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L PCL - Activities and
Achievements

esear ch evi dence shows t hat
Rprisoners’ l'i kel'i hood of recon-

victionis reduced if they are abl e
tomaintaintheir
relationships wth their famlies during
tine spent in prison. The 1990
National Prison survey showed that, to
nost prisoners, visits were the nost
inportant aspect of life in prison.

The inportance of visits to the fam -
lies and close friends of prisoners has
not been researched. However, the
nunber of visitors at any of the London
prisons during any week (al nost 1,900
at Wrnwood Scrubs, for exanple), and
the frequency wth which nmany visitors
cone to the prison clearly
denonstrates that naintai ning the |ink
isnot just inportant to the prisoner.

Msiting tines in nost prisons are
arranged around staffing rotas and the
prison regine. Msitors are rarely con-
sul ted about when they would find it
nost convenient to visit, howlong or
how frequent visits should be. Their

needs are not prioritised. Thisis a

nani festation of what appears to be the
Prison Service's underlying attitude,
that visits are for the benefit of prison-
ers. Msitors, it is assuned, wll be
prepared to put up wth i nconveni ence
and intrusion (searching, requirenents
that they provide identification docu-
nents) in order to ‘stand by their nman
(or wonan)’.

I npri sonnent affects an increasing
nunber of fanilies as the prison popu-
lation soars. Wien it was around
45,000 in the early 1990s it was esti -
nmated that at |east 100,000 children
each year experienced the inpri sonnent
of aparent. As the prison popul ation
nears 65,000 that nunber is likely to
have increased to about 130,000 chil -
dren every year. The effects on chil -
dren’ s behavi our and sel f - est eem of
having a parent in prison are known to
be very negative. The consequences of
i nprisoning a parent are serious, |ong
lasting, and nay have an inpact that
reaches beyond the prisoners’ imedi -

VISITORS

‘Snake’ furniture consists of a
continuous counter or row of
tables which snakes across the
room effectively dividing it into
prisoner only and visitor only
areas. Sometimes partitions are
added as in the picture left.

Layout of a visits room divided
by ‘snake’ furniture above.
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ate fanly.

As the prison popul ation has increased
there has been a msmatch between the
| ocation of available prison places and
the hone areas of nany prisoners.
Gonsequent |y many prisoners have been
hel d far fromhone, naking visiting far
nore difficult, and are liable to be
transferred between prisons wth little
noti ce to nake space, wth the result
that visitors nake wasted j our neys.

The LPA. feasibility study had hi gh-
ligted thelack of facilities for visitors
to the London prisons. In the post-
Vol f clinate of 1993 nost prison gov-
ernors were anxi ous to inprove the
quality of visits and seened receptive to
comment s and suggesti ons about nore
pl easant visits roomfurniture, play
areas and i nprovenents to waiting
areas. Lack of funding was the naj or
linmting factor. The less tangi bl e
i mproverents were nore
difficut —the attitudes of staff vere
very
variabl e.

Fol  owi ng the dranatic escapes from
Wi t enoor and Par khurst in 1994/5
and the resultant Wodcock and
Learnont enquiries, the climte changed
dramatical ly. Security was accorded a
suprenacy over all other
consi der at i ons.

The Learnont report recomrended a
return to ‘snake’ furniture (tables
joined to forma continuous |ine snaking
around the roomw th visitors on one
side and prisoners on the other) in
secure (i.e. not open or
sem -secure category C) prisons in
place of the nore infornal tables and
chai rs nany
prisons had started to use.

Al visits at many secure prisons now
take place at counters or using fixed
furniture
simlar tothat foundin fast food
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restaurants. Because the furniture
cannot be noved it reduces the possibil -
ity that the visits roomcan ever be used
for less conventional visits such as
children's visits or fanmily days. It aso
nakes visiting nore difficult for young
children (who nay be too far fromthe
table to nanage a drink safely) and dis-
abled visitors who nay find it difficult
totake part inavisit properly if the
space available for a wheelchair is
restricted.

The changes in security neasures as
they affect visitors have been so dra-
natic since publication of the Vdodcock
and Learnont reports that it nay be
instructive to consider the situation at a
typi cal secure London | ocal prison hol d-
ing sone standard risk category A pris-
oners in 1993 and in 1998 (see chart
page 6). FHomthe outset the committee
agreed that LPAQ''s work shoul d centre
around a nunber of thenes: facilities
for visitors; policy work; establishing
the LPCL Network; visitors' charter;
links wth charitabl e trusts; links
bet ween prisons and comuni ty based
agenci es; and the probl emof drugs.

The Development of

Visitors’ Centres

LPQ s original aimhad been to
inprove provision for visitors at the
London prisons, but since it was al ways
intended to be a tinelinmted proj ect
there was a real danger that any
progress nade woul d not |ast once the
project finished Msitors Cntres
ofer a

sust ai nabl e way of ensuring that the
interests of visitors are consi dered at
all tines and that visitors are able to
express their views wthout having to
rai se conpl ai nts.

Channel ling LPAU' s energies into the
devel opnent of Msitors’ Centres at the
London prisons served two pur poses:

e Msitors’ Gentres offer visitors a
range of services and facilities

whi ch cannot

easi | y be provided inside the prison.
Refreshnents, a play area, sone-
where warmand pl easant to wait on
arrival, al nake a considerabl e
difference to the way visitors feel
about visiting. Mre

inportant still is the information,
practical and enotional support that
such Gentres can provide.

e Through the provision of these
services Msitors' Centre staff are
abl e to gauge whi ch issues are of
particul ar concern to visitors.
Wether it be delays in handing in
property or the late starting of vis-
its the Msitors' Cntre staff are
able to deternine which difficulties
are causi ng particul ar probl ens,
and, by devel opi ng good wor ki ng

rel ationships wth prison staff, take
themup as they occur.

‘When you go on a visit all you want is for it to be a
happy time... You want to get all the nice things in
that hour and stay away from the bad things - bills,
kids being ill... In the prison they have their own
problems’

Prisoner’s partner

This strategy for LPQL's work was
already in place before the Learnont and
VWodcock reports were published, but
its rel evance has been confirned by
subsequent events. In the post-

Learnont climate little progress has
been possible in terns of inproving the
condi tions under which visits take place.

A the sane tine the changes outlined
above, as well as a nove towards pre-
booked visits systens at nany prisons,
has neant that there have been nuner -
ous difficulties facing
visitors. The Msitors’ Gentres’ nan-
agenent groups or conmttees, upon
whi ch the prison nmanagenent is repre-
sented, have provi ded opportunities for
the effects of changes of
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The visitors’
centre at
Belmarsh
opened in

1995
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policy and procedure on visitors to be
anticipated. Cbvious probl ens have
been averted and nany | ess foreseeabl e
i ssues ironed out.

Wen LPCL started work in February
1993 Misitors’ Qentres were already in
exi stence at Brixton, Feltham
Wr mwood Scrubs and H gh Down.
Brixton, the ol dest in the country, had
been open for nore than twenty years.
The Brixton Msitors’ CGentre occupi es a
very snal | building and was then staffed
entirely by vol unteers.

The nore recently devel oped Centres
have taken the idea of facilities for visi -
tors further than it was possible to do in
the tiny space at Brixton. LPQ has
been responsi bl e for
persuadi ng a nunber of the London
prisons of their need for Msitors'
Gentres and has been intrinsically
invol ved in the devel opnent of Centres
a:

e Vndsworth, where the ol d deputy
governor’s house was converted into

a Msitors’ Gentre by the prison's
works departnent. LPCL suggested
sone nodi fications to the original

pl ans,

devel oped an i ndependent charity to
nmanage the Centre, drewup a job
description and designed a recruit -
nent process for the Go-ordinator’
post. LR continued to be repre-
sented on the managenent committee
until Gctober 1997.

e Pentonville, where an
extrenel y unpl easant visitors’
reception area

out si de the prison was converted
into a confiortable, if rather snall,
Msitors’ Gentre. The Prisoners’
Wves and Famlies Soci ety nanage
the Gentre. LPQL was invol ved

al ongsi de PWS fromthe pl anni ng
stage, prior to work starting,
through to the recruitnent of staff
and has continued to be invol ved in
the consul tative conmittee which
consists of prison staff and PW¥S
representati ves and di scusses i ssues
affecting the Centre and visitors'
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experience of visiting at
Pentonvi | | e.

* Downvi ew, where a new Centre
was built by the Prison Service and
opened in 1994. Downvi ew prison
shares a site wth Hgh Down which
already had a Centre managed by the
probat i on

service. It nade sense for the two
Gentres to be nanaged by one

organi sation, and the probation ser -
vice was keen to end its invol ve-
ment. LPCL was responsi bl e for

pr oposi ng and

negotiating a new structure, for
setting up the Downs Msitors'
Gentres Associ ation and regi stering
it asacharity. It was asoinva ved
inthe recruitnent of newstaff.
LPAL has had a conti nui ng i nvol ve-
nent in the nanagenent

commttee of the Downs Msitors’
Gentres Associ ation and Uha Padel
chaired the Cormttee until 1996.

e Bel marsh, which is a new prison,
built wthout a Msitors' Centre. It
becane clear that the Prison

Servi ce was not
likely to be able to build a Gentre
there before the ml I enni um

Bel marsh i s

situated in a particularly desol ate
location and the need for a Gentre
was acute. LPQA linked the need
wth the

possibility of funding fromthe
Tudor Trust to construct a new
Gentre. Athough initially unsure,
the prison nanagenent teamwas
persuaded that such a CGentre woul d
be an asset. LPA. was invol ved
throughout the process, fromtaki ng
part in the sel ection of

architects and contributing to the
design brief to finally proposi ng
that the Bourne Trust, an i ndepen-
dent charity working wth prison-
ers and their famlies, mght nan-
age the Gentre. The CGentre opened in
1995. LPQ. has continued to be

represented on the consul tative
conmttee. The coomittee has had a
very val uabl e rol e in discussing the
stringent security neasures in
place at Bel narsh and their effect
on visitors.

* Hol | onay where a nunber of
attenpts had been nade to devel op a
Gentre, but lack of noney and an
appropriate site had foiled themall.
LPAL was invol ved in proposing this
as a suitable project to the Tudor
Trust, whi ch agai n generously
funded the devel opnent of a new
Gentre.  Uha Padel chaired the
Project Teamon LPQ's behal f as
work on the design and buil di ng
progressed. LPQ. was al so respon-
sible for raising noney for equip-
nent for the Gentre and was

i nvol ved in the procurenent

pr ocess

necessary to appoi nt an organi sation

‘| feel that in the prison they could remember that
kids need things to keep them happier and things to
play with.

‘I would like to express my appreciation of the
courtesy and helpfulness of all the staff, both on visits
and in the visitors’ centre.’

Quotes fromreturned Msitors’ Charter questionnaires

to nanage the Gentre. It was opened
by the Princess Royal on 27
Novenber 1997 and i s managed by
the Prisoners’ Wves and Fanilies
Soci ety. LR has continued to be
invol ved in the

consultative coomittee at Hol | ownay
Msitors Centre.

Policy Work

S nce 1993 LPQL has been part of the
Fanmily Ties Gonsul tative Goup con-
vened by the Prison Service. Prior to
the Véol f Enquiry no departnent at
Prison Service Headquarters had spe-
cific responsibility for issues relating
to prisoners’ famlies. Wolf's enpha-
sis on the inportance of naintai ni ng
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pri soners’

rel ati onshi ps outside prison resulted in
a

section of the Departnment of Innate
Adninistration, as it then was, being
designated as the Family Ties Section. A
standing conmttee, the Famly Ties
Gonsul tative Goup, was established to
enabl e the civil servants charged wth
responsi bility for this area to discuss
the main issues wth individual s repre-
senting sone of the nain

vol untary sector organi sations invol ved
inthis area and includes the Federation
of Prisoners’ Families Support G oups,
the Prison ReformTrust, the Howard
League, Save the Children, Partners of
Prisoners and Fam|ies Support G oup
and the Omston Trust and a represen-
tative fromthe Association of Chief
Gficers of Probation. A prison governor
was a so involved initially.

The group has usual ly net every
three nonths. D scussions typically

‘The attitude of the staff could make the whole
degrading procedure a bit more bearable. What the
staff must realise is we, the families, are innocent
victims too. We have done nothing wrong.’

‘It seems that the prison is aiming to make things as
difficult as possible so visits are strained. Visits are the
key to peaceable relations between prisoners and
officers, but they are now intent on causing friction

between everyone.

Quotes fromreturned Msitors’ Charter question-
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i ncl ude areas such as the workl oad and
efficiency of the Assisted Rrison Msits
Lhit, the searching of visitors to pris-
oners, the increasing use of closed and
non-contact visits, the inplenmentation
of pre-booked visits schenes and
problens resulting fromthe fact that
sone

visitors to prisons bring drugs with
them

In the 1995 reorgani sation of the
Prison Service, responsibility for

Msitors' Gentre

policy noved fromthe Famly Ties sec-
tion. Because of this the Famly Ties
onsul tative Goup no | onger had any
reason to discuss Msitors’ Gentre
issues, and a new group to exanine this
area was set up. The nenbershi p was
determned in a very ad hoc nanner.
The group quickly decided that it would
be useful to work towards producing a
de of (perating Sandards for Msitors’
Gentres.  To support this it was agreed
that a separate good practi ce docunent
shoul d al so be witten to enabl e anyone
wshing to set up a Msitors' Gentre to
draw upon the experi ence of

peopl e who had al ready done so, as wel |
as providing informati on to those who
run

existing Gentres around the country.

LPCL played a n@jor role in the
devel opnent of these two docunents — by
witing sections and by editing both of
them The | aunch conf erence took pl ace
in June 1996 at the Prison Service
Ml lege at Newbol d Revel . The response
to bath
docunents was extrenely positive and
since their publication they seemto
have i nfluenced the way new M sitors’
Gentres have devel oped.

The God Practice Quidelines and the
new Cent res comni ssi oned by the Tudor
Trust have had an effect on the standard
Msitors’ CGentre desi gn devel oped by the
Prison Service architects. The new
standard design offers nore flexibility.
There is an increasing
awnareness of the need for facilities other
than refreshnents and | avatories at
Msitors' Gntres. Thisisreflected in
the provision of space where visitors
can talk to staff in privacy, and greater
priority has been given to
providing a play space for children.

LPCL Network Meetings

The LPCL feasibility study had enpha-

sised the need for greater opportunities
for peopl e working wth prisoners and
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their famlies — be they fromthe Frison
service, the probation services or val -
untary sector organi sations — to neet
and di scuss areas of common concern
and interest. Anetwork of all interested
parties neeting on a regul ar basis was
central tothe origina plan for LPQ.
Soon after the start of the project a
neeting was hel d to gauge the level of
interest inthis way of

worki ng. Attendance was encour agi ng,
and a nuniper of interesting areas for

di scussi on were suggest ed.

Initially neetings of the LPQL
Network took pl ace about once every
four nonths. Topics di scussed i ncl uded
the need to
consider the inpact on the quality of
visits of any new security neasures
i ntroduced, the needs of children visit -
ing parents in prison, and drugs and
visits. The neetings were well attended
(by between 30 and 55 individual s each
tine) and participants cane fromthe
range of organisations originaly envis-
aged. A nuniber of prison staff, officers
as vl as
governor grades, cane to the early
neetings, and those fromvol untary
sector agencies clearly val ued havi ng
the opportunity and tine to debate
issues wth them Pison staff doing
sinmlar jobs in different London prisons
al so seened to relish the chance to com
pare notes and share i deas.

Sadly the effects of the financial cuts
on the Prison Service resulted in
reductions in staffing level s, so that
during the first 18 nonths of LPQ's
existence it becane nore difficult for
prison staff to attend neetings outside
their prisons. The escapes in 1994 and
1995 resulted i n an unprecedent ed
enphasi s bei ng pl aced on security, wth
a
consequent downgradi ng of ot her
consi derations including the needs and
interests of visitors to prisons.

The vol untary sector agenci es becane

increasingly frustrated wth the effect

these changes had on their clients, and

on their own access to prisons. The

changes were general |y introduced wth

no negotiation. A the last two Network

neetings only one or two prison staff

vere able to attend. They nanaged to do

SoO because they were particularly

interested in participating in this forum

— one even attended on his rest day.

Feel i ngs were

running so high that these individual s

vere placed in the position of having to

answer for the Prison Service, and were

given a very rough ride. This was not a

‘The worst part

of any visit is saying goodbye...There is nothing worse
than almost pushing a child out of the visiting hall or
unclawing her fingers from your neck because she
doesn’t want to leave you. That is the worse thing in
the world.
Fenal e pri soner

‘When my husband had the first sentence | didn’t tell
the children - | told them he was working away and
they didn’t visit him. The next time | told them and it
affected them really badly, particularly my eldest. He
used to be sick before a visit and then he’d say nothing
all through the visit, just cry his eyes out.

constructive way to proceed, and so it
was decided that no

further neetings would be held until the
situation changed. By the end of 1997
no further neetings had been convened.

Visitors’ Charter

Despite the devel opnent of a section at

Prison Service Headquarters parti cu-

larly

designated to attend to famly ties

i ssues, increasing bifurcation between

the centre and the institutions has neant

that many prison

nanager s have been unabl e to give pri -

ority to providing services or facilities

for the famlies and friends of prison-

ers. Though nost recogni se the inpor -

tance of visits to

prisoners, the vital role they play in
page 11
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Visiting arrangements at the London Prisons January 1998

Pri son Functi on Haces in Popul ation in H aces in Popul ati on Msitors’
famly or
Febr uary Febr uary Cct ober i n Gt ober Centre
1993 1993 1997 1997
Belmarsh Local and cat A 841 651 822 895 1995
(wth Speci al
Secure Lhit)
Brixton Local wth lifer| 621 639 501 578 1973
available to 5 prisoners
uni t
Downview Category C 286 282 327 343 1994
a portacabi n where
w th drug
Feltham Young of fender | 874 747 849 880 1989
on the residenti
institution of whi ch of whi ch of whi ch of whi ch
roons and renand 150 194 100 133
centre j uveni | es j uveni | es j uveni | es j uveni | es
High Down |Local with cat A 485 471 649 712 1992
Holloway Vénen's local |517 441 517 517 1997

dren’s visits schene

for up to 40
Latchmere |Resettlenment |131 129 193 171 None
House prison
Pentonville |Local 695 697 726 913 1994

rising to 1215

in 1998

Wandsworth |Local 965 865 811 895 1994

rising to

1224 in

Wormwood |Local, main 472 651 1171 1378 1
Lifers on the enhanced regi ne
Scrubs lifer centre
to a portacabi n where two and t herapeuti c

open visits at g tine take place|in
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Wse of visits as part of

the Incentives and Ear ned
opened Priv

The length of the visi
depends on incentive | evel
Basic: 30 nins, Sandard:

Extra visits al |l oned

prisoners on enhanced | evel .

Not used

Additional visits nay

be earned and only
pris
regi ne may have vi si
Pri soners on

enhanced nay have
extra visits

Pri soners on enhanced

allovned extra visits, which

Visits Room

furniture
| eges Schene (I EPS)

nmay be used to extend

Al prisoners are al |l oned
out for ‘town’ visits

Durati on depends

regine level. Basic 6 hrs,
standard 9 hrs,
enhanced 12 hrs.

nly prisoners on
enhanced are al | oned
evening visits.

Enhanced pri soners are

allovned additional visits.
Enhanced

Snake furniture S af fi
area open
sessi on dal

Tabl es and

chairs st af f
and st andard
Enhanced - extra visits Tabl es and
chairs - enhanced

lasting 2 hours Sandard -

on

sone extra visit

ts Snake furniture Qpen
Wode tables for SEssi ons.

enhanced Saffed by

for Snake furniture S aff
open nost

Uphol stered chairs

and coffee tabl es (out of six
Unhconvi ct ed snake  No st
Qonvi cted tabl es area
ners on the enhanced | and chairs
ts on
Tabl es and chairs
— fixed furniture per week
com ng in| 1998
F xed tabl es and
chairs. area open
Not appl i cabl e Not appli c

Msits Hay

area

s. Al basic

Availability of special

children' s visits

sone None

ed and Famly visits

every Sunday in visits
Saffed four days Lifers have
visits up to four visits at a

affed play Sone visits take pl ace

units in the unit comon

Saffed six days None
Saffed play Al day chil -
nost operates alternate Sundays
days wonen.  Not
able Not applicable
ed pl ay None
one
ly
A ay area None
ed by
vol unt eers open
P ay area
staffed by have access

Snake furniture vol unt eer s

This tabl e
shows in sum
mary formthe
state of play
of visiting

arr angenent s
in London pris-
ons at the
start of 1998.
The statistics
on these pages
show that the
nunber of
prison pl aces
in London has
risen from
5887 in 1993
to 6566 in
1997 (7468 in
1998). The
nunber of
prisoners in

t he London
prisons has
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Visitors and prisoners need clear information about:

the prison

where it is and how to get there
visiting times and procedures
prisoners’ right and entitlements

what may and may not be brought in....

During the visit visitors and prisoners need:
to talk without being overheard by staff or other

prisoners
to talk out of earshot of their children

to let the children play for part of the visit....
Recommendat i ons fromthe London Comunity
Links Feasibility Sudy Or. Slvia Gasal e 1992

page 14

the lives of partners and children out -
side is given no real consideration in
nany prisons when

pol i cy decisions on visits are nade.

LPCL worked wth other organi sations
including the Qniston Trust, the
Federation of Prisoners’ Fanilies
Support G oups, Partners of Prisoners’
and Fanlies Support Goup (PCPS),
the Prison ReformTrust and Leeds
Msitors’ Gentre towards the devel op-
nent of a charter for visitors to pris-
oners along sinmlar lines to the charters
that exist inthe National Health
Service, education, and other public
services. The Prison Services in both
Northern Irel and and Scotl and have
al ready published charters for visitors
to
prisoners. The Prison Service Fanily
Ties Section was involved initially, but
w t hdrew because of a review of Hone
Gfice policy towards the devel opnent of
charters nore generally.

The group did however enbark upon a
naj or survey of visitors to prisons in
an attenpt to deternmine the naj or con-
cerns of visitors. Questionnaires were
circulated for visitors at all prisons
wth Msitors’ Gentres, and to twenty
wth no Msitors’ Centre.

Approxi natel y three hundred were
returned, representing the experience
of visitors to fifty prisons.

Qe of the nost striking findings from
the survey was the overwhel mng need
visitors had for infornati on about vis-
iting the prison before naking their
first visit. Povision for children var -
ied greatly fromone prison to anot her,
but where it was lacking visitors clear -
ly perceived it as an urgent need. Two
thirds of visitors did not know whet her
the prison they visited had a conpl ai nts
procedure. Sone expressed a rel uct ance
to conplain for fear of a negative inpact
on the treatnent of their inprisoned
relative. Msitors found the travel ling
and wai ting invol ved in visiting prisons
particul arly
difficut and frustrating. The attitude of
prison staff seened to vary wdely —
sone
visitors had negative experiences while
others praised the professi onal i smof
staff, doing ‘adfficut jobwell’ as one
respondent put it. Wen asked what
i nprovenents were needed visitors
hi ghlighted the need for staff training
and i nprovenents in attitude, better
infornation, longer visits and extended
visiting hours and greater consistency
inthe application of the rules both
w thin and between pri sons.

The Charter Wrking G oup conpil ed
a series of six statenents, which could
useful Iy be incorporated into policy at
both local and national levels. These
are

e Infornation - clear, up to date

i nformati on shoul d be nade avail -
abletoall visitors to prisons prior
totheir first visit and whenever
procedur es or

ci rcunst ances change.

e Training - all prison staff who
cone into contact with visitors
shoul d receive training on the

i ssues facing prisoners’ fanlies
and on general cust oner

rel ations.
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e Children - the needs of children
visiting prisons shoul d be recog-
ni sed and appropriate provision
nade.

e Msitors nsultation - visitors
shoul d be consul ted about visits
provision and facilities.

e Conpl aints Procedures - a com
pl aints procedure shoul d be drawn
up and nade readily available to
visitors.

e Qulity - visits shoul d be organ-
ised insuch away as to alowthe
best possi bl e contact between the
prisoner and

visitors.

This series of statenents is to be
piloted intw Prison Service areas in
1998. Sone of the nost basic recom
nendations of the LPA feasibility study
publ i shed in 1992 are echoed in this
series of statenents because they have

still not becone standard practice.

The fact that insufficient progress has

been nade on the routine provision of
infornation to prisoners and their fam
ilies, or the

nunbers of supervised play areas in
visits roons in London and beyond over
the last five years is largely attribut -
abl e to the overwhel ming enphasis on
security. This caused ‘soft’ issues,
such as inproving provision for pris-
oners’ famlies, toslip far down the |ist
of priorities at sone prisons.

Liaison with Charitable Trusts
LPQ. established links wth a nunber of
charitabl e trusts active in the penal
field at an early stage in the project.
Initiatives for which LPQL hel ped to
identify funding incl ude:

e The construction of the Msitors’

Centres at Bel marsh and Hol | ownay

prisons, funded by the Tudor Trust

High Down
Visitors’
Centre built
by the Prison
Service and
opened in
1992

page 15
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e Equipnent for the play area at
Bel marsh Misitors’ CGentre funded by
the A lgrimTrust

» The salary of an assistant co-
ordinator salary at Vsrnwood
Scrubs Msitors’ Centre funded by
the J. Paul Getty Jr. (haritable

Tr ust

e Part of the salary of an assistant
co-ordinator at the Pentonville
Msitors’ CGentre funded by the
Lankel | y Foundati on

» Sone core funding over a three
year period for the Vndsworth
Msitors' Centre provided by the
29th May 1961 Charitabl e Trust

e Provision of a water heater at
Pentonville Msitors’ Gentre by the
Snan Mountai n Charitabl e Trust

e Funding for three years of the
prison project at ADFAM National by
the Tudor Trust

* Provision of lockers at the
Hol loway Msitors’ Centre by the
J.Paul Getty Jr. Charitabl e Trust

The total amount is just under £1.3M

Anmgjor elerent inthis part of the
work was to provide charitable trusts
wth a clear picture of the role of
Msitors’ @entres outside the prisons
and their need to be
i ndependent |y nanaged. LPQ.' s feasi -
bility study had highlighted the dilem
nmas over responsibility for visitors to
prisons and
concl uded that both prisons and the
comuni ty share some responsibility
for the provision of services to this dis-
advantaged group. It is unreaistic to
suggest that the construction and run-
ning costs of Msitors’ Gntres shoul d be
net fromnon-prison sources - there
sinply isn't enough charitabl e noney in
this field to sustain that. Local authori -

ties are usual ly unwlling to provide
any financia support to services for
prisoners or their famlies. Prisons
general |y provide the ngjority of the
running costs of Msitors’ CGentres, and
rightly soin LPQ’s view Sone exter-
nal financial support, however, high-
lights the advantage of the i ndependent
nanagenent of such CGentres and acts as
aremnder, if it berequired, that there
are organi sations and i ndi vi dual s who
are prepared to prioritise the needs of
prisoners’ famlies.

Links With Community

Based Agencies

Prisons have cone to rely heavily on
conmuni ty based agenci es to provide
servi ces of nany kinds to prisoners.
Drug and al cohol therapy, heal th educa-
tion, befriending, advice, counselling,
nusi ¢ and drama proj ects,
opportunities to becone invol ved in the
visual arts are all offered by staff and
vol unt eers fromorgani sati ons based
out si de pri sons.

A though the nuniber of outside agen-
cies invol ved has increased dranatical ly
inrecent years, the way in which the
wor ki ng
rel ationshi ps required are establ i shed,
devel oped and nai ntai ned has renai ned
primtive and very ad hoc at nost pris-
ons. The lack of any real assessnent of
need, the absence of systens for identi -
fyi ng how best those needs may be net
and of co-ordination of the work of the
di ver se organi sations i nvol ved neans
that there is no coherent
strategy so that the work undertaken is
often not as effective as it cou d be.

Qut si de

agenci es al so require nore infornation
about how to approach prisons, howto
negotiate terns wth themand howto
prepare for prison work.

LPCL undertook a survey of commu-
nity based agenci es working in the
London
prisons and interviewed senior staff at
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five of the London prisons to obtain a

picture of the level of community
agency activity and the way it was co-
ordinated inthe prisons. G the 35
agenci es that responded to a postal ques-
tionnaire, 27 were currently working
in prisons offering drug advice and
treatnent, health promotion, resettle-
nent hel p, advi ce work, counselling,
befri endi ng, education, immigration and
asyl umrepresentati on and conflict res-
d ution

Mbst of the agencies surveyed had ini -
tiated their working relationships wth
the prisons. In only tw cases had the
prison nade the first contact. Levels of
co-operation were general |y high — over
hal f the agenci es
regul arly co-worked wth prison offi -
cers,
probati on officers in the prison or
heal th care staff.

Wien asked what they found hel pful

and unhel pful in their working rel a-
tionships wth prisons nost of the agen-
cies found difficult the effects of over -
crowdi ng (prisoners noved frequently)
and additional security neasures whi ch
i nhibited thei r novenent around the
prison. Just over athird reported that
negative attitudes on the part of prison
staff caused probl ens.

Sone felt they needed a nore thorough
i nduction fromprison staff — a security
ta k was often al that was offered. Oh a
nore positive note nany of the agencies
descri bed a high I evel of commt nent
and hel p fromthe prison staff wth

vwhomt hey worked nost cl osel y.

The interviews with prison staff
reveal ed that the nanagenent and co-
ordination of the work of outside agen-
cies often | eft
something to be desired. Mst of the
prisons surveyed had no nai n contact
point for
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liaison wth outsi de agencies, no induc-
tion package for staff newto prison

work (other than the security tal k) and
few nechani sns for checking that a
common under standi ng of factors such as
the service to be delivered, the require-
nents of the agency and the prison
existed

BEval uation and revi ews were infre-
quently conducted unl ess initiated by the
agenci es thensel ves. There was little
sense that the services offered by out -
side agencies were parts of a coherent
whol e and that attention
was bei ng gi ven to naki ng sure they
conpl enent ed one anot her.

Mich renains to be done inthis area
— both wth the outside agencies and with
the prisons.

Drugs and Prison Visits

In 1995 the Prison service published a
new drug strategy docunent ‘ Drug
Msuse in Frison’ as part of the
Governnent’ s ‘ Tackl i ng Drugs Toget her’
intiative. The strategy

cont ai ns neasures desi gned to comnbat
both the supply and denand for drugs in
prison. To deal wth denand a ran-
donmised systemof mandatory drug test -
ing was introduced. Prisoners testing
positive are adj udi cated and puni shed,
but are al so offered access to drug
treatnment programres where possi bl e
and appropriate. These programmes are
nmai nl y nanaged by drug treat nent
agenci es

contracted by the Prison Service to
provi de the service.

M sits have | ong been identified as one
of the neans where by drugs are snug-
dedino
prisons, and consi derabl e resources
have been devoted to trying to detect and
stop visitors fromso doing. Shiffer
dogs, QCIV caneras, fixed furniture and
the prohibition of personal possessi ons
bei ng brought in to the visits roomwere
all designed to nake it nore
difficut to conceal drugs.



