees are held.  AMIMB provides training, support, best practice advice and to keep members informed with relevant information.
AMIMB currently has 500 full and associate members.

Evidence to the inquiry
AMIMB welcomes this inquiry into former armed service personnel in prison and was keen to gather any further evidence from our members to inform the inquiry.   The chairman sent an e-mail to the members asking for any information they could provide regarding ex service men within their establishments.
Given the nature of the request those members who volunteer in the female, juvenile or immigration estate opted out of contributing to the AMIMB evidence.  However, it needs to be noted that the question of why only men who have served in the armed forces was to be included and not former female service personnel as well.

AMIMB members from fifteen establishments responded to the request for information.

Findings

Numbers
· Not all prisons routinely collect information regarding ex service men, although some like HMP Wayland have started to collect this information at reception.
· Where the information regarding the number of ex service men has been collected it is not evident that this is being routinely recorded on P- Nomis
· Where the number have been recorded the percentage of the individual prison population varies from 1% to 8%

· Those establishments who have been routinely collecting the information have had dedicated officers and managers who have recognised this group of prisoners eg HMP Winchester

· As there are no set guidelines for collecting this information different establishments are recording different information,  for example HMP Manchester only records ex service men aged 22 – 42 years whereas HMP Littlehey has a record of at least three men who undertook National Service.  It is not known if any establishment is recording those men who served with forces of other countries solely or in addition to UK Service.  In a veteran survey conducted at HMP Littlehey in 2009 respondents stated they had served in the armed forces of the following countries:  France, Republic of Ireland, Republic of South Africa, United States of America.
· A difficulty encountered when trying to collect this information is the fact that some (not known how many) prisoners do not want to disclose their previous service history either due to fear of being labelled with PTSD or for fear of reprisal from other prisoners, a quote from a member at a high security jail,   “it is known that most prisoners who have been in the armed services have been transferred because if was believed they were at risk from certain Muslim prisoners due to the UK involvement with Iraq and Afghanistan”.
· Those establishments who could supply numbers were limited to:

Kennet


14

Winchester 

21

Bullingdon

78 

Manchester

8 (aged 22-42)

Lewes


9

Lancaster Castle
13

Littlehey

48  (identified themselves but it is felt another 20 have not)

Preston

11
Everthorpe

20 (70 veterans have passed through Everthorpe in the last 20 


months)

· Where the information has been gathered more prisoners were in the army than the other two services.  (At Winchester there were 2 Royal Navy and 19 army prisoners, compared to Littlehey where half were from the army and a quarter each from the royal Navy and Royal Air Force, at Lancaster Castle there were 11 ex army and one Royal Navy and one Marines)
· A few establishments are collecting rank and length of service
Sorts of Offences

· The information collected regarding the offences ex service men have committed is biased to those establishments which have collected the names and therefore know their offences.
· From the three establishments where this information was readily available the offences varied from rape of an under 16 year old, through to GBH, burglary and supply of drugs.  Any interpretation of the sorts of offences would be misleading given the small amount of information available.
· When looking more closely at offences within each establishment, 30% ex service prisoners had a drug related offence at one establishment.  Whereas at another establishment out of the records viewed there were 29% where alcohol was deemed a contributory factor to their offence or played a part in their lifestyle.
Problems they faced on leaving the armed services

· Feedback to this area was very general and included, coping with civilian life, breakdown in family relationships, housing, debt, lack of self esteem and some suicidal tendencies.

Support they received

· Without individual interviews with the prisoners this information is very difficult to collate, so cannot add anything further here.

· However, from the Littlehey survey, 2009, it was found that there was some knowledge of the veteran support agencies available although some of this knowledge was inaccurate.  Many veterans had gaps in their understanding of what was available but it was unclear whether this was a general lack of knowledge of it this was an assumption that the support would have been withdrawn as a result of imprisonment.
· From Falklands 25, Independent supplement, printed June 2007, the Royal British Legion stated that “many ex service people in need do not ask for help because:

· They do not know about the welfare services that are available

· They are confused by the range of organisations and services that are available

· They do not think they are eligible for support

· They do not expect to be given support

· They are too proud to ask (and are wary of labelled as being ‘in need’. “
Specific Support in Prison

· The Veterans in Custody Support Scheme is currently being run in 59 establishments.
· The Prison In-Reach initiative, a joint Ministry of Defence and Ministry of Justice partnership promoting services available is virtually unknown to veterans and those who are aware of it are sceptical of another layer of intervention by a government agency.  Awareness might be increased due to the publication of ‘A guide to working with Veterans in Custody’ from the In-Reach group.
· Some prisoners were unaware that if they received a visit from SSAFA or other agency these were treated like a legal visit and were not deducted from their personal visits allowance.

· From the responses received a process that works well is where an ex-services prisoner is identified at reception or within the first two weeks of custody, the prisoner has an interview with a Veterans support officer who signposts him to the different services available and if necessary arranges the appointments with the outside agencies to come in.  In addition, some prisons are starting to hold monthly forums where the interaction between prisoners and staff who are ex military will be beneficial where everyone speaks the same language.
Recommendations
1. A reduction in the number of prisoners would ensure that veterans in jail are given more personal support and attention to meet their specific needs

2. A consistent and national strategy for managing veterans in custody is required to include policies for observing Remembrance Sunday; a dedicated Veterans officer to be appointed in all establishments with hours ring-fenced; all identified veterans in custody to receive a veteran’s support pack giving details of national and local support services 

3. Peer support Groups need to be encouraged in prisons supported or led by outside veteran agencies, to be run along the same lines as the Listener Schemes which are in conjunction with the Samaritans.

4. A consistent system across the prison estate (both private and public) to identify and record veterans at point of entry with the Criminal Justice System. using P-Nomis
5. Joint research between the MoD and the MoJ to look at any common causes leading up to the crime, with a special focus on alcohol and drugs.  More education given in the armed services about healthy lifestyles whilst serving and beyond.

6. More diversion away from prison to treatment centres if the crime is drug or drink related

7. More alcohol treatment courses to be provided in prisons

8. Ensure support mechanisms from the various veteran agencies are in place when ex services prisoners are released from prison
There were two specific recommendations from the IMB at the Military Corrective Training Centre (MCTC) at Colchester and one refers to the high level of illiteracy and innumeracy amongst the prisoners seen at the centre.  It appears that in order to meet targets, the Army has been recruiting disadvantaged youngsters from high unemployment areas and providing them with help to pass the entry test. This practice has lead to frustrations and difficulties for the youngsters who continued to struggle with basic skills and the Army is asked to take a fresh look at its recruitment policies. Secondly, the vast majority of service personnel serving sentences at MCTC do so because they have been absent without leave, after seeking compassionate leave which has been denied. A more understanding approach might often prevent long term absences without leave and the resulting first brush with detention.

Helen Boothman, May 2010
