 DEPARTMENT OF

5, CORRECTIONS

ARA POUTAMA AOTEARGCA

11 March 2019 C104180

BAW Russell
fyi-request-9448-5ch3cb2f@requests.fyi.org.nz

Dear Mr Russell

Thank you for your email of 23 January 2019 requesting information regarding
consultations done on three of your previous OIA requests. Your request has been
considered under the Official Information Act 1982 (OIA).

You requested:

In light of your response to my most recent OIA request, | am seeking all material on
consultations undertaken in relation to my requests on cell sharing
(https./fyi.org.nz/request/7648-research-on-cell-sharing#outgoing-14295), double
bunking assessment protocols (https:/fyi.org.nz/request/7774-review-of-double-
bunking-assessment-protocols#outqoing-14475), and data on SACRA assessments
(https./fyi.org.nz/request/8428-data-on-sacra-assessments#incoming-27782). This
includes, but is not limited to:

*all consultations undertaken in relation to these requests under s15(A)(1)(b) *how the
Department determined that consultations were required, who should be consulted and
the length of time required for consultation *any material on the appropriateness of
using s15(A)(1)(b) *the organisation and job title of each person consulted.

Please find attached as Appendix One all email consultations on the above OlAs.
The following people were consulted:

Chief Custodial Officer

Principal Custodial Adviser

Manager, Custodial Practice

Director, Research and Analysis

Manager, Corrections Policy

Acting Senior Adviser to Deputy National Commissioner
Senior Adviser to National Commissioner

Principal Strategic Analyst, Research and Analysis
Principal Research Adviser, Research and Analysis
Principal Analyst, Service Development

Ministerial Adviser

Senior Ministerial Adviser

Workforce Management Lead

Programme Director

NATIONAL OFFICE, WELLINGTON
Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington 6011 Private Bag 1206, Wellington 6140 phone +64 4 460 3000 fax +64 4 460 3263

:0 www.corrections.govt.nz




Acting Manager, Media and Communications
General Manager, Public Affairs
Manager, Ministerial Services

Note that only people based at the Department of Corrections have been consulted.
| hope this information is useful. If you have any concerns with this response, | would
encourage you to raise these with the Department. Alternatively you are advised of your

right to also raise any concerns with the Office of the Ombudsman. Contact details are:
Office of the Ombudsman, PO Box 10152, Wellington 6143.

Yours sincerely

Richard Waggott
Deputy Chief Executive
Corporate Services




9(2)(a)

From: CIAIEY
Sent: 15 May 2018 10:51 a.m.
To: CIAIEN

Subject: FW: Official Information request - Review of double bunking assessment protocols

El19(2)(a)

I'm sure you're already aware, but FYI, we've had another request for the SACRA review report which we recently

released to E]BIE) )

| assume the decision was that the report would not be published on the website?
Thanks,

9(2)(a)

From: BAW Russell [mailto:fyi-request-7774-7014ba34 @requests.fyi.org.nz]

Sent: 06 May 2018 9:50 p.m.

To: Info@Corrections

Subject: Official Information request - Review of double bunking assessment protocols

Dear Department of Corrections,

In a media report from September 2017 a Corrections spokesman stated the double bunking protocols would be reviewed
following a series of rapes (http://www.radionz.co.nz/news/national/338967/double-bunking-under-review-after-cell-
rapes). | am requesting a copy of this review. If the review is not yet finalised | seek the most recent draft and the most
recent timetable for completion of the review.

Given that the Corrections Amendment Bill is currently before the Justice Select Committee and includes changes to the
management of cell sharing, | ask that a response be provided urgently.

Yours faithfully,

BAW Russell

This is an Official Information request made via the FYI website.

Please use this email address for all replies to this request:
fyi-request-7774-7014ba34@requests.fyi.org.nz

Is info@corrections.govt.nz the wrong address for Official Information requests to Department of Corrections? If so,
please contact us using this form:
https://fyi.org.nz/change_request/new?body=department_of corrections

Disclaimer: This message and any reply that you make will be published on the internet. Our privacy and copyright
policies:
https://fyi.org.nz/help/officers

If you find this service useful as an Official Information officer, please ask your web manager to link to us from your
organisation's OIA or LGOIMA page.






9(2)(a)

From: 9(2)(a)

Sent: 19 June 2018 09:48 a.m.

To:

Subject: FW: SENS OIA going today - BAW Russell via FYI website requesting a copy of the
review of the SACRA process - C95840

Attachments: Response C95840.pdf

Morning

FYI Ministerial Services are releasing the Operational Review of the SACRA process again. This time to a member of the
public who has requested it via the FYI website. It is exactly the same response that was provided to the journalist

in April this year (copy attached). The response was approved by Gillon & Richard, and signed out by
Rachel.

Just wanted to give you a heads up in the event that Corrections get any follow-up questions about the review.
Please let me know if you've got any questions.

Many thanks,

9(2)(a) | Ministerial Services Adviser |

National Office | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |
l\/layfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington | Private Bag 1206, Wellington 6140 |

|

he @q DEPARTMENT OF

8 CORRECTIONS

From: SEIAIE))

Sent: 19 June 2018 9:32 a.m.

Subject SENS OIA going today - BAW Russell via FYI website requesting a copy of the review of the SACRA process -
95840

Kind regards,

CIAIEY | Ministerial Services Adviser |

National Office | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |
Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington | Private Bag 1206, Wellington 6140 |

9(2)(2)




sf DEPARTMENT OF

{81, CORRECTIONS

ARA POUTAMA AOTEAROA

19 June 2018 C95840

BAW Russell
fyi-request-7774-7014ba34@requests.fyi.orq.nz

Dear Mr Russell

Thank you for your email of 6 May 2018 requesting information about
Corrections review of the Cell Sharing Risk Assessment. Your request has been
considered under the Official Information Act 1982 (OIA). '

In response to incidents that identified prisoner safety may have been
compromised by the policy or practice of the Shared Accommodation Cell Risk
Assessment (SACRA) process, Corrections Deputy Chief Executive Jeremy
Lightfoot directed the Chief Custodial Officer to undertake a review of the
SACRA process.

The review found that these incidents were not the result of a systemic failing of
the SACRA process and the root cause of the problem was determined to be
staff performance failure.

The review also found that the current SACRA policy was achieving its intended
purpose, which is to reduce the level of risk prisoners may pose to each other
when placed in shared accommodation cells.

The review did identify that there was a lack of consistency and accountability in
the application of SACRA in various parts of the prison estate. As soon as this
became apparent, Regional Commissioners were made aware of the data
provided by the review and immediately put in action plans to address the
concerns.

Staff have been advised of the importance of completing SACRA assessments
in a timely manner. For December 2017, 96.15 percent of SACRA assessments
were completed on time. This is a significant improvement on the period
covered by the review, which showed between 74.96 percent and 78.87 percent
of SACRA assessments for the period 1 June to 31 August 2017 for 18 prisons
had been completed on time. As described in the report and the Letter to the
Chief Custodial Officer from me (Appendix 6), many of these assessments that
were described as ‘completed late’ were completed ‘on paper’ and within
minutes of the electronic cell allocation. In practice, this means the assessment
still occurred before the prisoners are physically located in the cell together.

NATIONAL OFFICE, WELLINGTON
Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington 6011 Private Bag 1206, Wellington 6140 phone +64 4 460 3000 fax +64 4 460 3263

:0 www.corrections.govt.nz



A copy of the final report dated 7 November 2017 is attached.

| trust this information is useful. If you have any concerns with this response, |
would encourage you to raise these with Corrections. Alternatively you are
advised of your right to also raise any concerns with the Office of the
Ombudsman. Contact details are: Office of the Ombudsman, PO Box 10152,
Wellington 6143.

Yours sincerely

///MWWMN?/;Z?

'r% 'MMWWWWWM ——
f,;;«/@’

W/(@A

Rachel Leota
National Commissioner
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The review of the Shared Accommodation Cell Risk Assessment (SACRA) process was
commissioned to ensure it is fit for purpose in response to recent incidents that have
identified prisoner safety may have been compromised by the policy or practice of
SACRA. Some prison sites were visited and other regional staff contacted to seek
custodial feedback about their understanding of the policy, training received, site
practices and suggestions for improvement from staff and prisoners. Policy and practices
in the United Kingdom (UK) and Australia were also canvassed for comparison and
international best practices.

The policy for SACRA in the Prison Operations Manual (POM) aligns with the Chief
Executive’s instructions on shared cells issued under the Corrections Act 2004 and
establishes the minimum requirements for current shared cell accommodation (‘double
bunking’). As demonstrated by data available from the new COBRA dashboard '12.1
Custodial Standards of Practice — Shared Accommodation Cell Risk Assessment
(SACRAY, some practices were impacting on compliance with policy.

The data was provided to Regional Commissioners and action plans were promptly
implemented to address the immediate compliance issues identified by this review. The
full response and outcome is detailed in the letter to the Chief Custodial Officer from the
National Commissioner dated 17 October 2017 and attached as an appendix.

It has also been identified that other operational systems and resources, such as the
‘Alerts’ system, the Integrated Offender Management System (IOMS) and training, could
strengthen the risk assessment and recommendations are made to reflect this.

IN CONFIDENCE
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4
PURPOSE

1 The purpose of this review is to report on the SACRA process and whether it is
meeting its intended purpose to reduce the level of risk prisoners may pose to
each other when placed in shared accommodation cells i.e. ‘double bunked'.

BACKGROUND

2 In 2008/09 the Crown Law Office raised concerns about the lack of a formal
process for assessing the suitability of prisoner placement in a shared cell. In
addition, a previous judgement in the United Kingdom regarding the murder of a
prisoner by his cell mate found Her Majesty’s Prison Service was in breach of
Article 2 of the Human Rights Act, in that it failed to have in place an adequate
risk assessment procedure.

3 In response the Department designed and implemented the Shared
Accommodation Cell Risk Assessment (SACRA) process. Its purpose was to
reduce the level of risk prisoners pose to each other when placed in shared
accommodation by ensuring an objective and auditable assessment has been
made on the suitability of prisoners in shared cells.

4 Recent incidents have made evident that the SACRA process has not always
been followed as per policy, or despite being followed, still compromised
prisoner safety in some instances.

5 A preliminary review of the circumstances relating to the shared cell placement
of a violent sexual offender was undertaken in December 2016 and no systemic
failing of the SACRA process was identified. The root cause of the problem was
determined to be a staff performance failure and the inappropriate deactivation
of the ‘Not to Double Bunk’ (NTDB) alert in the Integrated Offender
Management System (IOMS).

6 Subsequently, an email was sent to all Prison Directors on 24 February 2017,
seeking recommendations on how the SACRA process could be made more
robust. It requested discussion with their key staff at the respective sites, and
advised that any feedback received would be considered in the development of
any SACRA training that may be developed in the future.

7 A Frontline article was published 27 February 2017 to all prison staff requesting
they familiarise themselves with the SACRA process as described in the Prison
Operations Manual and stipulated the deactivation of any key alerts must never
occur in order to facilitate the compatibility of prisoners assessed under
SACRA.

! See Appendix One, Frontline article 27 February 2017, available at
http://corrnet.corrections.govt.nz/ _data/assets/pdf file/0010/880579/UPDATED 2.0 27 February to 5 March
2017.pdf (last accessed 24 September 2017)
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SCOPE OF REVIEW

5

8

This review will determine and report on whether the SACRA process is being
managed according to required policy, is understood by staff and appropriately
integrates with the wider operations and safe management of prisoners.

In addition, it will report on whether the SACRA is meeting international best
practice and where any potential improvements can be made. This will include
how the Department can best ensure that staff fully understand and properly
implement the process, incorporating an assessment of the training provided to
staff in relation to the SACRA.

To make such recommendations, for the improvement of promulgated
standards, procedures, operating systems, work practices and risk controls as
may be necessary.

METHODOLOGY / REVIEW PROCESS

11

16

Four sites were visited by two members of the Chief Custodial Officer's (CCO)
team. They were chosen to include the lowest and highest achieving sites
identified from the ‘Prison Standards of Practice — Shared Accommodation Cell
Risk Assessment (SACRA)’ COBRA report, one women’s prison and one other
large prison.

The prisons visited between 13 and 18 September 2017 were:

Hawkes Bay Regional Prison (HBRP)

Mt Eden Corrections Facility (MECF)

Auckland Region Women'’s Corrections Facility (ARWCF)
Rimutaka Prison.

The site reviews were completed over one day at each site and included:

e Interviews with custodial staff at all levels (approximately 28 staff)
e Interviews with prisoners individually (12 male, 7 female).

To supplement the interviews conducted by the CCO staff, Regional Director’s
Practice Delivery were contacted to provide additional feedback from prisons in
the two regions not visited.?

Responses were received from:

e Christchurch Men’s Prison (14 staff, six prisoners)
e Spring Hill Corrections Facility (15 staff, 12 prisoners)
e Waikeria Prison (nine staff, 19 prisoners).

In total, approximately 66 staff and 56 prisoners were interviewed.

2 See Appendix Two for the questions sent for response from custodial staff and prisoners.
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17 Eighteen Prison Directors were contacted for feedback.’

18 Process documentation and practice information was directly sought from Her
Majesty’s Prison and Probation Service (United Kingdom), Corrective Services -
New South Wales Government and Corrections Victoria (Australia).

19 External research was sought regarding international best practice.

Environment

20 As at 31 August 2017, 41 percent of prisoners were sharing a cell in New
Zealand prisons.

21 As part of our short and longer term building programme we have added extra
capacity at Hawkes Bay, Arohata, Christchurch Men’s, Mount Eden,
Whanganui, Northland and Waikeria prisons through double bunking, reopening
units and bringing New Plymouth remand centre onto capacity. The deployment
of three sets of 120 prisoner place modular units; two at Rolleston and one at
Tongariro, and the large developments planned at Mt Eden Corrections Facility
and Waikeria Prison all incorporate double bunking facilities.

22 Increased double-bunking, in manageable numbers, has proved to be a
practical and cost effective solution to provide immediate accommodation for
prisoners. Increases in double-bunking have been implemented by increasing
staffing levels and supporting infrastructure accordingly. Corrections’
operational procedures also support the safe, secure and humane use of
double-bunking,* including, but not limited to, the SACRA.

23 The SACRA design was based on international best practice, particularly
derived from the policy.in the United Kingdom, and still compares favourably to
current international policies and practices.

International best practice
United Kingdom (UK)

24 Currently, Her Majesty’s Prison and Probation Service (formerly the National
Offender Management System) utilise the 41-page ‘Cell Sharing Risk
Assessment’ instruction PS 20/2015.°

® Ibid, for the questions sent to the Prison Directors for response.

*The Department of Corrections Strategy, Policy and Planning Prisoner double-bunking: Perceptions and
impacts; Findings from a two-phase research investigation, (April 2012) available at
http://www.corrections.govt.nz/resources/research_and_statistics/prisoner_double-

bunking_perceptions_and impacts 2012.html found that so long as double bunking was carried out with good
practice, processes and systems in place, there was no additional threat to prisoner or staff safety (last
accessed 24 September 2017).

> See https://www.justice.gov.uk/downloads/offenders/psipso/psi-

2015/PSI 20 2015 Cell sharing.pdf (last accessed 21 September 2017)
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26

27

28

29

30

The instruction states “the CSRA is an essential tool in the identification of
prisoners at risk of seriously assaulting or killing a cell mate in a locked cell”.®

Similar to the SACRA, it is intended to be based on the latest information and to
support staff judgement about cell allocation but not to replace staff judgement,
provide an actuarial risk score or rule out cell sharing by prisoners who pose a
risk.

One comparable difference to the SACRA is the requirement for “every prisoner
held in closed conditions [to] have an up to date Cell Sharing Risk Assessment,
even where there is no shared accommodation.”” The aim of the CSRA is to
assess the risk posed by one prisoner to another in any unsupervised closed
space, including locked cells.

Another difference is the policy determination that a small number of prisoners
are deemed to be ‘mandatory high risk prisoners’ because they have committed
offences which are so significant in cell sharing risk terms, they should always
be initially categorised as high risk. The offences are:

Murder or manslaughter of another prisoner

Assisting in the suicide of another prisoner

Committing a life threatening assault on another prisoner

Raping or committing a serious sexual assault on an adult victim of the

same sex

o For Young People only (aged 15 to 17) the victim may be any age and
either male or female.®

Notably, even the risk rating of the prisoners who have committed these
offences can be downgraded based on an evidenced reduction in risk.

Anecdotal feedback about custodial practice in the UK referred to non-
standardised quality assurance practices and personnel nominated to check
outstanding CSRAs daily.

Australia

N

Corrections Victoria

Feedback from the Operations Directorate relating to the Deputy
Commissioner's Instructions (DCI) regarding prisoner placement and reviews
confirmed there is no template completion required to capture the
considerations of staff determining shared cell compatibility. An entry in the
system comparable to IOMS is required and compliance reviews can be
undertaken by senior prison management. The feedback specifically advised
“we also place some trust in staff” and aligns with the intent of the SACRA, in
part, to support staff judgement.

® Ibid, ‘Operational Instructions’, page 3.
i Ibid, ‘Purpose’, page 4.
8 Ibid, ‘Risk Categories’, page 5.
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e Corrective Services New South Wales (NSW)

32 ‘Section 7.17 Inmate Accommodation’ of the Operations Procedures Manual
details considerations and policy requirements for assessing cell sharing. The
NSW government made regulatory changes in 2016 permitting two prisoners to
a cell, and even two-person cells being used to accommodate three prisoners.
In January 2017, it was reported that assaults on prison premises had
increased by 37 per cent over the past two years. Considering their current
prison capacity has been exceeded, and is impacting on their practice, NSW
has not been further researched for potential best practices regarding cell
sharing.

Practice Frameworks and Policies

33 The policy for SACRA in the Prison Operations Manual (POM), /.08 Shared
Accommodation Cell Risk Assessment,® aligns with the Chief Executive’s
instructions on shared cells effective 1 December 2010'° issued under section
196(1)(b)(i) of the Corrections Act 2004 (CE instructions).

34 The CE instructions “establish[ed] the minimum requirements for the safe,
secure, humane and effective containment of prisoners in shared occupancy
cells and...are necessary for the Department to be able to use shared
occupancy cells under regulation 66(2A).""

35 The policy derived from these instructions is supplemented by /.08.Res.01
SACRA compatibility guidelines™ (compatibility guidelines), which are reflected,
in part, in the 1.08.Form.01 Shared accommodation cell risk assessment
(SACRA report) that is completed in IOMS.

36 In summary, current policy requirements are:

e Complete an IOMS SACRA report for prisoners required to share a cell

e Prisoners must be assessed using the SACRA process before being placed
in a shared accommodation cell, preferably by custodial staff rostered in the
unit/wing where the prisoners will be placed

e Both prisoners must be reviewed for compatibility before placement with
reference to the SACRA report and the compatibility guidelines

e _The resources provided serve as a guide only and do not replace staff
judgement at the time of assessment

e |If a prisoner is assessed as not suitable to be placed in shared
accommodation, a NTDB alert must be entered in IOMS.

¢ |[f relevant information becomes known to staff at a later date that may
impact on the prisoner’s placement, their placement must be immediately
reviewed.

% See http://corrnet.corrections.govt.nz/pma/prisons/PSOM/Induction/I.08-Shared-Accommodation-
Cell-Risk-Assessment (last accessed 24 September 2017)

10 See Appendix Three for the ‘Chief Executive’s instructions on Shared Cells’.

1 See ‘Frequently asked questions about Chief Executive’s instructions on Cell Sharing’ at
http://corrnet.corrections.qovt.nz/ _data/assets/pdf file/0003/485382/1.08.Res.04-FAQ-CE-
Instructions-on-cell-sharing-171110.pdf (last accessed 24 September 2017)

12 See Appendix Four, available at

http://corrnet.corrections.govt.nz/ data/assets/pdf file/0019/407431/1.08.Res.01-v.04-280817.pdf
(last accessed 28 September 2017)
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38
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Accounting for the recent incidents identified, the compatibility guidelines
include specific reference to sexual/violent ‘Offending History’ by directing staff
to consider, among other things:

How vulnerable is the prisoner likely to be based on age, offending
history, offence type, and experience in any form of custody?

Additionally, other factors include reference to ‘Sex Offender’ and a
consideration of whether they are at high risk of harm if placed with mainstream
prisoners (child sex offenders) and to consider if they could be placed with
another sex offender if safe to do so.

In total, 19 ‘other factors’ and related considerations are detailed for staff to
refer to when assessing the compatibility of prisoners to share a cell. Taken in
their totality, they are an expansive assessment of potential risk factors that
support staff to make professional judgements when assessing prisoner
compatibility. Note the only mandatory compatibility directives relate to security
classifications, youth, segregated and transgender prisoners.

The current design and application of the SACRA acknowledges and
incorporates staff judgement, on a case by case basis, and supports
professional decision making; there was no available evidence that staff
decisions are a systemic issue that are increasing risks to prisoners.

Compliance with policy

41

42

43

44

Available to all custodial staff from 7 September 2017, the new COBRA
dashboard ’12.1 Custodial Standards of Practice - Shared Accommodation Cell
Risk Assessment (SACRA)’ provides data about the timeliness and completion
of SACRA across the estate. The purpose of this Standard of Practice is to
ensure the timeliness of the Shared Accommodation Cell Risk Assessment
(SACRA), with the aim of reducing the level of risk prisoners pose to each other
when placed in shared accommodation cells.

The current assurance tool that sites use to report SACRA compliance is the
quarterly Checkpoint report. The Prison Directors utilise information from the
current first line of defence assurance tools on their site to complete the survey.
Checkpoint includes a request for assurance regarding SACRA, as below:

I give assurance that all prisoners sharing a cell have a
SACRA completed before placement in a shared cell.

Prior to the development of the new dashboard, the assurance provided by
manual reporting to Prison Directors was insufficient to robustly capture SACRA
practices in individual prisons. Residential Managers were made aware of the
new dashboard and advised to communicate this to all Principal Corrections
Officers and Senior Corrections Officers by a member of the Chief Custodial
Officer’s team.

It was apparent from the site visits, and responses from two Prison Directors,
that the existence and availability of the dashboard was not well known at the
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time. See the tables below for data extracted from the dashboard'® for the
period 1 June to 31 August 2017 across the estate.

Table 1.1 SACRA assessments for the period 1 June to 31 August 2017 for 18 prisons™

Sml;;A;f;\él_Start On time % = Cor;lpleted (?ompleted t;n —————— h Not i Total—w

Date Late+ time Started

June 2017 78.87% 843 4494 361 5698

July 2017 74.96% 965 3903 339 5207

August 2017 76.28% 1080 4648 365 6093
Grand Total 2888 13045 1065 16998

45 Feedback from some staff illustrated a misinterpretation of policy timeframes
that would impact adversely on site performance. It was not uncommon for staff
to advise they would document the completed IOMS SACRA within their
rostered shift, as one of the operational requirements they are subject to,
instead of the policy requirement to complete SACRA before they are placed in
a shared cell.

46 The ‘completed late’ data includes all SACRAs processed in IOMS after
electronic cell allocation and it is apparent from manual review of the late data
that many of them are completed within minutes of the ‘cell sharing started’ (cell
allocation) action; this could be interpreted as evidence of sequential processing
errors.

47 Site practices differed but some practices identified during the review period
included:

e completing SACRA within 24 hours of cell placement

e “when possible”, dependent on staff availability

e more experienced staff being tasked with the assessment to maximise the
input of staff knowledge

o the use of templated text to enter in the SACRA assessment to provide the
commentary required in IOMS

e use of tactical communications by staff to facilitate prisoner acquiescence to
cell sharing

o active management of cell sharing arrangements determined by gang
affiliation

e attempts by staff to ensure discussion with, and introduction of, prisoners
prior to completing a SACRA

13 '‘Completed on Time': SACRA created from 4 hours before cell sharing commenced up to the time that cell

sharing commenced.
'Completed Late': SACRA created after cell sharing commenced but within 24 hours from the time cell sharing

commenced.

'Not Started": SACRA created more than 4 hours before cell sharing commenced or SACRA created more than
24 hours after cell sharing commenced or SACRA not created at all.

% Auckland Prison, Tongariro Prison, Rolleston Prison, and Christchurch Women'’s Prison were not ‘double
bunking’ during this period.
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e attempts to place prisoners in shared cells before the end of the day shift so
late arrivals could be placed in single cells

e anominated resource, the ‘Prisoner Placement Officer’, responsible for
actioning SACRAs in the Receiving Office to ensure standardisation and
compliance with policy requirements (Mt Eden Corrections Facility (MECF)).

48 Additional non-standardised SACRA compliance checks and risk controls
identified during the review included:

e Sample checks coordinated by the Practice Manager Custodial from at least
two sites in the Central region undertaken in April, May, June, and July
2017, reviewing practice and compatibility of prisoners

e Use of unit loghooks to record reports have been completed (MECF,
Hawkes Bay Regional Prison and Auckland South Corrections Facility
(ASCF)) and movement towards having this information attached to the
daily tension tool from each area (ASCF)

e Principal Corrections Officer (PCO) requests for reports to be printed for
manual review

e Security Manager review of reports to ensure compatibility.

49 Although there were obvious attempts of varying value to monitor compliance
and review staff judgements about prisoner cell sharing compatibility, there was
a lack of consistency and accountability identified.

50 The Regional Commissioners were made aware of the data provided in this
paper and immediately put action plans into place to address the highlighted
concerns.

Alerts

51 As per POM policy 1.08.05 Prisoners assessed as not suitable to be placed in
shared accommodation, staff are specifically directed to enter a NTDB alert
when a prisoner is assessed as not suitable.

52 No other guidance or directive is explicitly provided to staff to categorically
determine a prisoner is ‘not suitable’ and there are no risk variables, such as
prior offending in custody, that trigger a mandatory requirement to enter a
NTDB alert. Feedback from staff identified some confusion about who should
be entering alerts, whether they were even allowed to and in what
circumstances they were obligated to do so.

53 Conversely, overwhelming staff feedback during site visits was the fundamental
importance of reference to active alerts when assessing a prisoner’s risk for cell
sharing, most notably the NTDB alert.

54 The NTDB alert was made available during the SACRA pilot in April 2007; 732
have been entered to date’® and 261 were active for offenders in custody of a
total muster of 10,512 as at 25 September 2017.%

15 As at 25 September 2017.
"% Ibid.
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55 Considering the throughput of prisoners for the financial year 2016/17 alone
was 24,443," a very small number of prisoners have been deemed ‘not
suitable’ to share a cell since April 2007.

56 This may demonstrate the robustness of the SACRA to assess compatibility
and manage placement or infer staff are hesitant to utilise the NTDB alert; no
determinant can be extracted from Departmental systems to evidence the
reason for the number of NTDB alerts entered to date.

57  Other directives for entering alerts, such as the transgender alert,' are
distributed throughout POM but there is no single guidance document about
who can, or should, enter alerts in IOMS and under what circumstances.

58 A preliminary review commissioned by the Chief Custodial Officer of the IOMS
alerts system more generally has identified a number of issues relating to how
staff understand and use the system. The volume of alert types, which has
increased to 68 without any guidelines for reference, seems to be causing
confusion among staff that is potentially a risk. A paper is being drafted to seek
approval to conduct a more detailed review and restructure of the alerts system
to more effectively manage the risk identified.

59 In the interim, the deactivation of alerts process for eight alerts deemed ‘key’,
including NTDB, was formalised and published in the Frontline article published
27 February 2017 for all custodial staff:"

Deactivation of any of the above key alerts must never occur
in order to facilitate the compatibility of prisoners assessed
under SACRA. Any deactivation of key alerts should be
carefully considered and only occur following consultation
with the Principal Corrections Officer or Residential Manager
of the unit in which the prisoner(s) are to be accommodated.

60 To further mitigate the risk identified, Prison Circular 2017/01 Directive to
Manage Prisoner Alerts on IOMS™*® was issued as a permanent instruction on
17 August 2017 with the purpose of defining:

...who is responsible for the management of IOMS Alerts to
ensure.accountability for the accuracy, timeliness and
applicability -of any information regarding a prisoner that
warrants an Alert being activated on IOMS.

61 The Circular directed that only PCOs are to de-activate any IOMS Alert
generated for a prisoner and they are to check all prisoner alerts on reception
into their unit to ensure they are applicable, current and accurate. It was

i Regarding prisoner throughput data, it is important to note the number contains both sentenced and remand
prisoners, and will include some offenders more than once in each offender status. Note also that if a remand
prisoner is cell sharing, they will require a review of placement, and potentially another SACRA, when they are
remand convicted or sentenced.
'8 See M.03.05.01 Initial determination of prisoner's placement at
http://corrnet.corrections.govt.nz/pmg/prisons/PSOM/Movements/M.03-Specified-gender-and-age-
movements/M.03.05-Transgender-and-intersex-prisoner (last accessed 24 September 2017)
™ See Appendix One, available at
http://corrnet.corrections.govt.nz/ _data/assets/pdf file/0010/880579/UPDATED 2.0 27 February to 5 March

2017.pdf (last accessed 24 September 2017)

Available at http://corrnet.corrections.govt.nz/pmag/prisons/ps-

circulars/201701_directive_to_manage prisoner_alerts on_ioms (last accessed 27 September 2017)
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directed that duplicate alerts should be consolidated into one alert and multiple
alerts of the same nature should be managed as one alert. An immediate alert
review was required to fulfil the directive and all Regional Commissioners
subsequently confirmed the completion of the review.

There was general comprehension of this limitation to deactivating alerts among
staff interviewed, although it would engender a manual review of all key alerts
deactivated since this date to determine compliance with the recent directive.

Overall, there was encouraging feedback from staff that they were confident to
escalate any concerns about a prisoner’s cell sharing risk and/or discuss the
need for an appropriate alert to be entered by higher ranked staff.

Complaints

64

65

66

67

People

In accordance with the CE instructions, the SACRA POM policy section /.08.08
Prisoner Complaints explicitly refers to managing complaints regarding cell
placement through the POM prisoner complaints process.

Current reporting capabilities cannot provide data, either through the PC.01
complaint entries in IOMS, or the secondary Complaints Response Desk
resolution option to quantify or qualify prisoners’ complaints about cell sharing,
or the reasons for the complaints.

Nevertheless, the provision of the complaints process, and access to external
complaint hearers, such as the Inspectors and the Ombudsman, are a robust
Departmental system to enable prisoners to raise issues as required.

Varying levels of confidence were expressed by prisoners interviewed about
issues with cell mates being addressed if they approached staff but generally
they reported staff were responsive if they requested to move. It was apparent
that, due to a high number of movements and the increasing muster, there was
a high turnover of cell mates and this may be mitigating relationship issues that
would otherwise become problematic.

Staff understanding

68

69

Discussions and feedback from staff illustrated an understanding of the intent of
the SACRA and its importance as an operational requirement. Although this
feedback was not fully supported by the data available, the general practice
across sites of tasking more experienced staff with the process is interpreted as
an acknowledgement of their greater capability to utilise staff knowledge and
judgement.

It was widely reported that staff knowledge of individual prisoners is
fundamental to the quality of the risk assessment and that the current policy and
process enables their capacity to use their professional judgement.

2! See Prisoner complaints at http://corrnet.corrections.govt.nz/pmg/prisons/PSOM/Prisoner-complaints (last
accessed 24 September 2017)
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The assessment is considered to be of more limited value when new staff action
the policy or when new prisoners, with no custodial history, have to be
assessed with less information, if any, available. Staff reported these potential
risks are mitigated, in part, by discussions with more experienced staff and the
prisoners individually.

A particular concern expressed by staff about their capacity to fulfil SACRA
policy requirements was when prisoners were received after hours. These
circumstances provided less capacity for staff to discuss cell placements with
both prisoners prior to placement, less access to staff knowledge due to the
reduced staff numbers, other competing processing requirements and less
capability to make multiple prisoner movements if required to more
appropriately place a prisoner in a shared cell.

A frustration articulated by staff was the ‘domino effect’ SACRA assessments
could have on cell allocations; to ensure the compatibility of prisoners sharing
cells could necessitate up to six movements. Although obviously frustrating for
staff, this is perhaps more a reflection of the considered staff judgements that
are being employed to ensure risk is minimised.

Overall, staff tasked with completing SACRAs expressed confidence in using
the current decision framework supported by the compatibility guidelines and
did not identify any policy or administrative changes that could improve the
assessment of risk.

Prison Director feedback

74

75

76

All Prison Directors were emailed for their input,? the responses received
included:

e No concerns with the current policy or process (two)

e The experience and capability of the staff member actioning the assessment
determines its quality

e The current assurance process [Checkpoint] does not provide for quality

e Two requests for a SACRA data report (the link to the new Standards of
Practice SACRA report was forwarded in response)

e Requests for further staff training to ensure they understand why SACRAs
need to completed to a high standard and confidence in making decisions

e A suggestion that a flow chart model may be a useful resource to drive
decision making

e References to similar assurance processes to complete the Checkpoint
survey quarterly and some non-standardised monitoring activities.

Generally, the lack of quality controls over SACRA decisions was highlighted as
a facet of the decision framework that could be addressed to improve safety.

Notably, increasing the administrative accountability, such as requiring
additional template information or sign off, was absent from the Prison Directors
suggestions for improvement; staff understanding of the intent of the SACRA
was communicated as the fundamental dependency.

2 see Appendix Two for the questions sent to the Prison Directors for response.
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Prisoner feedback

77

78

79

80

81

82

83

84

Considering the concern expressed by staff about receiving prisoners after
hours, the review team asked prisoners what time they had been received to
the prison. Although a very limited amount of interviews contributed to the
observation, it was apparent their experience of cell placement markedly
differed from other prisoners interviewed who had been received during the day
shift.

Predominantly placed in a cell that already had an occupant, there was no prior
discussion (or introduction) before their physical entry to the cell about their
potential compatibility. Some prisoners reported their placement was
subsequently reviewed within the next few days or they reported issues to the
staff about their cell mate that facilitated their movement.

Confidence in requesting staff review their cell placement varied between units
and prisons; some prisoners alerted the reviewers to the risks more submissive
prisoners were subject to if they weren’t confident to alert staff toissues with
cell mates.

Nevertheless, all prisoners seemed to be confident that a major incident with a
cell mate would be immediately addressed by staff.

Generally, though dependent on the relationships with unit staff, prisoners
would identify other prisoners they would prefer to share a cell with and request
to move.

There was a general perceptible resignation among prisoners interviewed that
“this is prison” and therefore you could not have an expectation you would get a
single cell. Discussion about how their own risk mitigation tactics were
employed to get along with their cell mate demonstrated real effort on behalf of
some prisoners to minimise issues without involving staff.

Suggestions from prisoners for minimising risks between cell mates included
mandatory cell movement after a period of time (so one cell mate could not
accuse another of requesting to move), regular private meetings with a staff
member to provide an opportunity to discuss issues they would not raise in the
unit, longer unlock hours and more activities outside the cell.

Overwhelmingly prisoners, and staff, reported that side by side beds in shared
cells relieved much of the tension as no one was relegated to the top bunk. In
addition, a slight majority of prisoners interviewed stated they would prefer
single cells, but were prepared to manage in a shared cell, and some expressed
a preference for cell sharing, primarily to relieve the boredom.?

% see Strategy, Policy and Planning Prisoner double-bunking: Perceptions and impacts; Findings from a two-
phase research investigation, April 2012 available at
http://www.corrections.govt.nz/resources/research and_statistics/prisoner double-

bunking perceptions and impacts 2012.html (last accessed 24 September 2017) for a more detailed

study of double bunking, including prisoner feedback.
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Tools and Resources

Training

85

86

87

88

89

90

91

92

93

Currently the training available to Corrections staff is delivered at the National
Learning Centre during Phase Two: Safety and Security of the Corrections
Officer Development Pathway (CODP).

The objectives of the training are for staff to be able to:

e describe SACRA policy

e apply the SACRA compatibility guidelines tool to assess the risk of placing
prisoners in a shared cell

e enter SACRA data on IOMS.

A training facilitator guide,24 a PowerPoint presentation, and eight scenarios are
the resources available to deliver SACRA training in approximately 45 minutes.
This is not a topic that is currently refreshed on a regular basis however, new
documentation has recently been drafted for SACRA training delivery, pending
approval, but there are no substantive changes to the information.

Feedback from staff during the review was mixed about the training received. It
is not uncommon for staff to report they recall some training on a topic delivered
during their initial training phase but their recollection is not detailed enough to
claim it was ‘useful’.

Generally staff advised they were trained one on one by more experienced
custodial staff to become familiar and confident with the SACRA process and
making decisions about placement. There was an acknowledgement that
experience in the custodial environment and knowledge of prisoners were the
most important factors in actioning quality risk assessments for shared cell
placement.

Staff self-reported that more facilitated training would assist them to use the
SACRA process confidently and staff who had been working in custodial
positions for longer periods of time did not recall any training at all. There was
general support for additional facilitated training, including the perception that
this mode of delivery made them feel “invested in” by the Department.

The SACRA timeliness and completion data presented in this paper infers the
policy regarding SACRA being processed before placement in all circumstances
is not well enough understood by all custodial staff to be a driver of operational
practice.

The absence of any readily available on-site refresher training identified,
particularly for staff who may have been working in facilities that have only
commenced, or increased, their double bunking capacity in the last few years, is
potentially a training deficiency that needs review.

Auckland South Corrections Facility (ASCF) has confirmed they will be
scheduling SACRA refresher training for all staff and this will include formal

# See Appendix Five, for the current facilitator training guide.
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competency assessment for sign off by the training manager to improve
compliance and understanding.

For Corrections staff, all of the CODP content is also scheduled to go online for
reference and the pending Frontline Learning Hub will make the refreshed
content available and trackable to confirm staff completion.

Legacy IOMS/Web IOMS

95

96

97

Parallel to self-reported deficiencies in SACRA training, staff were discussing
some of the issues they were having adopting the use of the new Web IOMS
platform with minimal to no training.

It was identified that staff could ‘drag and drop’ prisoners into cells electronically
via Legacy IOMS to allocate their placement. This meant completing the
SACRA report could be circumvented by the electronic capacity to allocate a
prisoner to a cell. The subsequent completion of the report would be captured
as ‘completed late’.

Although the new Web IOMS platform does not have the capacity to ‘drag and
drop’ prisoners this way, it does not electronically enforce the completion of the
SACRA report prior to cell allocation. There is a prompt to alert staff that a
SACRA has not been completed but this can be overridden and the cell
allocation completed.

CONCLUSION

98

99

100

101

102

103

The current SACRA policy aligns with the relevant legislation and does not
require amending to meet its intended purpose to reduce the level of risk
prisoners may pose to each other when placed in shared accommodation cells.

Current practices being used to fulfil SACRA policy requirements differ across
the estate.

Further review of the current compatibility guidelines to ensure they provide for
all relevant considerations could potentially increase their value.

A lack of written guidance about when a NTDB, or other high risk, alert should
be considered mandatory is potentially the weakness of the current policy.

The provision to all custodial staff of the new ‘Prison Standards of Practice —
Shared Accommodation Cell Risk Assessment (SACRA)’ COBRA report from 7
September 2017 equips staff with a robust reporting tool to monitor SACRA
compliance.

Compliance with completing SACRA before shared cell placement could
potentially be enforced with a technical solution through Web IOMS and
requires further investigation.
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The lack of reporting capability to monitor the quality of SACRA assessments,
such as cross referencing incident reports, is a deficiency that impedes the
visibility of potential practice failures.

Staff self-reported training deficiencies in SACRA process, policy and Web
IOMS. Although no systemic issue relating to staff decision making for shared
cell placement was identified, most notably because more experienced staff are
tasked with the SACRA, additional training may increase the quality of the risk
assessments.

A lack of meaningful notes entered into the SACRA assessment to provide a
record for future reference about the risk variables considered devalues the
assessment and infers a lack of staff understanding about their importance.

Further research into international best practice could be of value in identifying

processes and practices that could not be adequately researched for this
review.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Note the contents of this review, that a draft copy of the review |
was provided to the National Commissioner and that the
National Commissioner’s response is attached

Yes/ No

b)

Agree the National Commissioner will monitor the improvement
in performance generated by the Regional Commissioners’
action plans

Agree to the compilation of guidance on the use of the ‘Not to
Double Bunk’ alert to staff for approval and distribution

d)

Agree to task the Chief Custodial Officerto conduct a more
detailed review and restructure of the alerts system to more

effectively manage the risk identified with a lack of guidance
— lnf\;\’)cu\ mr\m\ W\Mo\ Fv\of to COmmALNY

necessitates SACRA completion prior to cell allocation to
resolve the timeliness and completion issues

@/
O STC UoAS =
Agree to scope the potential for a Web IOMS solution that @V

f)

Agree that Learning and Development review and address @5 I No

current staff training requirements to ensure SACRAs are
completed to a high standard and to support staff decision
making
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Appendix One: Frontline article published Monday 27 February 2017.

Shared Accommodation Risk Assessment (SACRA)

To: All prison staff.
From: Corrections Services, National Office.

When: Immediate.

In short: The purpose of the Shared Accommodation Cell Risk Assessment (SACRA) is to
reduce the level of risk prisoners may pose to each other when placed in shared
accommodation cells ie double bunked.

When conducting a SACRA, staff should access all relevant information on the compatibility
of a prisoner and not solely rely on the results of the IOMS SACRA report to identify potential

risks to a prisoner’s placement.
Action: Staff are to action the following —

Familiarise themselves with the SACRA process as described in the Prison Operations

Manual
http://corrnet.corrections.govt.nz/pma/prisons/PSOM/Induction/l.08-Shared-Accommaodation-

Cell-Risk-Assessment

Staff should also familiarise themselves with the various locations where additional relevant
information is stored on IOMS. This can assist in the robust assessment of risk and further
aid in the determining of the suitability and compatibility of prisoners and their placement.

These may include but are not limited to the following:-
e |.08.Form.01 IOMS SACRA Report
1.08.Res. 01 SACRA Compatibility guidelines
IOMS Alerts
IOMS File notes
IOMS SDAC (Structured Dynamic Assessment Case-management)

SACRA compatibility guidelines serve only as a guide and do not replace staff judgement
based on the information available at the time of assessment. If at any stage staff become
aware of additional information that may impact on a prisoner's placement, their placement
must be immediately reviewed.

Particular attention should be paid to alerts such as:-
e NTDB

Non Association

Aggression

Threat to Others

Forensic Concerns

Assault Sexual

Risk of Suicide

Risk of Self Harm

Deactivation of any of the above key alerts must never occur in order to facilitate the
compatibility of prisoners assessed under SACRA. Any deactivation of key alerts should
be carefully considered and only occur following consultation with the Principal
Corrections Officer or Residential Manager of the unit in which the prisoner(s) are to be

accommodated.

Department of Corrections SACRA Review 2017: Appendix One



http://corrnet.corrections.qovt.nz/ data/assets/pdf file/0019/407431/1.08.Res.01-SACRA-
compatibility-guidelines-010711.pdf

Contact: If you have any questions, please contact IEEIEAIE)M Senior Practice Adviser
(ext: @GN or via email: mailto: s9(2)(a)

Approved by: Christopher Lightbown, Acting Chief Custodial Officer.
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Appendix Two: Questions sent for response from custodial staff, prisoners and
Prison Directors

To custodial staff who action SACRA:
Does the current policy add value to the safety and security of the prison?
Are you confident the current policy is sufficiently robust, or have any suggested changes?

What is the practice/process of actioning a SACRA at the prison? For example, movement from
RO to unit; discussion with prisoners; IOMS checks etc

To prisoners:

What discussions did you have with staff about sharing a cell before placement?

To Prison Directors:

,‘ !_Checkpoint includes a request for assurance regarding SACRA, as below:

SACRA
| give assurance that all prisoners sharing a cell have a SACRA completed before

placement in a shared cell.

Can you identify the process(es)/practices/tools you use as Prison Directors to provide that
assurance?

Do you have any particular concerns about the current policy/process that you would like to be
addressed?

Can you identify any potential improvements that could be made to “to best ensure that staff
fully understand and properly implement the process”?

Department of Corrections SACRA Review 2017: Appendix Two



Appendix Three: Chief Executive’s instructions on Shared Cells

Introduction

1 These instructions are issued under section 196(1)(b)(i) of the
Corrections Act (2004) by the Chief Executive of the Department of
Corrections and are particular to cell sharing and do not replace
existing responsibilities or arrangements for prisoner management,
except where something specific to the contrary is expressly
mentioned.

2 The overall guiding principle is to provide a safe, secure, effective and
humane environment for prisoners.

3 These instructions on cell sharing must be read together with
regulation 66 of the Corrections Regulations 2005, amendments to
which came into force on 1 January 2010.

Commencement Date

4 These instructions come into effect on 1 December 2010.
Conditions
5 The Prison Manager must ensure that all cells that are to be used to

hold two or more prisoners are first assessed to determine their
suitability for cell sharing. Such cells are to:

e provide prisoners with adequate privacy (in particular when using
toilets or showers). Modesty screens must be installed around the
toilet if space allows. Cells without modesty screens should not
be used as shared cells if other cells are practicably available

e have working cell alarms/call buttons. Cell alarms and call
buttons should be positioned so that prisoners can get to the
alarm/call button without being stopped

e be subject to adequate monitoring, having regard to the risks
particular prisoners and cell conditions present.
6 Prison managers must also, so far as reasonably practicable:

e use post-1999 shared cells or single occupancy cells in
preference to pre-1999 cells, and

e place prisoners who will get less out of cell time in post-1999
shared cells or single occupancy cells.

7 Prison managers must also prioritise maintenance of call
buttons/alarms, modesty screens and ventilation for shared cells.
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Prisoner placement

8 The Prison Manager must ensure that, prior to being placed in a
shared cell, all prisoners are assessed to determine their suitability for
placement in a shared cell. This assessment shall be by way of the
approved Shared Accommodation Cell Risk Assessment (SACRA).

9 Prisoners who are assessed as being unsuitable for placement in a
shared cell must be housed in a single cell.

10 In addition:

e  prisoners classified as maximum security must be placed in a
single cell

e  prisoners classified as high security must not be placed with
prisoners classified as minimum security

e  prisoners classified as low or low medium security can be placed
with any other security classification, except maximum security
prisoners

o prisoners identified as "at risk” of self harm must be
accommodated in a single cell, unless it is determined that the
prisoner would benefit from being accommodated in a shared cell.
Health staff must be consulted before placing an “at risk” prisoner
in a shared cell

e  prisoners under 18 years of age must be placed in a single cell
unless both prisoners are under that age or when the exceptional
grounds in regulation 180 of the Corrections Regulations apply

e  transgender prisoners are entitled to single cell accommodation if
they choose, or to share a cell with other transgender prisoners if
suitable to do so.

11 Prisoners’ placement in shared cells will not affect their ability to
access rehabilitation and reintegration programmes.

Complaint and Review

12 Before prisoners are placed in a cell together, SACRA requires an
assessment of their compatibility. A complaint received by one or both
prisoners about sharing a cell should be taken into account in
assessing their compatibility.

13 Prisoners and staff must be able to raise concerns about particular
instances of cell sharing, and access the internal complaints system in
the prison in doing so, as well as having the opportunity to complain to
external complaint hearers, such as the Inspectors and Ombudsmen.
Staff must fairly and thoroughly consider prisoner concerns about cell
sharing and, where justified, prisoner placements must be altered.
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14 As the assessment of risk and prisoner compatibility has the potential
to change frequently, it is necessary to review prisoner placement in
shared cells if there is an event that might affect either prisoner’s level
of risk, or that triggers any other concerns. Such events include, but
are not limited to the following situations:

a change of cellmate

deterioration in behaviour of one or both prisoners in the shared
accommodation cell

deterioration in the relationship between the two prisoners
required to share a cell

legitimate complaint from one prisoner regarding their cell mate
being the perpetrator of an assault

being the victim of an assault

intelligence obtained that increases the level of cell sharing risk.

15 In situations where an event has occurred or additional information
becomes available that presents a particular risk with regard to sharing
a cell or sharing a cell with a particular prisoner, placements in shared
cells must be reviewed immediately.
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Appendix Four: SHARED ACCOMMODATION GELL RISK ASSESSMENT - COMPATIBILITY GUIDELINES

and allributes to Ider before placing tvso prisoners In a shared cell.

The following table prisoner

Prisoner Calegory

Deatlalls

Prisoner Category Comfpatibllity

Remand - Accused

Remanded In cuslody for Irial or further courl appearances

Remand Accused Prisoners only
(Co-accused prisoners should nol share a cell)

. o Remand C: Awaillng Pdsonars p
Remand - Convicled C and awatling ( P may be Idered as a second oplion)
? i 1101 Senlenced Prisaners preferred
Senlencad £ end tolmp (Remand Convicled Awailing Senl d Prisoners may be considered as a second opllon)

Youlh Pdsoner Is aged 17 years or under Youlh and Vulnorable Young Adull Prisoners only
Vulnerable Young Adull T8I of 18 or 19 year old determines Youth Unit placement Youlh and Vulnerable Young Adull Prisoners only
Young Adult Under 20 T8 of 16 or 10 yoar old delerml, ) pl | Young Adult Under 20 and Adull Pdsoners only

Adult 20 years or older Young Adull Under 20 and Adull Prisoners only

Segregallon Seclion 56

Segregalion for "Security, Good Order or Safely"

Single Accommodalion Cell only

Sogregallon Seclion 69

Segregallon for "Proleclive Cuslody”™

"Proteclive Cuslody” Prisoners only

Segregallon Sacllon 60

Segregalion for lhe "Purpose of Medical Oversight®

Single Accommodation Cell only

Transgonder

Transgender Prisoner

Trans people must be placed In a cell on thelr own and nol double-bunked wilh anolher prisoner.

This may be ovenidden by the Prson Director If two Irans people vith the same gender Identity choose lo be placed In

a shared cell. The Prison Direclor must consider the suitability of the two lrans people to be placed In the same cell
using the Shared Accommodalion Risk Assessmenl (SACRA).

Other Factors

Detalls

Considerations

Prsoner Request

Prisoner requesls a parlicular person lo share a cell vith

Are there any risks Kenlified thal would pravenl these two prisoners from sharing a celi logethor?

Pdsoner Confirmalion

Conlfirm with the prisoners whether they know thelr potenlial cell mate

Ase Ihero any risks Idenlified Ihat would prevent Ihese two prisoners from sharing a cell logalher?

Piisoners classiied maximum security must be placed In a single cell.
Prisoners classified high security musl not be placed with prisoners classified as minimum securily.

Securly Classiftcalion Confim Securdly Classifcalion of the prisoner Prisoners classified as low/low madium securily can bo placed with any other securily classificalion,
excepl sacurty pd.
- o The prisoner Is to be placed In a single cell.
AlRisk P""::; l’:dz:::n!n;u:‘; : ’1\:{?;;‘; ;::l:");ha"" There may be situalions whera the prisoner willl benefit from having a suRable cell male,
q 0 Consult with Heallh slalf before making this declslon.
Is Ihere a high risk of harm If placed with malasiream prisoners?
Sex Olfender Chack SACRA 'apgﬁ';m"’:'zm:l’ ::;:;2;" ar prasent sexval Does the prisoner noed lo be on Segregallon, Seclion 597
989 - Can lhe prisoner be placed with anolher sox olfender If safe lo do s0?
How vulnerable Is Ihe prisoner Iikely lo be based on age, olfending history, offence typo,
. and experence In any form
Olfending Hislory Confirm offending history (sexualiviolent only) of cusl
Wauld they benefit from a non-Ihrealening cell male as a ‘buddy’?
Woauld they galn more confidence on thelr own?
Hovs vulnerable Is Ihe prisoner likely lo be based on age, offending history, offence typo,
Prson Experience 1stlime prisoners may have difficully adjusling lo prison life or and oxperence [n any form of cuslody?
P prisoner culiure Would they benefit from a non-threalening coll malo as a *buddy'?
Would they galn more confidence an lhelr ewn?
Chock SACRA report - Confirm relalive age groups. Simllar aged
Age Group olfenders may have similat inleresls o fifs experience In common Is there risk of one prisoner standing over or threalening the olher prisoner because of a significant age dlfference?
Hov Is the aled relevant Lo sharing cell accommodallon with others?
IOMS Alerts / Other Risks Check SACRA report and currenl crlme prevention Informallon .g.Non A Alert -"No to with Prisoner X*
Check SACRA report - Evidence of gang assoclalion from tecords, | Leasl suitable for shared cell accommodation with rival gang more vull pri or sex

Gang Alfillatlon

knowledge of slalf, CPIC and evidence such as gang relaled lalloos

Bo wary of strenglhening gang faclions with your cell sharing placement decision.

Prsoner's physical characlerislics

The prisoner Is slightly buill, frall or heavy seUmuscular

Is here a risk of one prisoner standing over or threalening the other prisoner because of a
slgnificant dilference In size of slrenglh?

Cullural or Religlous Idenlily

Prisoner clearly Identifies wilh a cullural or religlous group that
may give lhem posliive support In @ prison environmenl.

Like with like possible lo posllive | on the basls of
Especlally useful to Idenlify a sullable cell male when English Is a second language.

Violence to Olhers

Prsoner has been Involved In Incldents In piison Involving aclual
o Ihrealoned violence loward others.

May present a violenl risk lo others.
Musl conslder any avallable evidence or analysls Ihal the prisoner presents a risk lo olher prisoners.
Consldered leasl sulable for sharing cell accommodalion wih olhers.

AlcohoVDrug Abuse

Check IDU slalus - A prisoner’s alcohol or drug dependency could

pose ariskto a cell-mate If they conlinue to pursue its use In prison. |Ahvays conslder If the IDU prisoner Is ikely lo coerce or sland over Ihelr cell male [nlo lralficklng or using conlraband?

Like with like v/henever possible — Non IDU logether, IDU logether.

Menlal Health

Pdsoner has a current mental heallh need thal causes concern.
Prisoner has been for a psy
Under currenl management In the Unkt or placed In a localion lo
manage (he mental heallh need.

Vulnerable lo belng Inlimidated and/or slood over by olhers.
Is Ihero also a risk of escalalion?
May polentially be violonl loward olhers.
Consult with Health slalf before making cell placement decision,

Speclal Needs

Pdsoner has a physical or Intelleclual disabllty.
Ongolng condillons only.

Disablity may mean (he prisoner Is vulnerable from olhers.
Depending on the disablilly a grealer need for privacy, cell space may bo required, or assistance from a helpful cell
male,
Consull with Health slalf before making this declslon.

Prisoner has signlficant heallh risks

The prisoner may have lo be d sey ly or be more appropralely daled In a shared cell.
Refer (o 'HS 6-1-1 Advice of Prisoner Health Slalus form' provided by Heallh  ~

Heahh Needs
le. Infectiaus diseases (such as Hepalls or HIV). or consull with Heallh slalf before making cell placement decislon.
Employment Pdsoner requlred lo work In Induslries or olher viork relaled areas that The prsoner may have lo be daled sep ly or be more approp y dated
ploymon requiro early unlock on a regular basls, with another prisoner laking Into conslderallon thelr employment aclivity.
q

Significant Personal Evenl

A significant personal event Is brought to slalf allenllon such as lhe
dealh of a family member, a prisoner may benefd from separalion
from others or having a cell-male lo support them In such a personal
cilsls.

Explore lhese opllons wlih the prisonor vhen compleling the
POM M.05 Prisoners al rlsk of sell harm (assessmenl)

Conslder the risk of sell harm or sulclde as the most slgnificant risk firs!,
Ifnot al risk, delermine If sharing a cell or nol having a cell male wil benef the prisoner
as support through thelr personal crsls.
Ask Ihe prisoner open onded queslions regarding the silvalion and tholr personal preference.

d by such an evenl.
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Appendix Five: Current SACRA Facilitator Guide

Shared Accommodation Cell Risk
Assessment (SACRA)

Purpose The purpose of this topic is to train new staff in using the Shared
Accommodation Cell Risk Assessment (SACRA).

Objectives By the end of this topic staff will be able to:
describe SACRA policy

apply the SACRA compatibility guidelines tool to assess the risk
of placing prisoners in a shared cell

enter SACRA data on IOMS.

Resources Required for this module are;
PowerPoint presentation
IOMS
Scenarios for eight prisoners
Flipcharts and pens
Access to POM

Duration This topic takes approximately 45 minutes to deliver.
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How to deliver this topic

Activity 1

Split the class into groups of 4 or 5. Ask each group to answer
the following question on flipchart paper and report back to the
class or run as a whiteboard session.

What key risk factors do you consider when determining a
prisoner’s placement in a shared cell?

Summarise the main points from each group.

Lead discussion
Emphasise that SACRA does not replace staff judgement.
SACRA is an assessment tool which is a collation of
current practices that staff use to determine which
prisoners should share a cell.
The SACRA process provides evidence that supports your
decision.

Time Instructional component Resources/
references
Introduction
Using the objectives give a brief overview of this topic.
Explain that you will be using a PowerPoint presentation.
10 min Current Practice
Flipchart

Background

Explain

The Crown Law Office raised concerns about the lack of a
formal process for assessing the suitability of prisoner
placement in a shared cell.

A recent judgement in the United Kingdom regarding the
murder of a prisoner by his cell mate was a breach of Article 2
of the Human Rights Act, in that it failed to have in place an
adequate risk assessment procedure.

Reasons for Policy

Ask
What is the shared accommodation cell risk assessment?

Talking points include
SACRA does not replace staff judgement or provide an

actual risk score.
SACRA identifies risk factors that need to be considered
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Time

Instructional component

Resources/
references

when placing two prisoners in the same cell and
recording them on IOMS.

Supports staff's decisions — providing evidence and
protection for the decision you have made based on the
information at the time.

SACRA is completed using an automated process on
IOMS, drop down boxes, search functions and
comments field.

Outlines a process to manage prisoners deemed not
suitable to share a cell.

Provides a record of cell sharing risks as a prisoner moves
between wings or prisons

Ask
What is the risk of not documenting the reasons for placing two
prisoners in the same cell?

Although the number of shared cell incidents are relatively
low, recording the reasons for placing prisoners in the
same cell outlines that potential risks have been
considered and reasons that supports staff's decisions.

Policy Presentation
Take staff through the SACRA presentation.

Show slide 1 — Purpose

Talking points
The emphasis of the SACRA report is to reduce the level of
risk (it does not eliminate the risk). Reduce the level of
risk by considering key risk factors in a consistent way.

Show slides 2 and 3 — General Requirements

Talking points
The SACRA report is only generated if the prisoner is
required to share a cell.
The reason unit staff should complete the assessment is
they will have a better understanding of prisoners they
deal with on a daily basis. Therefore they will have a
better knowledge of possible risks and mitigation.

Show slide 4 — Determining Prisoner Compatibility

Talking points
The Compatibility Guidelines is a tool developed as a result
of feedback from focus groups around the country. It
lists the key risks that staff identified should be
considered.

SACRA PPT
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Time

Instructional component

Resources/
references

Show slide 5 — Prisoners assessed as not suitable

Talking points
The PCO of the unit where the prisoner is residing must be
informed of the decision within 72 hours to validate the
decision. The review period must be no longer than
three months, unless approval has been granted by the

PCO.
The prisoner assessed as not suitable to ‘double bunk'’
must be placed in a single accommodation cell.

Show slide 6 — Single cell unavailability

Ask
How often do you think this occurs?

Talking points
Feedback received from Prison Services indicates that this
situation does not occur often.

Mitigation strategies may include but not limited to—

Transfer the prisoner to another unit where a single cell
is available.

Transfer the prisoner to another unit where a suitable
cell mate can be located.

In extenuating circumstances, transfer the prisoner to
another prison to locate either a single cell or
suitable cell mate.

Show slide 7 — Reviewing prisoner placement

Talking points
Prisoners are monitored on a daily basis as part of Active
Management. Prisoner compatibility should be
monitored as part of the daily Active Management
process.
A review of a prisoner's placement in a shared cell will also
occur under the following circumstances.
- — A change of cell mate.
— Deterioration in behaviour of one or both
prisoners
— Deterioration in the relationship of the two
prisoners.
— Legitimate complaint from of the prisoners.
— Being the perpetrator or victim of an assault.
— Intelligence obtained that increases the level of
risk.

Show slide 8— Prisoner complaints
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Resources/

another transgender prisoner, or in a Single Accommodation
Cell. However, if they choose, and it is safe to do so, they may
be accommodated with a non-transgender prisoner.

Question five
False

Question six
True

Question seven
True

Question eight

Time Instructional component
references
Talking points
“Ideally” complaints about the allocation of a double cell
should be resolved before the placement occurs. Information
should be given to prisoners about the procedure for objecting
to a cell allocation or advising officers why they believe they
are unsafe in a double cell. (Crown Law report)
Show slide 9 — Youth Prisoners
Show slide 10 — Transgender prisoners
Show slide 11 — Recording results
Talking points
Provides a level of protection.
Process easy to follow on IOMS.
Show slides 12 and 13 — Quiz
Answers to Quiz
Question one
False — The SACRA report does nhot provide a risk score.
Question two
False — The SACRA report identifies key risks to consider.
However, there will be some things that must be followed e.g.
legislative or departmental policy e.g. offender status or
security classification.
Question three
True
Question four
False — A transgender prisoner may be accommodated with
POM 1.08.10
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Time Instructional component Resources/

references

True

Question nine

False — Prisoners are assessed prior to being placed in a cell

with another prisoner.

Health Staff SACRA Policy
document

Health staff that are visited by a prisoner should consider the

prisoners suitability for double bunking and notify custodial staff

through Advice of Prisoner Health Status form.

SACRA Report and Compatibility Guidelines
POM 1.08

Take learners through the report. Explain where the risk factors | Shared _

for the report are retrieved from. Accommodatio
n Cell Risk

See next page. Assessment
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Shared Accommodation Cell Risk Assessment

Prisoner: Joe BLOGGS PRN: 8765786
ey Risk Factors IOMS Information Prisoner Compatibility Guidelines
Offender Status Information pre-populated from IOMS | Must be placed like with like
e Remand accused
o  Sentenced, including remand convicted
Age If under 18 — 'Youth Prisoner’ will pre- | Must be placed like with like
populate e Youth, Including vulnerable young adult (18 -19yrs old)
If 18-19 - "Young Adult’ will pre-populatel Adup, including young adult under 20 (not vulnerable)
If 20 and over — ‘Adult’ will pre-populat
Note: Age should be considered when determining placement
within each category
Offence Type Information pre-populated from IOMS | Current offence type should be considered when determining

placement

Sexual and Violent
Offending History

Information pre-populated from IOMS
Only Violent and Sexual history

Historical offence type should be considered when determining
placement

Active IOMS Alert

Information pre-populated from IOMS

Active IOMS Alerts should be considered when determining
placement

Active Charges

Information pre-populated from IOMS

Active Charges should be considered when determining
placement

Gang

Information pre-populated from IOMS

Gang Afflliation should be considered when determining
placement

Is the any pre-reception
information about the
offender that gives you
cause for concern?

Informalion pre-populated from IOMS

Yes/No and the comments from the
NARA will pre-populate.

Does this information impact on the prisoner's ability to safely
share a cell with another prisoner?

Is this your first time In
prison?

Information pre-populated from IOMS

Yes/No and the comments from the
NARA will pre-populate.

A prisoner’s first time in prison should be consideration when
delermining placement

Have you ever seen a
psychiatrist or psychologist
for any problems?

Information pre-populated from IOMS

Yes/No and the comments from the
NARA will pre-populate. -

Does this information Impact on the prisoner's ability to safely
share a cell with another prisoner?

Is there anylhing special
about you that we need to
know so that we may be
able to help you?

Information pre-populated from IOMS

Yes/No and the comments from the
NARA will pre-populate.

Does this information impact on the prisoner's ability to safely
share a cell with another prisoner?

Note: Consider if the prisoner is a smoker or a non-smoker.
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Time

Instructional component

Resources/
references

Compatibility Guidelines
Explain

The Compatibility Guidelines summarises prisoner
categories and attributes to consider before placing two
prisoners in a shared cell.

Consultation with field staff identified key risk factors
currently considered when we place prisoners in a shared
cell.

The Compatibility Guidelines provides a trigger point to
investigate further areas of risk, such as:

Health.
Smokers or non smokers.
Physical characteristics.

Take staff through the Prisoner Cell Sharing Matrix poster.

Talking points:

Where the guidelines say 'must’ or ‘only’ this refers to
either legislative or departmental policy, otherwise there is
a level of discretion.

Where you have a level of discretion, justify your decision
in the comments field in IOMS.

Using SACRA in IOMS

Ask learners to locate the Using SACRA in IOMS resource
within POM.

Advise that while a copy is included in workbooks learners
should always check POM first for most up to date
resource,

Refer learners to SACRA IOMS Guide in their workbooks.

POM —
1.08.Res.02
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Time

Instructional component

Resources/
references

10 min

Scenarios
Explain

Split staff into groups of 4 or 5. Distribute the SACRA
Scenario handout to each group.

Task

Assess and place eight prisoners into four cells. Use the
SACRA report for each prisoner and Compatibility
Guidelines to complete the SACRA Results to outline your
decision based on information known to you at the time of
assessment.

Allow 10 minutes for each group to complete the activity.
At the end of the exercise, go through the SACRA Results

report.

The prisoners SACRA reports are real examples but
names have been changed. Several prisoners do share
the same cell. They are as follows:

Prisoner BLACK and SMITH share a cell.
Both voluntary segregation and smokers

Prisoner RONALD and DAWN share a cell.
Both similar ages, offence and non smokers.

Prisoner SMYTH and TAMA share a cell.
Both voluntary segregation and non smokers.

Prisoner BAKER

Should not be placed in a shared cell.

He has stated he wished to share a cell with another
transgender only.

There are no single cells available, where does he go?
What is his health concern? Further investigation
revealed he was HIV positive.

Handout:
SACRA
Scenario

5 min

Summary

Revisit learning objectives
describe SACRA policy
apply the SACRA compatibility guidelines tool to assess
the risk of placing prisoners in a shared cell
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"Appeﬁdix Six: Letter to the Chief Custodial Officer from the National Commissioner

v Glo #{ DEPARTMENT OF

{iFi) CORRECTIONS

ARA POUTAMA AOTEAROA

17 October 2017

Richard Symonds
Chief Custodial Officer

Dear Richard

Re: Review of the Shared Accommodation Cell Risk Assessment (SACRA) process

Thank you for carrying out the Operational Review of the Shared Accommodation Cell Risk
Assessment (SACRA).

I am pleased there were no systemic issues relating to staff decision making for shared cell
placement identified. It was also good to see staff completing SACRAs were confident using the
current framework, that prisoners seemed confident a major incident would be addressed
immedliately by staff and that some prisoners prefer sharing a cell.

Immediate actions

The data presented on SACRA timeliness and completion was of concern. Upon receipt of the
information we took immediate steps to address this.

The Regional Commissioners were provided with data on Thursday 28 September and by
Monday 2 October, all regions provided assurance that there were no known safety risks

associated with cell sharing arrangements.

On Wednesday 4 October all regions provided action plans to me. These plans detailed the
corrective measures put in place at each site to ensure improved compliance with the SACRA
policy. While the plans differed between sites, key themes were regular reviewing of SACRA
completion and timeliness and enhancing staff capability in relation to SACRAs.

Performance improvements

There have since been significant performance improvements. Data from 12 October,
demonstrates this with an increase to 83.81% of 210 SACRA completed on time. While there
were still 29 instances of SACRA being completed late all of these were completed within one
hour after electronic cell allocation. Much of the performance improvements can be attributed to
the action plans and staff having visibility of the data in COBRA.

The dashboards in COBRA provide a reliable report for staff to readily identify any instances

where SACRAs are not completed or completed late. Visibility of these cases enables remedial
work to oceur and provides learnings to contribute to continuous improvement, It is important to
note that when exceptions are identified and rectified, the remedial work will not alter the results

in COBRA.

While the results have significantly improved, there remains room for continuous improvement.
All sites continue to work through instances of SACRA being completed late or not being started

in line with their action plans.

NATIONAL OFFICE, WELLINGTON
Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellingtan, 6011, Private Box 1208, Wellington 6140 Phone: +64 4 460 3000 Fax: +64 4 460 3263

.’ www.corrections.govt.nz



Sites have identified the following circumstances as contributing to SACRAs being completed
late or not being started:

o Allocating prisoners to cells electronically before completing a SACRA. The electronic
cell allocation assists to ensure the site's capacity will not be exceeded and therefore
may be considered a priority task in the moment. After the electronic cell allocation, the
SACRA is completed to ensure the prisoners are compatible for cell sharing. The
SACRA still occurs before the prisoners are physically located in the cell together and
there is the ability for the cell allocation to change if the SACRA does not support the
pairing.

.o Completing the SACRA on paper' and then completing the electronic cell allocation
before completing the SACRA in IOMS. This relates to the sequential processing errors
identified in the report.

e Two prisoners relocating to a new cell together (as an unbroken pairing) for reasoris
such as the original cell needing maintenance. It is unlikely staff would deem it
necessary to complete a new SACRA and this would produce a result of a SACRA not
being started.

o Not electronically removing a depamng prisoner from a cell before electronically
assighing a new prisoner. This would present as a SACRA not being completed but the

two prisoners would not have been physically placed in the cell together.

Work is ongoing to overcome the above and further improve results. It is expected that Prison
Directors are able to justify any discrepancies and that no prisoners are physically placed in a

cell together without a SACRA being completed.
Recommendations and ongoing monitoring and assurance

[ endorse the recommendations outlined in the review. Strengthening the alerts process,
assessing an IOMS solution and reviewing staff training requirements will be beneficial.

Improvements in performance generated by the action plans will be monitored by the National
Findings and Recommendations Oversight Group (NFROG) on my behalf and will be reported
to the Corrections Services Leadership Team monthly. In addition NFROG will develop a

consistent approach to second line of defence checks to be used as a tool by the Opérational

Performance teams.

In the short to medium term, the Senior Adviser to the National Commissioner will also monitor
the SACRA results in COBRA weekly and alert the respective Regional Commissioner’s Senior
Adviser to any concerning results-identified.

Any future compliance issues identified through these processes will be included in operational
performance reporting to the Deputy Chief Executive.

NFROG will monitor progress against all recommendations in the review on my behalf.

s

A

Rachel Leota
Acting National Commissioner



9(2)(a)

From: CIAIEY

Sent: 19 June 2018 09:52 a.m.

To:

Subject: RE: SENS OIA going today - BAW Russell via FYI website requesting a copy of the

review of the SACRA process - C95840

ThankgJAIEN.

From: E[AIEY

Sent: 19 June 2018 9:48 a.m.

To: EAIEY

Subject: FW: SENS OIA going today - BAW Russell via FYI website requesting a copy of the review of the SACRA
process - C95840

MornincEl3]l,

FYI Ministerial Services are releasing the Operational Review of the SACRA process again. This time to a member of the
public who has requested it via the FYI website. It is exactly the same response that was provided to the journalist
W in April this year (copy attached). The response was approved by Gillon & Richard, and signed out by
Rachel.

Just wanted to give you a heads up in the event that Corrections get any follow-up questions about the review.
Please let me know if you've got any questions.

Many thanks,

CIAIEY | Ministerial Services Adviser |

National Office | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |
l\/layfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington | Private Bag 1206, Wellington 6140 |

|
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From: E[AIEY

Sent: 19 June 2018 9:32 a.m.

Subject: SENS OIA going today - BAW Russell via FYI website requesting a copy of the review of the SACRA process -
C95840

Kind regards,
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9(2)(a)

From: 9(2)(a)

Sent: 06 August 2018 09:37 a.m.

To: 9(2)(a) 9(2)(a)

Cc: O2)(@)

Subject: Sens OIA - BAW Russell - FYLorg.nz - C98772

Attachments: Official Information request - Data on SACRA assessments; Letter C95840.pdf

Morning and JAIEY

We've received the below OIA. Attached is the 19 June response he refers to. Mr Russell wants to know whether we are
completing SACRA assessments on time and whether we are following their results correctly.

SIAIEY, | remember you looking into the results of SACRA, do you still do this? Or has then gone to BAU?
Am | able to get the answers to the below by the end of this week?

In your response of 19 June 2018 to my request for the review of the SACRA tool you also provided information
on the timely completion of SACRA assessments. | am interested in better understanding this information. For
each prison for the last financial year please provide me with:

* the total throughput of prisoners

* the total number of prisoners held in shared cells (throughput view)

* the total number of SACRA assessments undertaken

* the total number of SACRA assessments completed on time

* the total number of times the SACRA assessment indicated the prisoner should not be held in a shared cell
* the total number of times the SACRA assessment indicated the prisoner could be held in a shared cell

My aim is to determine what number and percentage of prisoners at each prison are held in a shared cell without
having a SACRA completed on time. | am happy to discuss changes to the request to accurately capture this
information.

Happy to discuss

9(2)(a) | Senior Ministerial Adviser | Ministerial Services
National Office | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |
Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington | PO Box 1206, Wellington 6140 |

9(2)(a)
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9(2)(a)

From: BAW Russell <@

Sent: 03 August 2018 10:42 a.m.

To: Info@Corrections

Subject: Official Information request - Data on SACRA assessments

Dear Department of Corrections,

In your response of 19 June 2018 to my request for the review of the SACRA tool you also provided information on the
timely completion of SACRA assessments. | am interested in better understanding this information. For each prison for
the last financial year please provide me with:

* the total throughput of prisoners

* the total number of prisoners held in shared cells (throughput view)

* the total number of SACRA assessments undertaken

* the total number of SACRA assessments completed on time

* the total number of times the SACRA assessment indicated the prisoner should not be held in a shared cell
* the total number of times the SACRA assessment indicated the prisoner could be held in a shared cell

My aim is to determine what number and percentage of prisoners at each prison are held in a shared cell without having a
SACRA completed on time. | am happy to discuss changes to the request to accurately capture this information.

Yours faithfully,

BAW Russell

This is an Official Information request made via the FYI website.

Please use this email address for all replies to this request:
fyi-request-8428-26fc7ee0@requests.fyi.org.nz

Is info@corrections.govt.nz the wrong address for Official Information requests to Department of Corrections? If so,
please contact us using this form:
https://fyi.org.nz/change request/new?body=department of corrections

Disclaimer: This message and any reply that you make will be published on the internet. Our privacy and copyright
policies:
https://fyi.org.nz/help/officers

If you find this service useful as an Official Information officer, please ask your web manager to link to us from your
organisation's OIA or LGOIMA page.




sf DEPARTMENT OF

{81, CORRECTIONS

ARA POUTAMA AOTEAROA

19 June 2018 C95840

BAW Russell
fyi-request-7774-7014ba34@requests.fyi.orq.nz

Dear Mr Russell

Thank you for your email of 6 May 2018 requesting information about
Corrections review of the Cell Sharing Risk Assessment. Your request has been
considered under the Official Information Act 1982 (OIA). '

In response to incidents that identified prisoner safety may have been
compromised by the policy or practice of the Shared Accommodation Cell Risk
Assessment (SACRA) process, Corrections Deputy Chief Executive Jeremy
Lightfoot directed the Chief Custodial Officer to undertake a review of the
SACRA process.

The review found that these incidents were not the result of a systemic failing of
the SACRA process and the root cause of the problem was determined to be
staff performance failure.

The review also found that the current SACRA policy was achieving its intended
purpose, which is to reduce the level of risk prisoners may pose to each other
when placed in shared accommodation cells.

The review did identify that there was a lack of consistency and accountability in
the application of SACRA in various parts of the prison estate. As soon as this
became apparent, Regional Commissioners were made aware of the data
provided by the review and immediately put in action plans to address the
concerns.

Staff have been advised of the importance of completing SACRA assessments
in a timely manner. For December 2017, 96.15 percent of SACRA assessments
were completed on time. This is a significant improvement on the period
covered by the review, which showed between 74.96 percent and 78.87 percent
of SACRA assessments for the period 1 June to 31 August 2017 for 18 prisons
had been completed on time. As described in the report and the Letter to the
Chief Custodial Officer from me (Appendix 6), many of these assessments that
were described as ‘completed late’ were completed ‘on paper’ and within
minutes of the electronic cell allocation. In practice, this means the assessment
still occurred before the prisoners are physically located in the cell together.

NATIONAL OFFICE, WELLINGTON
Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington 6011 Private Bag 1206, Wellington 6140 phone +64 4 460 3000 fax +64 4 460 3263

:0 www.corrections.govt.nz



A copy of the final report dated 7 November 2017 is attached.

| trust this information is useful. If you have any concerns with this response, |
would encourage you to raise these with Corrections. Alternatively you are
advised of your right to also raise any concerns with the Office of the
Ombudsman. Contact details are: Office of the Ombudsman, PO Box 10152,
Wellington 6143.

Yours sincerely

///MWWMN?/;Z?

'r% 'MMWWWWWM ——
f,;;«/@’

W/(@A

Rachel Leota
National Commissioner



9(2)(a)

From: CIAIEY

Sent: 08 August 2018 02:52 p.m.

To: CIAIEN

Cc:

Subject: FW: RA3048: Sens OIA - BAW Russell - FYLorg.nz - C98772

Information as requested

1. Total throughput of prisoners
Total prison throughput, meaning number of prison sentences plus remand periods started in a year, totals
around 20,000; however, this figure bears no meaningful relationship to the number of occasions that prisoners
are assessed for, or commence, cell-sharing, as a single prisoner may be assessed and placed in a cell-sharing
situation on multiple occasions over the course of a remand or sentence period.

2. Total number of prisoners held in shared cells (throughput view)
It is not possible to calculate such a number on an annual “throughput” basis.

3. Total number of SACRA assessments undertaken
4. Total number of SACRA assessments completed on time
The table below provides number of SACRAs completed between 01/07/2017 and 30/06/2018, as well as a split

by timeliness.
Completed on % Completed TOTA

PRISON time on time

AROHATA PRISON 623 81.8% 762
?XSEmND REGION WOMEN’S CORRECTIONS 127s 91.7% 1667
AUCKLAND SOUTH CORRECTIONS FACILITY 2894 92.3% 3137
CHRISTCHURCH PRISON 4674 88.9% 5258
HAWKES BAY PRISON 2239 76.5% 2925
INVERCARGILL PRISON 606 90.4% 670
MANAWATU PRISON 832 74.7% 1114
MT EDEN CORRECTIONS FACILITY 22647 95.7% 23669
NORTHLAND REGION CORRECTIONS FACILITY 4391 93.7% 4688
OTAGO REGION CORRECTIONS FACILITY 2663 92.2% 2888
RIMUTAKA PRISON 3618 71.4% 5068
SPRING HILL CORRECTIONS FACILITY 6397 93.1% 6869
WAIKERIA PRISON 4639 94.2% 4927
WHANGANUI PRISON 946 83.1% 1138
TOTAL 61447 90.7% 67780

5. Total number of times the SACRA assessment indicated the prisoner could be held in a shared cell
6. Total number of times the SACRA assessment indicated the prisoner should not be held in a shared cell
The outcomes of individual SACRAs, concerning whether the person is or is not suitable for cell-sharing, are not
recorded in a manner that would allow these questions to be answered.

NB - as per the OIA, the requestor states that their interest is annual numbers and percentages of prisoners at each
prison held in shared cells without having a SACRA completed on time. This is adequately addressed by the table above.

1



9(2)(a) | Director Research & Analysis |

Mayfair House | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |
44 The Terrace | PO Box 1206 | Wellington

9(2)(2)

0 tumReETons GO

From: E[BIEY

Sent: 06 August 2018 9:37 a.m.
To: HAIEY
Cc: d@aley
Subject: Sens OIA - BAW Russell - FYl.org.nz - C98772

Morning and JAIEY,

We've received the below OIA. Attached is the 19 June response he refers to. Mr Russell wants to know whether we are

completing SACRA assessments on time and whether we are following their results correctly.
SAIEY, | remember you looking into the results of SACRA, do you still do this? Or has then gone to BAU?

Am | able to get the answers to the below by the end of this week?

In your response of 19 June 2018 to my request for the review of the SACRA tool you also provided information
on the timely completion of SACRA assessments. | am interested in better understanding this information. For

each prison for the last financial year please provide me with:

* the total throughput of prisoners

* the total number of prisoners held in shared cells (throughput view)
* the total number of SACRA assessments undertaken

* the total number of SACRA assessments completed on time

* the total number of times the SACRA assessment indicated the prisoner should not be held in a shared cell

* the total number of times the SACRA assessment indicated the prisoner could be held in a shared cell

My aim is to determine what number and percentage of prisoners at each prison are held in a shared cell without
having a SACRA completed on time. | am happy to discuss changes to the request to accurately capture this

information.
Happy to discuss

9(2)(a) | Senior Ministerial Adviser | Ministerial Services
National Office | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |

Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington | PO Box 1206, Wellington 6140 |

9(2)(2)

0 tumReETons GO



9(2)(a)

From: 9(2)(a)

Sent: 13 August 2018 09:23 a.m.
To: CIAIEN
Subject: RE: RA3048: Sens OIA - BAW Russell - FYL.org.nz - C98772

This is the number of prisoner receptions in 2017/18 (remands, sentenced, recalls)

SITE STARTS
AROHATA PRISON 383
ARWCF 1713
AUCKLAND PRISON 285
CHRISTCHURCH PRISON 2314
CHRISTCHURCH 305
WOMENS

HAWKES BAY PRISON 1482
INVERCARGILL PRISON 510
MANAWATU PRISON 965
MECF 5989
NRCF 1346
OCF 713
RIMUTAKA PRISON 1810
SHCF 2298
WAIKERIA PRISON 2492
WHANGANUI PRISON 1032
TOTAL 23,657

From: E[BIEY
Sent: 13 August 2018 8:42 a.m.
To: HAIEY
Cc: dAlEY
Subject: RE: RA3048: Sens OIA - BAW Russell - FYl.org.nz - C98772

Morning SJ@J.

Is it possible to get a more specific answer for the total throughput of prisoners for 17/18?

Thanks

CIAIEY | Senior Adviser, Ministerial Services
9(2)(a)

From: E[AIEY

Sent: 08 August 2018 2:52 p.m.

To: HAIEY
[o1e49(2)(a)

Subject: FW: RA3048: Sens OIA - BAW Russell - FYl.org.nz - C98772

1



Information as requested

1. Total throughput of prisoners
Total prison throughput, meaning number of prison sentences plus remand periods started in a year, totals
around 20,000; however, this figure bears no meaningful relationship to the number of occasions that prisoners
are assessed for, or commence, cell-sharing, as a single prisoner may be assessed and placed in a cell-sharing
situation on multiple occasions over the course of a remand or sentence period.

2. Total number of prisoners held in shared cells (throughput view)
It is not possible to calculate such a number on an annual “throughput” basis.

3. Total number of SACRA assessments undertaken
4. Total number of SACRA assessments completed on time
The table below provides number of SACRAs completed between 01/07/2017 and 30/06/2018, as well as a split

by timeliness.
Completed on % Completed TOTA

PRISON time on time

AROHATA PRISON 623 81.8% 762
?XSTFA\‘(ND REGION WOMEN’S CORRECTIONS 1278 91.7% 4667
AUCKLAND SOUTH CORRECTIONS FACILITY 2894 92.3% 3137
CHRISTCHURCH PRISON 4674 88.9% 5258
HAWKES BAY PRISON 2239 76.5% 2925
INVERCARGILL PRISON 606 90.4% 670
MANAWATU PRISON 832 74.7% 1114
MT EDEN CORRECTIONS FACILITY 22647 95.7% 23669
NORTHLAND REGION CORRECTIONS FACILITY 4391 93.7% 4688
OTAGO REGION CORRECTIONS FACILITY 2663 92.2% 2888
RIMUTAKA PRISON 3618 71.4% 5068
SPRING HILL CORRECTIONS FACILITY 6397 93.1% 6869
WAIKERIA PRISON 4639 94.2% 4927
WHANGANUI PRISON 946 83.1% 1138
TOTAL 61447 90.7% 67780

5. Total number of times the SACRA assessment indicated the prisoner could be held in a shared cell
6. Total number of times the SACRA assessment indicated the prisoner should not be held in a shared cell
The outcomes of individual SACRAs, concerning whether the person is or is not suitable for cell-sharing, are not
recorded in a manner that would allow these questions to be answered.

NB - as per the OIA, the requestor states that their interest is annual numbers and percentages of prisoners at each
prison held in shared cells without having a SACRA completed on time. This is adequately addressed by the table above.

CIAIEY | Director Research & Analysis |

Mayfair House | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |
44 The Terrace | PO Box 1206 | Wellington

9(2)(a)
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From: JAIEY
Sent: 06 August 2018 9:37 a.m.
To: JAIEY
Cc: d@3ley
Subject: Sens OIA - BAW Russell - FYl.org.nz - C98772

Morning and EJAIEY,

We've received the below OIA. Attached is the 19 June response he refers to. Mr Russell wants to know whether we are
completing SACRA assessments on time and whether we are following their results correctly.

SAIEY, | remember you looking into the results of SACRA, do you still do this? Or has then gone to BAU?
Am | able to get the answers to the below by the end of this week?

In your response of 19 June 2018 to my request for the review of the SACRA tool you also provided information
on the timely completion of SACRA assessments. | am interested in better understanding this information. For
each prison for the last financial year please provide me with:

* the total throughput of prisoners

* the total number of prisoners held in shared cells (throughput view)

* the total number of SACRA assessments undertaken

* the total number of SACRA assessments completed on time

* the total number of times the SACRA assessment indicated the prisoner should not be held in a shared cell
* the total number of times the SACRA assessment indicated the prisoner could be held in a shared cell

My aim is to determine what number and percentage of prisoners at each prison are held in a shared cell without
having a SACRA completed on time. | am happy to discuss changes to the request to accurately capture this
information.

Happy to discuss

9(2)(a) | Senior Ministerial Adviser | Ministerial Services

National Office | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |
Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington | PO Box 1206, Wellington 6140 |

9(2)(2)
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9(2)(a)

From: 9(2)(a)

Sent: 06 August 2018 10:04 a.m.

To: CIAIEN

Cc: 9(2)(a)

Subject: RE: Sens OIA - BAW Russell - FYLorg.nz - C98772
Morning all,

I can confirm SACRA has been BAU since the review last year and | have not been actively involved.

w team will hopefully be able to provide you with the information requested re throughputs and undertaken/on time
ata requests could pull the non-throughput info/numbers from COBRA if required).

Re the last two:

* the total number of times the SACRA assessment indicated the prisoner should not be held in a shared cell
* the total number of times the SACRA assessment indicated the prisoner could be held in a shared cell

I’m not aware of whether IOMS would capture and retain data that could be extracted regarding the first request, and
NTDB alerts can be added for numerous reasons so would not be an ideal way of cross-referencing numbers of prisoners
who were assessed as not being suitable for sharing a cell.

Regarding the second, again, | would defer to the analysts in J@3IEY team who would be able to identify numbers.

Thanks all,

9(2)(a) | Principal Custodial Adviser

9(2)(2)

From: JAIEY
Sent: 06 August 2018 9:37 a.m.
To: JAIEY
Cc: 4a3ley
Subject: Sens OIA - BAW Russell - FYl.org.nz - C98772

Morning and EJAIEY,

We've received the below OIA. Attached is the 19 June response he refers to. Mr Russell wants to know whether we are
completing SACRA assessments on time and whether we are following their results correctly.

SAIEY, | remember you looking into the results of SACRA, do you still do this? Or has then gone to BAU?
Am | able to get the answers to the below by the end of this week?

In your response of 19 June 2018 to my request for the review of the SACRA tool you also provided information
on the timely completion of SACRA assessments. | am interested in better understanding this information. For
each prison for the last financial year please provide me with:

* the total throughput of prisoners

* the total number of prisoners held in shared cells (throughput view)

* the total number of SACRA assessments undertaken

* the total number of SACRA assessments completed on time

* the total number of times the SACRA assessment indicated the prisoner should not be held in a shared cell
* the total number of times the SACRA assessment indicated the prisoner could be held in a shared cell



My aim is to determine what number and percentage of prisoners at each prison are held in a shared cell without
having a SACRA completed on time. | am happy to discuss changes to the request to accurately capture this

information.

Happy to discuss
9(2)(a) | Senior Ministerial Adviser | Ministerial Services

National Office | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |
Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington | PO Box 1206, Wellington 6140 |

9(2)(a)
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9(2)(a)

From: 9(2)(a)

Sent: 24 April 2018 05:46 p.m.
To: CIAIEN
Subject: RE: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment

Bill - C95403

Hi EAIEY

The statement re cell-sharing research was based on the Department’s research from 2012 (the executive summary of

that research report sets it out well). That research was done by team, so if you have any more questions about it
he might be better placed to help you out, but happy to assist further as needed too.
Cheers,

From: JAIEY

Sent: 20 April 2018 10:10 a.m.
To: JAJEY

Subject: FW: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

Z19(2)(a)

Ministerial Services has received the below OIA request about research supporting an explanatory note to the
Corrections Amendment Bill, which is currently before Select Committee.

The aspect of the bill that Mr Russell refers to is:

Cell sharing

Although it is recognised that single-cell accommodation can be preferable, research has shown that cell sharing is
acceptable if properly managed. The regulations provide rules for cell sharing under the regulation-making power of the
Act, subject to some exceptions.

He has asked for all research that the statement specifically refers to, and any other research Corrections has done.
| know that this is probably our biggest piece of research available on the website:

http://www.corrections.govt.nz/resources/research _and_statistics/prisoner _double-
bunking perceptions and impacts 2012.html

and that we’ve also released this report by the Ombudsman:

http://www.corrections.govt.nz/ _data/assets/pdf file/0005/900896/COTA Report -
Spring_Hill Corrections Facility Double Bunking May 2010 Redacted.pdf

If you're able to provide some guidance on what exactly the explanatory note refers to, that would be great. Please also
let me know if this requires consultation with EE]EY team.

| would appreciate a response by 27 April 2018.
Many thanks,

CIAIEY) | Ministerial Services Adviser |

National Office | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |
Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington | Private Bag 1206, Wellington 6140 |

1



9(2)(a)
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From: BAW Russell [mailto:fyi-request-7648-86524700@requests.fyi.org.nz]
Sent: 18 April 2018 1:09 p.m.

To: Info@Corrections

Subject: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing

Dear Department of Corrections,

In the explanatory note to the Corrections Amendment Bill you state that "although it is recognised that single-cell
accommodation can be preferable, research has shown that cell sharing is acceptable if properly managed"”. | seek all
research referred to in this statement and any other research the Department has considered in reaching the conclusion
in the statement.

Given that the Justice Select Committee is currently calling for submissions on the Bill | ask that this request be treated as
urgent.

Yours faithfully,

BAW Russell

This is an Official Information request made via the FYI website.

Please use this email address for all replies to this request:
fyi-request-7648-86524700@requests.fyi.org.nz

Is info@corrections.govt.nz the wrong address for Official Information requests to Department of Corrections? If so,
please contact us using this form:
https://fyi.org.nz/change_request/new?body=department_of_corrections

Disclaimer: This message and any reply that you make will be published on the internet. Our privacy and copyright
policies:
https://fyi.org.nz/help/officers

If you find this service useful as an Official Information officer, please ask your web manager to link to us from your
organisation's OIA or LGOIMA page.




9(2)(a)

From: 9(2)(a)

Sent: 01 May 2018 04:02 p.m.
To: CIAIEN
Subject: RE: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment

Bill - C95403

Hi - yes, my team are the wonders of the report. Am not aware of any others with an interest in it.

From: JAIEY

Sent: 01 May 2018 4:00 p.m.
To: JAIEY
Subject: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

I've just realised he is indeed requesting a copy of this report....

Are your team the “owners” of the report internally within Corrections? Aside from legal, are you aware of others who
should be consulted about this release?

| imagine the best way to proceed would be to release a summary as we have done previously, as the security concerns
will still be relevant.

9(2)(2)

CIAIEY Ministerial Services Adviser |

National Office | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |
Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington | Private Bag 1206, Wellington 6140 |

9(2)(a) I
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From: JAIEY

Sent: 01 May 2018 3:12 p.m.

To: JAIEY

Subject: RE: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

o)

Thanks — I've checked our records and talked to a colleague about the report. Looks like we've released a summary but
never the full report because of security concerns. At this stage | intend to mention it in my response given that it's
supporting evidence for our statement in the explanatory note.

9(2)(a) B

CIAIEY | Ministerial Services Adviser |

National Office | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |
Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington | Private Bag 1206, Wellington 6140 |

9(2)(a)



From: JAIEY
Sent: 27 April 2018 4:00 p.m.
To: JAIEY
Subject: RE: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

Hi there - the notion that "although it is recognised that single-cell accommodation can be preferable, research has
shown that cell sharing is acceptable if properly managed" is mainly based on findings from the 2012 study that you
have the link for, below; it is however also endorsed by another (2015) report which | have attached - e.g., from

p.39: All prisoners reported feeling safe within their current double-bunking situation, and staff without prior experience
of single-bunking, considered the double-bunked arrangement normal.

Unfortunately | am unable to recall if we have ever released the JEICVIM report before, | know there were some

sensitivities about it as it was commissioned in response to a legal action initiated byI@3IEV] who

alleged all manner of nefarious things associated with cell sharing.

From: JAIE)
Sent: 27 April 2018 3:48 p.m.

To: EAIE)

Subject: FW: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

)

Sorry to email you so late on a Friday. This can wait til next week.

Policy have mostly given me the information | need to answer an OIA about research on cell sharing noted in the
Corrections Amendment Bill (please see below). However, | thought I'd run it past you to double-check.

When | go back to the requester, is it sufficient to say that the research informing the statement he refers to is from
Corrections 2012 research? Is there anything else | should mention?

Cheers,

9(2)(a)

CIAIEN | Ministerial Services Adviser |
National Office | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |
Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington | Private Bag 1206, Wellington 6140 |

9(2)(a)
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From: JAIEY

Sent: 24 April 2018 5:46 p.m.
To: JAIEY
Subject: RE: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

2l19(2)(a)




The statement re cell-sharing research was based on the Department’s research from 2012 (the executive summary of
that research report sets it out well). That research was done by Peter’s team, so if you have any more questions about it
he might be better placed to help you out, but happy to assist further as needed too.

Cheers,

From: JAIEY

Sent: 20 April 2018 10:10 a.m.
To: JAIEY
Subject: FW: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

2l19(2)(a)

Ministerial Services has received the below OIA request about research supporting an explanatory note to the
Corrections Amendment Bill, which is currently before Select Committee.

The aspect of the bill that Mr Russell refers to is:

Cell sharing
Although it is recognised that single-cell accommodation can be preferable, research has shown that cell sharing is

acceptable if properly managed. The regulations provide rules for cell sharing under the regulation-making power of the
Act, subject to some exceptions.
He has asked for all research that the statement specifically refers to, and any other research Corrections has done.

I know that this is probably our biggest piece of research available on the website:

http://www.corrections.govt.nz/resources/research _and_statistics/prisoner double-
bunking perceptions _and_impacts 2012.html

and that we've also released this report by the Ombudsman:

http://www.corrections.govt.nz/ _data/assets/pdf file/0005/900896/COTA Report -
Spring Hill Corrections Facility Double Bunking May 2010 Redacted.pdf

If you're able to provide some guidance on what exactly the explanatory note refers to, that would be great. Please also
let me know if this requires consultation with Peter Johnston’s team.

| would appreciate a response by 27 April 2018.

Many thanks,

9(2)(a) | Ministerial Services Adviser |

National Office | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |
Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington | Private Bag 1206, Wellington 6140 |

9(2)(a)
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————— Original Message-----

From: BAW Russell [mailto:fyi-request-7648-86524700@requests.fyi.org.nz]
Sent: 18 April 2018 1:09 p.m.

To: Info@Corrections

Subject: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing




Dear Department of Corrections,

In the explanatory note to the Corrections Amendment Bill you state that "although it is recognised that single-cell
accommodation can be preferable, research has shown that cell sharing is acceptable if properly managed". | seek all
research referred to in this statement and any other research the Department has considered in reaching the conclusion
in the statement.

Given that the Justice Select Committee is currently calling for submissions on the Bill | ask that this request be treated as
urgent.

Yours faithfully,

BAW Russell

This is an Official Information request made via the FYI| website.

Please use this email address for all replies to this request:
fyi-request-7648-86524700@requests.fyi.org.nz

Is info@corrections.govt.nz the wrong address for Official Information requests to Department of Corrections? If so,
please contact us using this form:
https://fyi.org.nz/change_request/new?body=department_of_corrections

Disclaimer: This message and any reply that you make will be published on the internet. Our privacy and copyright
policies:
https://fyi.org.nz/help/officers

If you find this service useful as an Official Information officer, please ask your web manager to link to us from your
organisation's OIA or LGOIMA page.




9(2)(a)

From: 9(2)(a)

Sent: 03 May 2018 08:27 a.m.
To: 9(2)(a) 9(2)(a) 9(2)(a)
Subject: RE: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment

Bill - C95403

Nothing to add from me.

9(2)(a) | Acting Senior Adviser to Deputy National Commissioner |
9(2)(a)

From: E[AIEY

Sent: 03 May 2018 7:49 a.m.

To: HAIEY 9(2)(a) 9(2)(a)

Subject: FW: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

Bl1°(2)(2) B

Thanks for checking.

| don’t see an issue, especially if we've released it before. We may however have to make mention on whether our
proportion of double bunked cells has increased since the report was originally prepared.

S[AJ 2d f§ - just wanted to check whether you have any views on SJEIEN] proposed response to this OIA?

Thanks,

9(2)

9(2)(a) | Senior Adviser to National Commissioner
9(2)(a)

]

From: JAIEY

Sent: 02 May 2018 10:36 a.m.

To: JAIEY

Subject: FW: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

B19(2)
We've received an OIA request for information about cell sharing and double-bunking via the FYI website.
I've run this past policy and research and it appears that there are two reports in scope of the request.

One is our publicly available research on the website (the 2012 study) The other is a report by S[GIE)

that was done in response to legal action from EJGIE]

We've previously released a summary of the report (response attached), and given our reasons for withholding, | imagine
this would be the best course of action in this case too.

Given the subject matter, | thought I'd get your view on releasing a summary again.

Sorry, if any of this is confusing, please give me a call ©



Many thanks,

CIAIEY Ministerial Services Adviser |
National Office | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |
Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington | Private Bag 1206, Wellington 6140 |

9(2)(2)

0 tunRECTonS @SR

From: JAIEY

Sent: 01 May 2018 4:02 p.m.
To: JAJEY

Subject: RE: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

Hi - yes, my team are the wonders of the report. Am not aware of any others with an interest in it.

From: JAIEY

Sent: 01 May 2018 4:00 p.m.
To: JAIEY
Subject: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

I've just realised he is indeed requesting a copy of this report....

Are your team the “owners” of the report internally within Corrections? Aside from legal, are you aware of others who
should be consulted about this release?

| imagine the best way to proceed would be to release a summary as we have done previously, as the security concerns
will still be relevant.

9(2)(a)

CIAIEY | Ministerial Services Adviser |

National Office | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |
Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington | Private Bag 1206, Wellington 6140 |

9(2)(a)

From: JAIEY

Sent: 01 May 2018 3:12 p.m.

To: JAIEY

Subject: RE: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

o)

Thanks — I've checked our records and talked to a colleague about the report. Looks like we've released a summary but
never the full report because of security concerns. At this stage | intend to mention it in my response given that it's
supporting evidence for our statement in the explanatory note.

9(2)(a)



9(2)(a) | Ministerial Services Adviser |

National Office | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |
Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington | Private Bag 1206, Wellington 6140 |

9(2)(a) I

0 tumReETons GO

From: JAIEY

Sent: 27 April 2018 4:00 p.m.
To: JAIEY

Subject: RE: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

Hi there - the notion that "although it is recognised that single-cell accommodation can be preferable, research has
shown that cell sharing is acceptable if properly managed" is mainly based on findings from the 2012 study that you
have the link for, below; it is however also endorsed by another (2015) report which | have attached - e.g., from

p.39: All prisoners reported feeling safe within their current double-bunking situation, and staff without prior experience
of single-bunking, considered the double-bunked arrangement normal.

Unfortunately | am unable to recall if we have ever released the [J€3IE report before, | know there were some

sensitivities about it as it was commissioned in response to a legal action initiated by €Y who

alleged all manner of nefarious things associated with cell sharing.

From: E[BIEY
Sent: 27 April 2018 3:48 p.m.

To: HAIEY

Subject: FW: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

- |

Sorry to email you so late on a Friday. This can wait til next week.

Policy have mostly given me the information | need to answer an OIA about research on cell sharing noted in the
Corrections Amendment Bill (please see below). However, | thought I'd run it past you to double-check.

When | go back to the requester, is it sufficient to say that the research informing the statement he refers to is from
Corrections 2012 research? Is there anything else | should mention?

Cheers,

9(2)(2)

9(2)(a) | Ministerial Services Adviser |

National Office | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |
Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington | Private Bag 1206, Wellington 6140 |

9(2)(2)

i cuecTons @Y

From: E[AIEY

Sent: 24 April 2018 5:46 p.m.



To: EAIE)

Subject: RE: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

2l19(2)(a)

The statement re cell-sharing research was based on the Department’s research from 2012 (the executive summary of

that research report sets it out well). That research was done by team, so if you have any more questions about it
he might be better placed to help you out, but happy to assist further as needed too.
Cheers,

From: E[AIEY
Sent: 20 April 2018 10:10 a.m.

To: JAIEY

Subject: FW: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

Hi JAIEY)

Ministerial Services has received the below OIA request about research supporting an explanatory note to the
Corrections Amendment Bill, which is currently before Select Committee.

The aspect of the bill that Mr Russell refers to is:

Cell sharing
Although it is recognised that single-cell accommodation can be preferable, research has shown that cell sharing is

acceptable if properly managed. The regulations provide rules for cell sharing under the regulation-making power of the
Act, subject to some exceptions.
He has asked for all research that the statement specifically refers to, and any other research Corrections has done.

| know that this is probably our biggest piece of research available on the website:

http://www.corrections.govt.nz/resources/research _and_statistics/prisoner _double-
bunking perceptions and impacts 2012.html

and that we’ve also released this report by the Ombudsman:

http://www.corrections.govt.nz/ _data/assets/pdf file/0005/900896/COTA Report -
Spring_Hill Corrections Facility Double Bunking May 2010 Redacted.pdf

If you're able to provide some guidance on what exactly the explanatory note refers to, that would be great. Please also
let me know if this requires consultation with Peter Johnston’s team.

| would appreciate a response by 27 April 2018.
Many thanks,

9(2)(a) | Ministerial Services Adviser |

National Office | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |
Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington | Private Bag 1206, Wellington 6140 |

9(2)(2)



From: BAW Russell [mailto:fyi-request-7648-86524700@requests.fyi.org.nz]
Sent: 18 April 2018 1:09 p.m.

To: Info@Corrections

Subject: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing

Dear Department of Corrections,

In the explanatory note to the Corrections Amendment Bill you state that "although it is recognised that single-cell
accommodation can be preferable, research has shown that cell sharing is acceptable if properly managed". | seek all
research referred to in this statement and any other research the Department has considered in reaching the conclusion
in the statement.

Given that the Justice Select Committee is currently calling for submissions on the Bill | ask that this request be treated as
urgent.

Yours faithfully,

BAW Russell

This is an Official Information request made via the FYI website.

Please use this email address for all replies to this request:
fyi-request-7648-86524700@requests.fyi.org.nz

Is info@corrections.govt.nz the wrong address for Official Information requests to Department of Corrections? If so,
please contact us using this form:
https://fyi.org.nz/change_request/new?body=department_of corrections

Disclaimer: This message and any reply that you make will be published on the internet. Our privacy and copyright
policies:
https://fyi.org.nz/help/officers

If you find this service useful as an Official Information officer, please ask your web manager to link to us from your
organisation's OIA or LGOIMA page.




9(2)(a)

From: 9(2)(a)

Sent: 14 May 2018 09:00 a.m.

To: 9(2)(a)

Subject: FW: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - C95403

Attachments: Draft response C95403.docx; Summary of the report into double-bunking at
NRCF.DOCX

Morning @],

This OIA will be for Jo's sign-out.

| have attached our proposed response (it is currently with the DCE for review). Please let me know if you have any
additional comments/feedback.

Kind regards,

CIAIEY | Ministerial Services Adviser |

National Office | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |
Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington | Private Bag 1206, Wellington 6140 |

9(2)(2)

i cuecTons @Y

From: BAW Russell [mailto:fyi-request-7648-86524700@requests.fyi.org.nz]
Sent: 18 April 2018 1:09 p.m.

To: Info@Corrections

Subject: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing

Dear Department of Corrections,

In the explanatory note to the Corrections Amendment Bill you state that "although it is recognised that single-cell
accommodation can be preferable, research has shown that cell sharing is acceptable if properly managed". | seek all
research referred to in this statement and any other research the Department has considered in reaching the conclusion
in the statement.

Given that the Justice Select Committee is currently calling for submissions on the Bill | ask that this request be treated as
urgent.

Yours faithfully,

BAW Russell

This is an Official Information request made via the FYI website.

Please use this email address for all replies to this request:
fyi-request-7648-86524700@requests.fyi.org.nz




Is info@corrections.govt.nz the wrong address for Official Information requests to Department of Corrections? If so,
please contact us using this form:
https://fyi.org.nz/change request/new?body=department of corrections

Disclaimer: This message and any reply that you make will be published on the internet. Our privacy and copyright
policies:
https://fyi.org.nz/help/officers

If you find this service useful as an Official Information officer, please ask your web manager to link to us from your
organisation's OIA or LGOIMA page.




28 January 2019 C95403

BAW Russell
XOXXXHKXXKHXXXHKHXXKKXXKKXXK (@D XXXHKXXXK XXX XXX XX

Dear Mr Russell

Thank you for your email of 18 April 2018 requesting research referred to in the
explanatory note to the Corrections Amendment Bill. Your request has been
considered under the Official Information Act 1982 (OIA).

You requested:

In the explanatory note to the Corrections Amendment Bill you state that
"although it is recognised that single-cell accommodation can be preferable,
research has shown that cell sharing is acceptable if properly managed”. | seek
all research referred to in this statement and any other research the Department
has considered in reaching the conclusion in the statement.

The Corrections Amendment Bill includes a number of amendments to the
Corrections Act 2004 designed to improve the ability of the Department of
Corrections to safely and humanely manage prisoners, improve prisoner
discipline and safety, and ensure the fair treatment of prisoners.

The prison population has increased at a rate considerably higher than forecast.
The increase and subsequent demand for prison capacity is heavily influenced
by external factors outside Corrections’ direct control, including legislative
changes, judicial decision making, policing trends and crime levels.

Managing prisoners safely is a duty Corrections takes extremely seriously. We
have a range of policies, processes and tools in place to identify and mitigate
concerns about prisoner safety.

As you will be aware, beginning in the early 2000s, changes to policy,
legislation sentencing practice and offending rates meant that an increasing
number of prisoners needed to be accommodated. In response, the number of
double-bunked cells across the prison network were increased. Double bunking
IS common practice internationally, including in Australia and the United
Kingdom.



In order to measure the impact of the increased use of double bunking, two
phases of research were undertaken. The resulting report is available on our
website here: http://www.corrections.govt.nz/resources/research _and_statistics/
prisoner_double-bunking_perceptions_and_impacts_2012.html. The research
found no measurable increase in the rate of incidents involving prisoners in
those units during periods when the proportion of double-bunking increased.
The research also found that while around 60 percent of prisoners preferred to
be housed in single cell accommodation, other thought that sharing a cell could
help with their literacy skills and provide some support, particularly for young
prisoners accommodated together. Currently, around 30 percent of our prison
capacity is double bunked.

Prior to being double bunked, prisoners are comprehensively assessed for their
suitability to share accommodation. A tool called the Shared Accommodation
Cell Risk Assessment tool (SACRA) guides trained custodial staff to consider a
significant range of information about the prisoner including their offending
history, prison experience, physical characteristics, gang affiliations, mental
health needs, and history of violence toward others. The information enables
staff to consider the risk that the prisoner may present to another prisoner, or be
subject to themselves, if placed in a shared cell. The SACRA process does not
replace staff judgement.

You may also be interested to know that the newly implemented POM 1.10.07
Support Plan for Trans Prisoners policy stipulates that a transgender prisoner
must be placed in a cell on their own and not double-bunked with another
prisoner. This policy gives consideration to the safety of all prisoners, although it
may be overridden by the Prison Director if two transgender prisoners with the
same gender identity choose to be placed in a shared cell, in which case their
suitability would be assessed using the SACRA.

The statement that “although it is recognised that single-cell accommodation
can be preferable, research has shown that cell sharing is acceptable if properly
managed” is mainly based on findings from the 2012 study mentioned above.
Therefore, your request is declined under section 18(d) of the OIA as the
information requested is publicly available.

This notion is also endorsed by another report into double bunking completed in
May 2015 by Julian King & Associates. The document is titled “Northland
Region Corrections Facility Double-Bunking Review”. The document cannot be
released in full as it contains security information relating to prison
infrastructure. We are also concerned that release of these types of reviews
would hinder the flow of information for future similar reviews. It is important that
such reports are conducted in a way that encourages frank examination of all
matters under review.

Therefore, we have prepared a summary of the report in accordance with
section 16(1)(e) of the OIA, which provides that where the information
requested by any person is comprised in a document, that information may be



made available by giving an excerpt or summary of the contents. A copy of the
summary is enclosed for your reference.

I hope this information is useful. If you have any concerns with this response, |
would encourage you to raise these with the Department. Alternatively you are
advised of your right to also raise any concerns with the Office of the
Ombudsman. Contact details are: Office of the Ombudsman, PO Box 10152,
Wellington 6143.

Yours sincerely

Jo Field
Deputy Chief Executive
Service Development



Summary of the Northland Region Corrections Double-bunking review
Background

The Department of Corrections (the Department) faces short and long-term needs to
accommodate an increasing number of prisoners in cost-effective ways. This is due
to a number of factors including changes in government policy, legislation,
sentencing practice, actual offending rates and the New Zealand Police crime
resolution. Since 2009, a number of options that add capacity to the prison estate
have been introduced, including increased double-bunking in existing prison cells.
Double-bunking is common throughout prisons in western jurisdictions, as a
response to rising prisoner numbers.

The Department has long-term experience in operating multi-occupant prison cells.
In the past few decades, the proportion of shared-cells has varied between 21
percent and the current 32 percent of the total prison system. Between 2009 and
2011 an extension of double-bunking represented a 75 percent increase in shared
cell accommodation. During the expansion, approximately 350 additional prison staff
were recruited, and a number of supportive policies and procedures developed to
guide decision-making about who to double-bunk and with whom. These included
the implementation of the Shared Accommodation Cell Risk Assessment (SACRA)
tool.

In February 2015, the Department engaged an independent researcher to undertake
a review of double-bunking at Northland Region Corrections Facility (NRCF). The
objective of the review was to:

e place the current cell sharing practices in the comparative context of single-
cells;

e examine aspects of NRCF’s current operations under conditions of expanded
cell sharing and increased operating capacity;

e and to identify stakeholder suggestions for enhancing the site’s capacity to
operate at maximum capacity.

The review focused on the effect of double-bunking in the areas of prisoner
wellbeing, staff and prisoner safety, staffing, gang activity, access to programmes,
and observance and promotion of tikanga Maori principles.

The review included interviews conducted by two researchers with management,
staff and prisoners over four days. Analysis provided by the Department included a
review of incident, programme, staffing and gang affiliation data. Literature on
international perspectives on double-bunking and the affidavit were also reviewed.



Findings

Overall, the results of the research suggest that the expansion of double-bunking
and subsequent increased muster at NRCF have had positive and negative effects
on the areas covered by the review.

Please note that the research report was prepared with input from a small sample
size of prisoners and staff members. It is not within the scope of the report to verify
the veracity of the comments made by the interviewees. Although the prisoners and
staff members have made attributions between their experiences and the impacts of
shared cell accommodation, it would require a wider study of multiple prison sites to
provide clearer evidence of any causal connections.

Prisoner wellbeing

Reported positive effects on prisoner wellbeing included decreased loneliness,
increased social and emotional support, improved monitoring of cellmates’ physical
and emotional health, and reductions in self-harm.

In contrast, there were reports that double-bunking facilitates abuse and bullying
between cellmates, particularly overnight. However, data suggests that those housed
in single-bunked accommodation are more likely to be involved in these types of
incidents.

Prisoners and staff safety

There were no recent reports of major incidents in which custodial or non-custodial
staff safety was compromised. However, some staff perceived that double-bunking
had increased risks to their safety. Some concerns were specific to double-bunking,
such as the potential for prisoner assault on staff during lockup and unlock.
Whereas, other concerns were associated with the increased muster. Training and a
staff safety forum focused on processes for managing staff safety in the context of
double-bunking have been implemented to mitigate these risks.

Numerous processes are in place at NRCF to support prisoner safety, including the
risk assessment through the SACRA tool. All prisoners interviewed reported feeling
safe in their current double-bunking arrangement. Nevertheless, some staff and
prisoners raised concerns that the increased muster could occasionally impact on
the administration of the SACRA risk assessment processes.

Staffing

The reported main effects of double-bunking on staffing related to the increased
administrative burden from matching cellmates and managing the additional muster,

2



as well as managing standard operational tasks. These tasks were reportedly
detracting from the time Corrections Officers had to engage in relationship
management and pro-social modelling with prisoners. Staff felt that even though the
prison operates at 105 percent staffing level and prisoner to staff ratios are being
maintained, ongoing staff attendance and retention issues had been exacerbated by
the increased muster. In combination, these factors were said to contribute to staff
turnover.

Access to programmes

Staff reported that the expansion of double-bunking has been accompanied by an
increase in optional programmes and improved access to recreational facilities such
as the gym. However, data show that programme waitlists have increased. The
review could not determine whether this reflected a growth in demand exceeding the
increased programme capacity or improved referral processes. In any case,
problems of programme access appear to be compounded by staff attendance and
retention issues, and limited meeting space to accommodate the needs of the
expanded muster. Most stakeholders felt that double-bunking could enhance or
impinge upon prisoners’ engagement with programmes depending on who they were
celled with and the quality of that relationship.

Gang activity

Stakeholders acknowledged that gangs are active in a prison environment
regardless of bunking status. At the same time, they generally perceived that double-
bunking facilitated gang related activities, as lockdowns provide uninterrupted
opportunities for recruitment, tattooing and standover tactics. Data indicates that
there has been an approximate 10 percent increase in gang membership since the
expansion of double-bunking.

Observance and promotion of tikanga Maori principles

Feedback suggests that double-bunking and increased muster have a positive effect
on promoting tikanga Maori values. Reportedly, interest in tikanga programmes has
increased and there is more tikanga activity within the units since the expansion of
double-bunking. Findings also suggest that double-bunking impinges negatively
upon some cultural values such as rangatiratanga (self-determination and self-
management), and things tapu, such as reaching over someone which is
unavoidable in a double-bunked cell.

Other key findings

In addition to identifying mixed effects of double-bunking and the associated
increase in muster, the results of the review highlight the following four key findings:



e the review found that there are inconsistencies between the qualitative
interviews and quantitative data.

o feedback from management tends to align with the quantitative data
suggesting that there is a divergence between the views of management and
some staff on the perceived effects of double-bunking on staffing, safety and
prison operations.

o the effects of double-bunking and the associated increased muster reported
by prisoners and staff seem to be compounded by infrastructure and staffing
issues mentioned above.

e many of the concerns recently brought to the Department’s attention were
supported by feedback from prisoners and front-line staff.

Literature review

A review of the literature also presents mixed findings for the effects of double-
bunking on staff safety, programmes and prison operations. However, it suggests
that double-bunking may be managed effectively with appropriate risk assessment
processes, appropriate resourcing for programmes and other services and
maintenance of appropriate prisoner to staff ratios.

Opportunities for improvement

Stakeholder feedback indicates there are opportunities for improvement in regards to
staff recruitment and development or restructure of infrastructure at NRCF. In turn,
these improvements might help to alleviate some of the concerns that staff have
about safety as well as their concerns about workload, which may have flow on
effects on work quality and staff retention.

For the most part, staff and prisoners have accepted the reality of double-bunking
despite a preference for single-bunked cells. With some improvements, negative
impacts of double-bunking on safety, staffing, programme access and engagement
and tikanga Maori could be reduced.



9(2)(a)

From: 9(2)(a)

Sent: 14 May 2018 09:09 a.m.

To: 9(2)(a) 9(2)(a)

Cc:

Subject: SENS OIA - BAW Russell requesting research considered by Corrections in the note to
the Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

Attachments: Background info C95403.docx; Draft response C95403.docx; Summary of the report

into double-bunking at NRCF.DOCX

Good morning all,

Can you all please review the attached documents for C95403 and confirm via return email, within 24 hours, if you are
happy with this release.

In the event that we do not hear back from you, the correspondence will proceed through the sign off process.
If you have any questions, please ask.

Many thanks,

9(2)(a)



9(2)(a)

From: 9(2)(a)

Sent: 14 May 2018 01:44 p.m.

To: 9(2)(a)

Cc:

Subject: FW: Summary of the report into double-bunking at NRCF

Attachments: Summary of the report into double-bunking at NRCF.DOCX

Hi , we are broadly happy with what is there. B, who was involved with the work, has raised an issue in relation

to the summary. In the one respect noted she thinks it could be fuller. | leave it you to decide how to deal with that.

Cheers

9(2)(2)

M | Principal Strategic Analyst | Research & Analysis
ervice Development | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa
Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace | Wellington | 6140

9(2)(a)

1§ toikecios GOPGR

From: JAIEY
Sent: 14 May 2018 10:40 a.m.

To: EAIEY

Subject: Summary of the report into double-bunking at NRCF

This is largely a cut and paste of the executive summary of the report, with a minor sentence structure issue introduced
and slightly liberal paraphrasing introduced, which | have highlighted.



Summary of the Northland Region Corrections Double-bunking review
Background

The Department of Corrections (the Department) faces short and long-term needs to
accommodate an increasing number of prisoners in cost-effective ways. This is due
to a number of factors including changes in government policy, legislation,
sentencing practice, actual offending rates and the New Zealand Police crime
resolution. Since 2009, a number of options that add capacity to the prison estate
have been introduced, including increased double-bunking in existing prison cells.
Double-bunking is common throughout prisons in western jurisdictions, as a
response to rising prisoner numbers.

The Department has long-term experience in operating multi-occupant prison cells.
In the past few decades, the proportion of shared-cells has varied between 21
percent and the current 32 percent of the total prison system. Between 2009 and
2011 an extension of double-bunking represented a 75 percent increase in shared
cell accommodation. During the expansion, approximately 350 additional prison staff
were recruited, and a number of supportive policies and procedures developed to
guide decision-making about who to double-bunk and with whom. These included
the implementation of the Shared Accommodation Cell Risk Assessment (SACRA)
tool.

In February 2015, the Department engaged an independent researcher to undertake
a review of double-bunking at Northland Region Corrections Facility (NRCF). The
objective of the review was to:

e place the current cell sharing practices in the comparative context of single-
cells;

e examine aspects of NRCF’s current operations under conditions of expanded
cell sharing and increased operating capacity;

¢ and to identify stakeholder suggestions for enhancing the site’s capacity to
operate at maximum capacity.

The review focused on the effect of double-bunking in the areas of prisoner
wellbeing, staff and prisoner safety, staffing, gang activity, access to programmes,
and observance and promotion of tikanga Maori principles.

The review included interviews conducted by two researchers with management,
staff and prisoners over four days. Analysis provided by the Department included a
review of incident, programme, staffing and gang affiliation data. Literature on
international perspectives on double-bunking and the affidavit were also reviewed.



Findings

Overall, the results of the research suggest that the expansion of double-bunking
and subsequent increased muster at NRCF have had positive and negative effects
on the areas covered by the review.

Please note that the research report was prepared with input from a small sample
size of prisoners and staff members. It is not within the scope of the report to verify
the veracity of the comments made by the interviewees. Although the prisoners and
staff members have made attributions between their experiences and the impacts of
shared cell accommodation, it would require a wider study of multiple prison sites to
provide clearer evidence of any causal connections.

Prisoner wellbeing

Reported positive effects on prisoner wellbeing included decreased loneliness,
increased social and emotional support, improved monitoring of cellmates’ physical
and emotional health, and reductions in self-harm.

In contrast, there were reports that double-bunking facilitates abuse and bullying
between cellmates, particularly overnight. However, data suggests that those housed
in single-bunked accommodation are more likely to be involved in these types of
incidents.

Prisoners and staff safety

There were no recent reports of major incidents in which custodial or non-custodial
staff safety was compromised. However, some staff perceived that double-bunking
had increased risks to their safety. Some concerns were specific to double-bunking,
such as the potential for prisoner assault on staff during lockup and unlock, w-
Whereas, other concerns were associated with the increased muster. Training and a
staff safety forum focused on processes for managing staff safety in the context of
double-bunking have been implemented to mitigate these risks.

Numerous processes are in place at NRCF to support prisoner safety, including the
risk assessment through the SACRA tool. All prisoners interviewed reported feeling
safe in their current double-bunking arrangement. Nevertheless, some staff and
prisoners raised concerns that the increased muster could occasionally impact on

the administration of the SACRA risk assessment processes. - - | Comment [BJ(1]: The report actually
”””””””””” says that “Nevertheless, some staff and
prisoners raised concerns about risk
. assessment processes. For example,
Staff/ng corrections officers reported that
pressure to fill cells meant that short
cuts were sometime being taken in the

The reported main effects of double-bunking on staffing related to the increased SACRA assessment.” Prisoners’
.. . . . i, d SACRA lightl
administrative burden from matching cellmates and managing the additional muster, e were signty
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as well as managing standard operational tasks. These tasks were reportedly
detracting from the time Corrections Officers had to engage in relationship
management and pro-social modelling with prisoners. Staff felt that even though the
prison operates at 105 percent staffing level and prisoner to staff ratios are being
maintained, ongoing staff attendance and retention issues had been exacerbated by
the increased muster. In combination, these factors were said to contribute to staff
turnover.

Access to programmes

Staff reported that the expansion of double-bunking has been accompanied by an
increase in optional programmes and improved access to recreational facilities such
as the gym. However, data show that programme waitlists have increased. The
review could not determine whether this reflected a growth in demand exceeding the
increased programme capacity or improved referral processes. In any case,
problems of programme access appear to be compounded by staff attendance and
retention issues, and limited meeting space to accommodate the needs of the
expanded muster. Most stakeholders felt that double-bunking could enhance or
impinge upon prisoners’ engagement with programmes depending on who they were
celled with and the quality of that relationship.

Gang activity

Stakeholders acknowledged that gangs are active in a prison environment
regardless of bunking status. At the same time, they generally perceived that double-
bunking facilitated gang related activities, as lockdowns provide uninterrupted
opportunities for recruitment, tattooing and standover tactics. Data indicates that
there has been an approximate 10 percent increase in gang membership since the
expansion of double-bunking.

Observance and promotion of tikanga Maori principles

Feedback suggests that double-bunking and increased muster have a positive effect
on promoting tikanga Maori values. Reportedly, interest in tikanga programmes has
increased and there is more tikanga activity within the units since the expansion of
double-bunking. Findings also suggest that double-bunking impinges negatively
upon some cultural values such as rangatiratanga (self-determination and self-
management), and things tapu, such as reaching over someone which is
unavoidable in a double-bunked cell.

Other key findings

In addition to identifying mixed effects of double-bunking and the associated
increase in muster, the results of the review highlight the following four key findings:



o the review found that there are inconsistencies between the qualitative
interviews and quantitative data.

o feedback from management tends to align with the quantitative data
suggesting that there is a divergence between the views of management and
some staff on the perceived effects of double-bunking on staffing, safety and
prison operations.

o the effects of double-bunking and the associated increased muster reported
by prisoners and staff seem to be compounded by infrastructure and staffing
issues mentioned above.

¢ many of the concerns recently brought to the Department’s attention were
supported by feedback from prisoners and front-line staff.

Literature review

A review of the literature also presents mixed findings for the effects of double-
bunking on staff safety, programmes and prison operations. However, it suggests
that double-bunking may be managed effectively with appropriate risk assessment
processes, appropriate resourcing for programmes and other services and
maintenance of appropriate prisoner to staff ratios.

Opportunities for improvement

Stakeholder feedback indicates there are opportunities for improvement in regards to
staff recruitment and development or restructure of infrastructure at NRCF. In turn,
these improvements might help to alleviate some of the concerns that staff have
about safety as well as their concerns about workload, which may have flow on
effects on work quality and staff retention.

For the most part, staff and prisoners have accepted the reality of double-bunking
despite a preference for single-bunked cells. With some improvements, negative
impacts of double-bunking on safety, staffing, programme access and engagement
and tikanga Maori could be reduced.



9(2)(a)

From: 9(2)(a)

Sent: 14 May 2018 09:47 a.m.
To: 9(2)(a) 9(2)(a)
Cc: 9(2)(a)

Subject: RE: SENS OIA - BAW Russell requesting research considered by Corrections in the note
to the Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

No issue with this response.

CIAIEYN | Manager Custodial Practice|
9(2)(a)

From: SAIEY
Sent: 14 May 2018 9:09 a.m.
To: H@AIEY 9(2)(a)

Cc: 4alEy

Subject: SENS OIA - BAW Russell requesting research considered by Corrections in the note to the Corrections
Amendment Bill - C95403

Good morning all,

Can you all please review the attached documents for C95403 and confirm via return email, within 24 hours, if you are
happy with this release.

In the event that we do not hear back from you, the correspondence will proceed through the sign off process.
If you have any questions, please ask.
Many thanks,

9(2)(2)



9(2)(a)

From: 9(2)(a)

Sent: 20 May 2018 04:25 p.m.
To: CIAIEN
Subject: RE: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - C95403

Hi EAIEY

I am fine with the response and will pass on to Jo to sign.

Out of Scope

you sent me the earlier draft, | redirected you (GEIEICYM and Ele)
heard of it. ORIV

Cheers, g@3)]
CIAIEY | Service Development —Principal Analyst |

National Office | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |
44 — 52 The Terrace, Wellington 6140 | Private Bag 1206 |

|
‘il comniciions OO
From: JAIEY

Sent: 18 May 2018 4:44 p.m.

To: EAIE)

Subject: FW: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - C95403

)]

As discussed, please find attached all documents for SENS OIA C95403.

| don’t think she has seen it so far. When
to review before it went to Jo, and that was the last |

Please note that this has been extended under the OIA so the official due date is now 15 June 2018. However, the
requester is asking that this be treated as urgent given that the bill is currently before Select Committee, so we are aiming
to get a response to him as soon as possible.

Please let me know if you are happy with this release and | can arrange a copy on letterhead for Jo’s signature.

Kind regards,

CIAIEY | Ministerial Services Adviser |

National Office | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |
Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington | Private Bag 1206, Wellington 6140 |

9(2)(a) I

i ConiesTions GO

From: JAIEY

Sent: 14 May 2018 9:00 a.m.
To: JAIEY
Subject: FW: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - C95403

1




Morning @],
This OIA will be for Jo's sign-out.

| have attached our proposed response (it is currently with the DCE for review). Please let me know if you have any
additional comments/feedback.

Kind regards,

9(2)(a) | Ministerial Services Adviser |

National Office | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |
Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington | Private Bag 1206, Wellington 6140 |

9(2)(2)

0 tumReETons GO

From: BAW Russell [mailto:fyi-request-7648-86524700@requests.fyi.org.nz]
Sent: 18 April 2018 1:09 p.m.

To: Info@Corrections

Subiject: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing

Dear Department of Corrections,

In the explanatory note to the Corrections Amendment Bill you state that "although it is recognised that single-cell
accommodation can be preferable, research has shown that cell sharing is acceptable if properly managed". | seek all
research referred to in this statement and any other research the Department has considered in reaching the conclusion
in the statement.

Given that the Justice Select Committee is currently calling for submissions on the Bill | ask that this request be treated as
urgent.

Yours faithfully,

BAW Russell

This is an Official Information request made via the FYI website.

Please use this email address for all replies to this request:
fyi-request-7648-86524700@requests.fyi.org.nz

Is info@corrections.govt.nz the wrong address for Official Information requests to Department of Corrections? If so,
please contact us using this form:
https://fyi.org.nz/change request/new?body=department of corrections

Disclaimer: This message and any reply that you make will be published on the internet. Our privacy and copyright
policies:
https://fyi.org.nz/help/officers

If you find this service useful as an Official Information officer, please ask your web manager to link to us from your
organisation's OIA or LGOIMA page.







9(2)(a)

From: 9(2)(a)

Sent: 24 May 2018 11:58 a.m.

To: 9(2)(a)

Ca:

Subject: RE: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment

Bill - C95403

Zl19(2)(a)

The exact percentage of cells that are double bunked is 31.2%. Our communications still say approximately 30% which
is accurate.

CIAIEY | Workforce Management Lead |
9(2)(a) |

From: JAIEY
Sent: 24 May 2018 9:38 a.m.

To: JAIEY

Subject: FW: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

For your response please

9(2)(a) | Programme Director |
9(2)(a) |

From: EAIEY
Sent: 24 May 2018 9:15 a.m.

To: JAIEN

Subject: RE: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

Morning 4.

Sorry were you able to come back to me today on the below?

We are hoping to get our response out asap.

Cheers,

CIAIEY | Ministerial Services Adviser |

National Office | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |
Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington | Private Bag 1206, Wellington 6140 |
9(2)(a)

DEPARTMENT OF

i CoRRECTIONS

From: E[AIEY

Sent: 23 May 2018 9:55 a.m.



To: EAIE)

Subject: RE: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

i
So sorry, just to clarify, even with the increase in muster the % of double-bunking is still currently at about 30%7?
That is the percentage we've stated in our response.

Thanks,

9(2)(2)

9(2)(a) | Ministerial Services Adviser |

National Office | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |
Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington | Private Bag 1206, Wellington 6140 |

9(2)(2) I

! Lo GOPGH

From: E[BIEY

Sent: 03 May 2018 11:23 a.m.

LeH9(2)(2) 9(2)(a) 9(2)(2)

Subject: RE: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403
No problem from me. The muster numbers will need to be updated yes, the % of double bunking is still around 30%

Cheers

9(2)(a) | Programme Director |
9(2)(a)

From: E[BIE)

Sent: 03 May 2018 7:49 a.m.

To: HAIEY 9(2)(2) 9(2)(2)

Subject: FW: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

"o (2)(a)

Thanks for checking.

| don’t see an issue, especially if we've released it before. We may however have to make mention on whether our
proportion of double bunked cells has increased since the report was originally prepared.

9(2) and — just wanted to check whether you have any views on JEIGYM proposed response to this OIA?

Thanks,
9(2)

9(2)(a) | Senior Adviser to National Commissioner
Y(Z)@)



From: SAIEY
Sent: 02 May 2018 10:36 a.m.

To: JAIEY

Subject: FW: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

)

We've received an OIA request for information about cell sharing and double-bunking via the FYI website.
I've run this past policy and research and it appears that there are two reports in scope of the request.

One is our publicly available research on the website (the 2012 study). The other is a report by EIé3IE)]
that was done in response to legal action from a EJ@IEY

We've previously released a summary of the report (response attached), and given our reasons for withholding, | imagine
this would be the best course of action in this case too.

Given the subject matter, | thought I'd get your view on releasing a summary again.
Sorry, if any of this is confusing, please give me a call ©

Many thanks,

CIAIEY | Ministerial Services Adviser |

National Office | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |
Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington | Private Bag 1206, Wellington 6140 |
9(2)(a)

From: E[BIEY

Sent: 01 May 2018 4:02 p.m.
To: HAIEY
Subject: RE: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

Hi - yes, my team are the wonders of the report. Am not aware of any others with an interest in it.

From: JAIEY
Sent: 01 May 2018 4:00 p.m.
To: JAJEY
Subject: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

I've just realised he is indeed requesting a copy of this report....

Are your team the “owners” of the report internally within Corrections? Aside from legal, are you aware of others who
should be consulted about this release?

| imagine the best way to proceed would be to release a summary as we have done previously, as the security concerns
will still be relevant.

9(2)(2)

CIAIEY | Ministerial Services Adviser |

National Office | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |

3



Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington | Private Bag 1206, Wellington 6140 |

9(2)(a)

0 tumReETons GO

From: JAIEY

Sent: 01 May 2018 3:12 p.m.

To: JAIEY

Subject: RE: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

o)

Thanks — I've checked our records and talked to a colleague about the report. Looks like we've released a summary but
never the full report because of security concerns. At this stage | intend to mention it in my response given that it's
supporting evidence for our statement in the explanatory note.

9(2)(a) §
CIAIEY | Ministerial Services Adviser |

National Office | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |
Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington | Private Bag 1206, Wellington 6140 |
9(2)(a)

0 tumReETons GO

From: JAIEY

Sent: 27 April 2018 4:00 p.m.

To: AIEY

Subject: RE: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

Hi there - the notion that "although it is recognised that single-cell accommodation can be preferable, research has
shown that cell sharing is acceptable if properly managed" is mainly based on findings from the 2012 study that you
have the link for, below; it is however also endorsed by another (2015) report which | have attached - e.g., from

p.39: All prisoners reported feeling safe within their current double-bunking situation, and staff without prior experience
of single-bunking, considered the double-bunked arrangement normal.

Unfortunately | am unable to recall if we have ever released the JEICVIM report before, | know there were some

sensitivities about it as it was commissioned in response to a legal action initiated by SI€3IEY who

alleged all manner of nefarious things associated with cell sharing.

From: JAIEY
Sent: 27 April 2018 3:48 p.m.
To: JAIEY
Subject: FW: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

)

Sorry to email you so late on a Friday. This can wait til next week.



Policy have mostly given me the information | need to answer an OIA about research on cell sharing noted in the
Corrections Amendment Bill (please see below). However, | thought I'd run it past you to double-check.

When | go back to the requester, is it sufficient to say that the research informing the statement he refers to is from
Corrections 2012 research? Is there anything else | should mention?

Cheers,

9(2)(2)

9(2)(a) | Ministerial Services Adviser |

National Office | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |
Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington | Private Bag 1206, Wellington 6140 |
9(2)(a)

0 tumReETons GO

From: JAIEY

Sent: 24 April 2018 5:46 p.m.

To: JAIEY

Subject: RE: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

Hi Al

The statement re cell-sharing research was based on the Department’s research from 2012 (the executive summary of
that research report sets it out well). That research was done by team, so if you have any more questions about it
he might be better placed to help you out, but happy to assist further as needed too.

Cheers, Ed

From: E[BIEY

Sent: 20 April 2018 10:10 a.m.

To: HAIEY

Subject: FW: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing - Corrections Amendment Bill - C95403

2l19(2)(a)

Ministerial Services has received the below OIA request about research supporting an explanatory note to the
Corrections Amendment Bill, which is currently before Select Committee.

The aspect of the bill that Mr Russell refers to is:

Cell sharing
Although it is recognised that single-cell accommodation can be preferable, research has shown that cell sharing is

acceptable if properly managed. The regulations provide rules for cell sharing under the regulation-making power of the
Act, subject to some exceptions.
He has asked for all research that the statement specifically refers to, and any other research Corrections has done.

I know that this is probably our biggest piece of research available on the website:

http://www.corrections.govt.nz/resources/research _and_statistics/prisoner _double-
bunking perceptions _and_impacts 2012.html

and that we've also released this report by the Ombudsman:



http://www.corrections.govt.nz/ _data/assets/pdf file/0005/900896/COTA Report -
Spring Hill Corrections Facility Double Bunking May 2010 Redacted.pdf

If you're able to provide some guidance on what exactly the explanatory note refers to, that would be great. Please also

let me know if this requires consultation with EEIEY team.
| would appreciate a response by 27 April 2018.

Many thanks,

9(2)(a) | Ministerial Services Adviser |

National Office | Department of Corrections Ara Poutama Aotearoa |
Mayfair House, 44-52 The Terrace, Wellington | Private Bag 1206, Wellington 6140 |
9(2)(a)

0 tumReETons GO

From: BAW Russell [mailto:fyi-request-7648-86524700@requests.fyi.org.nz]
Sent: 18 April 2018 1:09 p.m.

To: Info@Corrections

Subject: Official Information request - Research on cell sharing

Dear Department of Corrections,

In the explanatory note to the Corrections Amendment Bill you state that "although it is recognised that single-cell
accommodation can be preferable, research has shown that cell sharing is acceptable if properly managed". | seek all
research referred to in this statement and any other research the Department has considered in reaching the conclusion
in the statement.

Given that the Justice Select Committee is currently calling for submissions on the Bill | ask that this request be treated as
urgent.

Yours faithfully,

BAW Russell

This is an Official Information request made via the FYI website.

Please use this email address for all replies to this request:
fyi-request-7648-86524700@requests.fyi.org.nz

Is info@corrections.govt.nz the wrong address for Official Information requests to Department of Corrections? If so,
please contact us using this form:
https://fyi.org.nz/change_request/new?body=department_of corrections

Disclaimer: This message and any reply that you make will be published on the internet. Our privacy and copyright
policies:
https://fyi.org.nz/help/officers

If you find this service useful as an Official Information officer, please ask your web manager to link to us from your
organisation's OIA or LGOIMA page.
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