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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.

This report updates our 2005 report on privatenaged Prisons and Immigration Centres
comparing the pay and benefits of staff in typigpérational roles with those in the Prison
Service. It looks at any factors affecting our cangons; and it assesses the effectiveness of
the private sector employment packages in attrgetind retaining the staff they need in their
local markets.

This year we have included a section showingd&-yrends in reward comparisons. Much of
the detail in the body of the report will otherwibe familiar to those who have read our

earlier reports. But we have covered all the graarttie interests of new readers and to make
the report self-standing.

All the companies have helped us with the stumlthough United Kingdom Detention
Services (UKDS) continued to have concerns abutnoeimial confidentiality and did not
supply some details.

Changes in Prisons and Immigration Centres

4.

No new prisons or centres opened. The GEO Grecegntly took over the management of
Campsfield House immigration removals centre fro8LG

General developments affecting our comparisons

5.

The NOMS paper recently published by the Homereary on ‘Improving prison and
probation services — public value partnershipays, in relation to prisons, that there will be
competitions for providing all new prisons for oftkers. There will be 8000 new prisoner
places - about half in new prisons and half in taxgsprisons. NOMS is expected to publish
more detailed commissioning plans later in the year

The paper also says that, as is already pollgritia case, prisons that fail a performance test
or fail to deliver agreed performance standardd bl the subject of competitions to
commission alternative providers.

NOMS will be introducing new performance objeesi, means of measurement, reporting
and monitoring mechanisms, which may include reliseentives and sanctions, for prisons
from 1 April 2007. These changes could have sonmaainon our role comparisons at senior
levels in the future.

These comparisons will also be affected by thgislation, planned but still not yet
introduced, to extend the powers of Directors dfgiely managed prisons to include some of
the powers currently held by the Prison Servicet@dears.

MCG CONSULTING
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (Cont/d)

Pay Comparisons — Operational Support Grade (OSG)Qfficer and Senior Officer

Levels

9. The Prison Service is designing and pilotingesv ob Evaluation scheme able to
cover all jobs. If it is completed and implemente&, may well need to re-appraise
some of our job comparisons in the future.

10. The following table shows how far Prison Sesyay leads that of comparable Private Sector
jobs for roles up to Senior Officer level. Diffetets have narrowed further at levels up to
Senior Officer/Supervisor level.

Table ES1 - % Lead of Prison Service over Privatet@ Pay (Normalised to a 39-hour week)
(2005 figures in brackets)

. . ) Senior Officer
Operational . ) Senior Officer .
Support Grade Pl Ol Over Supervisor O\’\/Aer DL
anager
Prison Custody Officer -
Private Sector Roles - . Equivalent (some higher) ) .
Higher, Lower or Equivalent Equivalent Detention Custody Equivalent Higher
Officer - Lower
Starting Pay 3(7) 9 (11) 47 (51) 18 (17)
Average Basic Pay 8 (11) 39 (41) 44 (48) 13 (13)
11. We continue to believe that the differencesmaainly because :
. Pay costs are the largest element in the costsaoBging a prison or immigration

centre. In order to compete successfully to winratain contracts while remaining
profitable, the companies are therefore under spiggpsures to keep pay costs down,
while still attracting, retaining and motivating#t

This is not to say that the Prison Service is motewn any such pressures but there is a
wider range of factors that influence pay settletsiefor example relativities with
other parts of the public sector.

Prison Officers have greater opportunity for paggoession — over their first 10

years they normally receive pay increments worthentban £8,000. Prison Custody
Officers at established privately managed prisoifisow average be able to progress
by up to around 4,000 over 4 or 5 years.

Prison Officers have much longer average lengtheo¥ice than their private sector

counterparts and many of them at or near the tdipedf long scale.

MCG CONSULTING
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (Cont/d)

Pay Comparisons — Principal Officers, Managers an&Governor Levels

11.

12.

13.

(Continued)

The private companies all have freedom to gear they specifically to the local
market in which each prison or centre has to opekatile the Prison Service does
operate a (widening) local pay policy, it is sidtgely in London and the South East.
Pay is otherwise national.

The following table shows how far Private $eqiay leads that of comparable jobs in the
Prison Service for the more senior roles.

Table ES2 - % Lead of Private Sector Pay over PriService
(2005 figures in brackets)

Director & Centre
Middle Manager Over Head of Function Manager Over
Principal Officer* Over Manager E ** Governing Governor
*k%k
Private Sector Roles - . . . . . .
Higher, Lower or Equivalent Slightly Higher Slightly Higher Slightly Higher
Average Basic Pay 4 (4) 8(3) 36(33)

*%

*kk

A small number of former Principal officers arewn graded Manager G in prison Works
departments. These are not included, as direct ansgms with the private sector are
difficult.

Based on average salaries of Managers E in djoaia roles.

Based on average salaries of Senior Managef3amerning Governor roles in broadly
comparable prisons.

The main points are :

Private sector pay for middle managers remains shightly higher than that of
Principal Officers. The jobs are aldwistly larger in the privately managed prisons.

At Head of Function level the private sector rodes also slightly higher. The pay
lead has increased slightly to 8%.

At Governor/Director level, the private sector ldg slightly increased to 36%.

MCG CONSULTING
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Benefits

14. Table ES3 shows how the Prison Service's supeension and holiday benefits increase the
overall lead over private sector salaries at Sebifticer level and below.

Table ESS3 - % Lead of Prison Service over Privaigt@ Pay With and Without
Valuation of Benefits (2005 values in brackets)

5 Senior Officer Senior Officer
CperEiiiE] Prison Officer Over Over Junior
Support Grade s .

upervisor Manager

Average Basic Pay 8 (11) 39 (41) 44 (48) 13 (13)

Average Basic Pay

Blus Benefite 23 (27) 61 (65) 68 (74) 30 (25)

15. Table ES4 shows how the lead of the privatéosexser the Prison Service at middle and

senior management levels is affected by privatéoserars and medical insurance and by
Prison Service pension and holiday benefits. Howeteese figures may in practice
somewhat understate the advantage of Prison Seyeitgons.

16. The overall package of middle managers consinoelecline relative to that of POs. There is
little difference at Head of Function levels. Dit@s’ overall package is now 26% higher

than in the Prison Service.

Table ES4 - % Lead of Private Sector Pay over PriService With and Without Valuation of
Benefits (2005 figures in brackets)

. . Director & Centre
Middle Manager Head of Function
Principal Officer Manager E Governor =
Average Basic Pay 4(4) 8(3) 36 (33)
Average Basic Pay . . .
plus Benefits Minus 9 (Minus 5) 1 (Minusl) 26 (28)
* There are also a small number of former Princgffiters now graded Manager G in prison

Works departments but these have been excludedsadifficult to make direct comparisons
in the private sector.

*x Based on average salaries of Managers E in ¢jo@ia roles.

rkk Based on average salaries of Senior Managef3amerning Governor roles in broadly
comparable prisons.

MCG CONSULTING
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Five Year Trends in Reward Comparisons

17. Comparing the lead or lag of Prison Service gag benefits over the private sector in the
five years since 2002 (see graphs on pages 325nthare has been :

Job Security

A steady decline in the lead at OSG level, whereape sector pay has been
increased to improve competitiveness.

A slight decline in the lead on average pay atdeffievel, but the public sector lead
is still very substantial.

A decline in the lead of Officers in starting papartly due to increase in private
sector and partly to the lowering of starting paythe Prison Service from 1 April
2003.

A slight decline in the (still very large) lead 8fOs over private sector supervisors
and a larger reduction in their lead over junionagers.

An improvement in the pay and benefits positionPoincipal Officers relative to
middle managers in the private sector but a dedtirte last year in the position of
Managers E relative to private sector heads oftfanc

An increase in the pay lead of private sector tlinscover Governors but a decline in
the value of their overall package — mainly duethe impact of changes in
employers’ pension contributions in the two sectors

18. There have been no developments to changdews that :

Private sector prison jobs are only slightly lessuse than those in the Prison Service
for most staff

Companies’ contracts from the Immigration Servizgun Immigration Centres are
often more temporary in nature, so there is inhrdess job security.

MCG CONSULTING
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Recruitment and Retention

19.

20.

21.

22

23.

Most prisons and centres do not have majori@mabin recruiting the staff they need with the
reward packages that they offer. But a few, in battth and south, have had some problems.

The overall average resignation rate of 24% $#DOO0s is lower than last year (27%) but
remains high. It has remained much the same ifaiied years. Companies tell us that they
would generally find resignations rates of betwd@®nand 20% acceptable. This is high
compared to the Prison Service (3%) but that iy V@w. For comparison the CIPD found

that voluntary wastage in the private servicesmeateraged 15% in 2005, with 8% in the
public sector.

Total external wastage was 28% in the privetwices sector compared with 5.5% in the
Prison Service. The comparable CIPD survey figares23% for the private services sector
and 13% for public sector.

While most (but not all) of the best retentiates are to be found among establishments in
the North, the difference between the average masign rate in the South of England (27%)
and that in the rest of England and Wales (22%pighat large.

Key reasons for resignations are :

. The availability of more highly paid alternativesthe Prison, Police, and Probation
Services, especially the longer scales and highesipn and holiday benefits.

. Dislike of shift patterns.
. The reality of the job.
. The level of experience of managers and staff, lerte the availability of support

for new staff, as evidenced in the higher averagggnation rates among newer
establishments.

MCG CONSULTING
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1.

1.1

111

1.1.2

1.13

1.14

1.2

1.2.1.

INTRODUCTION
Scope of the Report

The terms of reference of the Prison Sewag Review Body (PSPRB) include asking them
to :

"Take account of the competitiveness of the PriService in England and
Wales with the private sector, and any differeringgrms and conditions of
employment between the public and private sect@king account of the
broad employment package including relative joluggc"

On behalf of the PSPRB, the SecretariaténQffice of Manpower Economics accordingly
asked us to update our September 2005 report éoRé@view Body on comparisons between
the Prison Service and the privately managed psison immigration centres. Specifically,
they asked us to :

Establish the current pay and employment packadeaasess job security, within the
eleven privately managed prisons and the six nmmigration removal centres.

. Compare the packages in the privately managednwismd immigration removal
centres with those in the public sector and hidtilny relative changes in the value

of the packages since last year.

. Analyse the position on staff turnover in the prévaector prisons and immigration
removal centres.

. Consider whether there have been any significaahgbs in the recruitment and
retention picture, and the pay structure, sincdabereview.

We were not this year asked to compare odtgiskness absence.

In line with the PSPRB'’s remit our report em/ only roles that can be compared with
Governors, Operational Managers, Officer grades@uerational Support Grades.

Approach
Prison Service and Prison Service Employee Reptatves
For the Prison Service, we received briefind updated information from Paul Wallace,

Head of Pay Strategy, and Steve Carter, Pay andoge®mRelations Group, Prison Service.
We also spoke to Richard Earl about the progrefisegob evaluation project.

MCG CONSULTING
DLA Piper UK LLP
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1.2

1.2.2

1.2.3

1.24

1.2.5

1.2.6

1.2.7

INTRODUCTION
Approach
Prison Service and Prison Service Employee Reptatsess (Cont/d)

We held meetings with the Prison Governorso8stion, Prison Officers’ Association and
the Chairman of the Prison Service Trade Union Saeell them of our approach and to hear
their views. We noted that while the PSTUS havelatively small proportion of members in
the grades covered by the PSPRB, the outcome iofetheal pay claims last year means that
they now view the PSPRB’s recommendations as hagiegter significance for their
members in other grades.

Where the parties had particular points thishhed to make to us, we have noted these in the
relevant part of the rest of our report.

Private Companies

This year there are five companies managiisgms or immigration removals centres, rather
than four. The new company is The GEO Group UK Laahi the UK subsidiary of the US
company The GEO Group Inc. The company took ovemfGSL the management of the
immigration removals centre at Campsfield Houseyr r@xford on 23 May 2006, when it
won the re-tendered contract. Earlier known asWaekenhut Corrections Corporation, the
GEO Group Inc. manages correction and detentiaifities in the US, Australia, and South
Africa. The Managing Director of the UK company watil the beginning of 2004 Director
of Prisons for GSL and formerly Director of HMP édiurse.

We are grateful to all five of the compani@s assisting us with the study this year. We
know that some of the information we need for thelg is sensitive and have re-iterated that
all information about individual companies or e$isfbments is confidential to us. However,
UKDS, who declined to participate in 2004 and didosly after much discussion last year,
remain very uncomfortable about providing inforroatithat could be of assistance to
competitors, particularly the Prison Service, ia tiew era of ‘contestability’. We have noted
in the relevant part of the text where they thaeeftid not give us fully detailed information.
But nothing substantially affects our overall carsibns.

We are grateful to UKDS for facilitating ouisits to Bronzefield and Peterborough to discuss
organisation, jobs and recruitment and retenticsuds, and by the Review Body to
Bronzefield.

We contacted each of the private companiedidouss our approach to the study, any
significant developments in the company or esthbients concerned, and the information
needed.

MCG CONSULTING
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1.2

1.2.8

1.2.9

1.2.10

1.2.11

1.2.12

1.2.13.

INTRODUCTION
Approach
Private Companies(Cont/d)

We followed up with a questionnaire for epgdkon or centre covering :

. Changes in role, organisation or jobs.
. Current pay and benefits .
. Statistical information on staffing over the 12 ftn ended 31 March 2006 and

comments on recruitment and retention experience.

It should be noted that the effective date fordtatistical information was 30 June in earlier
years but was changed this year to 31 March atiipeest of the parties.

We then discussed the questionnaire retuithstine companies, at HQ or prison/centre level
as appropriate.

In addition we :
. Visited the new prisons at Bronzefield and Petaybgh managed by UKDS.

. Held a discussion with the General Secretary oPitigon Service Union.

National Offender Management Service (NOMS)

We spoke to the following NOMS staff aboewelopments in NOMS affecting the prisons

. Patsy Northern, Contracts and Competitions Unit.

. Rebecca Hall and Stephen Harbron, Performance tandi&ds.

Market Research

In order to update our understanding ofltleal employment markets within which each
prison or centre has to recruit and retain staf, earried out desk-based research on

statistical labour market information.

We are most grateful to all those who hgiven us their time and information.

MCG CONSULTING
DLA Piper UK LLP
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1. INTRODUCTION  (Cont/d)
1.3 External Research

1.3.1 We also spoke to DrAlison Liebling of the University of Cambridge bitste of
Criminology about her current research in publid private sector prisons.

1.3.2 In 2001 she published, with David Price, akbabout the role of the Prison Officer. This
followed extensive research in prisons managedhbyPRrison Service. We found this very
helpful reading in carrying out our original jobraparisons in 2002. We thought it would
therefore be helpful for the Review Body to be aw#nat Dr Liebling is how engaged
(among other things) in several pieces of resetirahare likely to have some relevance to
our comparisons. They will also be of general edeto the Review Body and the parties -
although it will be some time before the resultssofme of the studies are available. The
particular studies we draw attention to are:

. An update ofThe Prison Officerwhich will include a new chapter comparing the
roles in the privately managed prisons. We undatsthe revised edition is likely to
be published before Christmas.

. A major study of values, practices and outcomeshi private and public sector
prisons. This formally starts in March 2007, thoymgbparations are under way now.
It will take some 30 months.

. A comparative study, by a PhD student whom Dr Lirepls supervising, of staff and
prisoner attitudes in four public and four privagetor prisons.

1.4  Confidentiality

1.4.1 This report will be available to the membeifsthe Review Body, to Prison Service
management and staff representatives and to th@amuas who participated in the survey.
We have assured the companies that in using ardtirggp on the information they gave us,
we would be able to safeguard their legitimate cenamal interests.

1.4.2 In line with our assurances, and indeed aumal practice in dealing with confidential
information, this report therefore contains no miation about named individual companies
or employees. Nor can we divulge any informatioat thas been given to us in confidence
either to a client or to any other party.

15 Glossary of Abbreviations

1.5.1 A glossary of abbreviations is given at thd ef this section for convenience.

! Appointed Professor from 1.10.06
MCG CONSULTING
DLA Piper UK LLP
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1. INTRODUCTION (Cont/d)
1.6 Enquiries
Please address any enquiries about this repart to
Peter Crowfoot or Derek Burn
MCG Consulting
DLA Piper UK LLP,
8th Floor, India Buildings, Water Street, Liverpa@ ONH

Tel : 0151 237 4720 ~~ Fax : 0151 237 4916

MCG CONSULTING
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1.

INTRODUCTION (Cont/d)

GLOSSARY OF ABBREVIATIONS

C&R Control and Restraint
CIPD Chartered Institute of Personnel and Develapime
DCO Detention Custody Officer (Immigration Centres)
GSL Global Solutions Limited
HMP Her Majesty’s Prison
IC Immigration Centre
NOMS National Offender Management Service
NVQ National Vocational Qualification
0SG Operational Support Grade
PCO Prison Custody Officer (Privately Managed &
PEI Physical Education Instructor
PGA Prison Governors Association
PO Principal Officer
POA Prison Officers’ Association
PSPRB Prison Service Pay Review Body
PSTUS Prison Service Trade Union Side
RHA Required Hours Addition
ROM Regional Offender Manager
SASH Suicide and Self Harm
SO Senior Officer
TOIL Time Off In Lieu
UKDS United Kingdom Detention Services
YOI Young Offenders’ Institution

MCG CONSULTING
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2. PRIVATELY MANAGED PRISONS AND IMMIGRATION CENTRE
2.1 Prisons

2.1.1 There are currently eleven prisons and yoafignders’ institutions managed by four
different private companies :

. Global Solutions (GSL) (3 prisons)
. Group 4 Securicor (1 prison)

. Serco Home Affairs Division (4 prisons)
. United Kingdom Detention Services (3 prisons)

2.1.2 Table 1 shows the details of the prisons geaaAll except Bronzefield and Peterborough
are male only prisons. HMP Bronzefield has womesomers. Peterborough houses both
male and female prisoners. There have been sonikcdraages to occupational capacity.

Table 1 - Privately Managed Prisons At Septemb€620

. . Date First
Prison Location g?&aﬂﬂg Prison Type cht;pgtéic;nal Prisoner
pany pacity Received
Altcourse Fazacker_ley, GSL Category B Local 1024 Dec 1997
Merseyside Male
Ashfield Pucklec_hurch, Serco Clqsed Male. 380 Nov 1999
Nr Bristol Juvenile Institution
) Ashford,
Bronzefield Middlesex UKDS Local Female 450 June 2004
Doncaster South Yorkshire Serco Category B Local 1120 June 1994
and YOI Male
Marchington, Category B "
Dovegate Nr Uttoxeter, Staffordshire serco Training* Male 860 July 2001
Forest Bank Salford, Greater UKDS Category B Local 1064 Jan 2000
Manchester Male
Lowdham Nottinghamshire Serco Category B 524 Feb 1998
Grange Training Male
Bridgend, Group 4 Category B Local,
Parc South Wales s P YOI and Juvenile 1036 Nov 1997
ecuricor
Male
. . Category B Local
Peterborough Cambridgeshire UKDS 840 March 2005
Male and Female
. Onley, Category B
Rye Hill Near Rugby GSL Training Male 600 Jan 2001
Wolds Brough, near Hull GSL Category C 350 April 1992
Training Male

* Includes 200 bed therapeutic community

MCG CONSULTING
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2. PRIVATELY MANAGED PRISONS AND IMMIGRATION CENTRIS (Cont/d)
2.2 Immigration Centres

There are six main Immigration Centres managed rundatracts from the Immigration
Service as shown in Table 2. As noted earlier, GO Group recently took over the
management of Campsfield House from GSL. The famiiy at Oakington closed in October
2005. The centre as a whole was due for closugspiember 2006, though this date has now
been put back to December. We understand it istpessfurther deferral could take place.

Table 2 — Privately Managed Immigration CentressAptember 2006

Centre Location 24 EE ) Centre Type* SEEIEE Date Opened
Company Numbers
Campsfield House Kidlington, GEO Removals - Male 198 November 1993
Nr Oxford only
Colnbrook Nr Heathrow Serco Remmge;lil— Male 326 August 2004
Harmondsworth Nr Heathrow UKDS Removals - Mal_g, 500 September 2001
Female and Families
Reception and
Oakington Nr Cambridge GSL Removals — Male 400 March 2000
and Female
Tinsley House NI Gatwick GsL Removals - Male, 153 1996
Female and Families
Yarls Wood Bedfordshire GSL Removals - Mal_e_, 405 November 2001
Female and Families

MCG CONSULTING
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3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

GENERAL DEVELOPMENTS AFFECTING OUR COMPARISONS

We have continued to make a point of keepingast of developments that could have an
impact on roles and role comparisons or other aspdgour work. This means understanding
developments in NOMS, particularly ‘contestabilighd performance management, all of
which have a bearing on organisation and rolesdth fpublic and private sectors. The

following paragraphs cover the main developmemtsesour last report.

Commissioning and Contestability

The Prison Service were successful in theitdicontinue to manage the cluster of 3 prisons
on the Isle of Sheppey. They were given a 3 yeavi& Level Agreement. The then Home
Secretary announced his decision in December 2005did that the Government remained
committed to the principle of ‘contestability’ arfidrther information would follow early in
the New Year.

In practice, it was not until recently (Aug@806) that the current Home Secretary published
some further information in the NOMS papgbnproving prison and probation services —
public value partnerships’In relation to prisons, the main points are that

. There will be 8000 new prisoner places. Of thesairzd half will be in a number of
new prisons. The remainder will be provided by extiag existing prisons

. There will be competitions to provide all new priso
. Prisons that fail a performance test or fail toivagl agreed performance standards

will be the subject of competitions to commissidtemative providers (essentially
the current situation)

. The Prison Service is examining the scope for sariracting more of its non-core
services
. NOMS will publish more detailed commissioning plda®r in the autumn.

Performance Measures

NOMS are working up detailed plans for new @enfance objectives, means of
measurement, reporting and monitoring mechanisnmih public and private sectors. The
aim will be to shift the focus more to outcomesnthaputs. They may include new
contractual incentives and sanctions. The new measwhich will require changes in
existing contracts and SLAs, will be introduced foApril 2007, though they will be subject
to further development thereafter. These changmgdchave an impact on our role
comparisons at senior levels.

MCG CONSULTING
DLA Piper UK LLP



PRISON SERVICE PAY REVIEW BODY PRIVATELY MANAGED CBTODIAL SERVICES 2006

16

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

GENERAL DEVELOPMENTS AFFECTING OUR COMPARISON$Cont/d)
Powers of Directors

Legislation to extend the powers of Directdrgrivately managed prisons to include at least
some of the powers currently held by the Prisonvi€erControllers has not yet been
introduced. We understand this is still planned nvparliamentary time permits. It is likely
to include powers to decide on adjudications, @anauthorise the use of segregation, Control
and Restraint and closed visits.

Possible Changes In Pay Structures In The Prison 8ace

Discussions between the Prison Service managesne the POA about the draft Heads of
Agreement on pay modernisation, professionalism awablishment improvement
mechanisms unfortunately foundered in Octobenjeat.

The Prison Service is designing and pilotinghwhe help of external consultants, a new Job
Evaluation scheme able to cover all jobs. The ptoig going ahead in consultation with
employee representatives, including the PGA andUB5but the POA, who are considering
their position, are not actively taking part in thieject at present. If a new job evaluation
scheme is completed and implemented, it may widcafny future role comparisons.

Right To Take Industrial Action

Section 127 of the Criminal Justice and PuBlider Act of 1994 made it unlawful for Prison
Officers to take industrial action. The Act alsoplgd to Prison Custody Officers in the
private companies. Following a subsequent pericglistained improvements in the industrial
relations climate, the Prison Officers’ Associatiagreed with the Prison Service a legally
binding “voluntary agreement” not to induce or tahk@ustrial action.

In return the then Home Secretary in 2001 carsgted Prison Officers and Prison Governors
by establishing the Prison Service Pay Review Body. May 2005 Section 127 was
disapplied from Prison Officers in England, Walesl &cotland by way of the Regulatory
Reform Act 2001. The rationale for this was that kbagally binding agreement negated the
need for a statutory restriction. Ministers prordige Parliament that they would re-legislate
if the POA withdrew from the agreement. Any suclkhdrawal requires 12 months notice. At
the time of writing discussions are taking placéween the Prison Service and the POA
about aspects of the agreement.

However, section 127 remains in force ford®ri€ustody Officers in private companies.

MCG CONSULTING
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4.1

41.1

4.2

42.1

4.2.2

4.3

431

4.4

44.1

PRISON AND IMMIGRATION CENTRE PAY COMPARISONS
Prison and Immigration Centre Pay and Benefits Paty

For the purposes of comparing pay and benefit have as in previous years taken private
sector prisons and immigration centres togethehodigh we concluded that there are some
differences in the relative size of roles as betwéee privately managed prisons and
immigration centres, in general the companies bay they do not see such differences as
large enough to warrant different treatment for pagposes. We have, however, commented
on any areas of our analysis where it may be hiepfiook only at the prisons.

Local Pay Determination and Collective Bargaining

All the companies determine pay and somec#spé conditions separately for each contract.
Most staff, especially up to Supervisor level, ereruited locally. Companies therefore need
to take particular account of local market condisian negotiating pay rates.

Different companies recognise different Trhkiéons for collective bargaining, normally up

to Supervisor level and sometimes also for Manag@itse Trade Unions concerned are the
Prison Service Union, Prison Officers’ Associatitite General, Municipal and Boilermakers
Union, and the Securicor Staff Association.

Use and Derivation of Averages

To preserve confidentiality we have givenrage information about both pay and benefits.
Prison Service figures are averages of actual icdal salaries taken from the payroll.
Private Sector figures are also the averages,rsasfaossible, of actual starting salaries and
actual individual current salaries at each privegetor establishment. Benefits information
likewise represents the average of individual dstafments’ policies. In all cases figures are
based on full time salaries and are normalised Aprll 2006 to take into account different
review dates.

Hours, Overtime and Shifts
Prison Service

In the Prison Service uniformed staff areti@mted to work an average 39 hour week on
shifts covering 24 hours and 7 days. Basic paystaki> account shift working. Governors
have discretion to invite staff to volunteer to tant to work regular extended hours up to a
maximum of nine a week. The Prison Service paysfwh hours at a flat rate. In the year
ended 31 March 2006 Prison Officers received anageeof £620 for such additional hours.
Senior Officers received an average of £689 anttipal Officers £368.

2 This is averaged over all Officers, not just thaém actually
did some additional hours; similarly with SOs ar@isP
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4.4

4.4.2

4.4.3

4.4.4

445

4.4.6

4.4.7

PRISON AND IMMIGRATION CENTRE PAY COMPARISONS
Hours and Shift Working
Prison Service (Cont/d)

Beyond these arrangements the Prison Sawriicdurses overtime hours for Officer grades
solely through Time Off In Lieu (TOIL). There isquision for OSGs to be paid for overtime
hours at time and a fifth. Average overtime earsipgr OSG were some £506 the year
ended 31 March 2006.

Private Sector

Average contracted weekly working hours faffsequivalent to OSGs and Prison Officer
Grades vary between 39 and 44 at the privately geharisons with most between 39 and
42. In some cases staff have the opportunity tdaracnto work for a longer working week
e.g. 44 instead of 39 or 40 (all paid at plain JinMost do so. One prison operates an annual
hours scheme based on 2132 annual hours (inclinditidays) - equivalent to an average 41-
hour week.

In the immigration centres, weekly hoursiargeveral instances longer — up to as many as 48
rostered hours a week. This is because the nafuteeowork means staff are needed to
provide a greater degree of cover into the lataiegg particularly as movements into and out
of the centres often take place in the eveningady @art of the night.

As in the Prison Service, basic pay takes actount shift working, though in some it can be
a separately identified element. Shift patterns/vamnsiderably. Most staff at these levels

have to work a mix of shifts including night duti¢sough at some prisons and centres there
are separate night shift teams.

For overtime beyond this, companies haveriatyeof arrangements according to local policy
and the extent of overtime required. In one or pwisons and centres they only give TOIL
but in most cases overtime is paid where it is adeWhere it is paid companies are roughly
equally divided between payment at plain time rateat time and a half. They nearly all pay
the same rate whenever the overtime is workedildliy for overtime rarely extends beyond
the equivalent of SO level.

Opportunities for overtime vary considerallyd will always make useful comparisons
difficult. But in some prisons and centres stafh caubstantially boost their earnings by
additional regular hours and/or overtime.

3 Averaged over all OSGs, not just those who reckary overtime payments. The average among thoseedgeived payments was £816,
compared with £750 last year.
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4. PRISON AND IMMIGRATION CENTRE PAY COMPARISONS
4.5 Pay Comparisons with Senior Officers, Officers & @erational Support Grades

45.1 Taking into account the above comments diereifices in hours, Table 3 compares starting
and average basic annual pay for these roles nigadato a 39-hour week for ease of
comparison with the Prison Service. Hourly rates aso shown for reference. In this table,
no account is taken of Prison Service locality pagts. We have also discounted any local
pay elements in the three privately managed priaadscentres based near Heathrow.

Table 3 — Comparison of Averdgénnual and Hourly Basic Pay (£) For Operational
Support Grades, Prison Officers, Senior Officerd &nivate Sector Equivalents (Annual figures
normalised to a 39-hour week)

OSG/Support Prison Officer/PCO Senior Officer/ ST
5 A Officer/Junior
Officer and DCO Supervisor
Manager
. | ah PCO Equivalent
Private Sector Roles - Higher, Lower or Equivalent (some higher) Equivalent Higher
Equivalent
DCO Lower
Starting Basic Pay in Prison Service 14,406 17,744 28,654
Average Stam_ng Basic Pay in Private 13,985 16,232 19,452 24,233
Sector normalised to 39 hour week
Average Basic Pay in Prison Service 15,698 23,926 28,654
(and 1.4.06 pay range) (14,406 - 16,947) (17,744 - 26,858)° (spot salary)
Average Basic Pay in Private Sector 14 525 17238 19 936 o5 388
normalised to 39 hour week ' ' ' '
Prison Service 7.10 8.75 14.13 14.13
Hourly Starting
Pay
Private Sector 6.90 8.00 9.59 11.95
Prison Service 7.74 11.80 14.13 14.13
Hourly Average
Pay
Private Sector 7.16 8.50 9.83 12.52

4 See Section 4.3 for explanation of the derivatibaverages.
5 Afew prisons and centres pay staff on a low vehile under initial training. Figures given doe staff after training.
®  Normal pay scale ends at £25,915. Staff can theeive long service awards taking them to £26 848 £26,858 after a further 4 and 6
years respectively.
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4.5

45.2

453

PRISON AND IMMIGRATION CENTRE PAY COMPARISONS

Pay Comparisons With Senior Officers, Officers & (perational Support Grades
(Cont/d)

If immigration centres are excluded, averatgrting pay for PCOs in the 11 privately
managed prisons falls slightly to £16,005, whilerage current pay for PCOs rises slightly to
£17,435. This is because all the immigration @ntare in the South East but pay
progression tends to be more limited than in theops. Excluding immigration centres
makes little difference at OSG level as only sorhthe immigration centres employ staff in
equivalent roles.

Table 4 below summarises the percentage shwvtthe Prison Service leads the private sector
counterpart based on the rates in Table 3.

Table 4 - % Lead of Prison Service over Privatet@eeay (Normalised to a 39-hour week)

(2005 figures in brackets)

; Senior Officer Senior Officer
CpEEigE] Prison Officer Over Over
Support Grade s A "
upervisor Junior Manager
Starting Pay 3(7) 9 (11) 47 (51) 18 (17)
Average Basic Pay 8 (11) 39 (41) 44 (48) 13 (13)

45.4 These figures show that differentials havieoweed further at OSG, Prison Officer and Senior

Officer/Supervisor level.

455 Table 5 compares pay rates for PCOs and DE@stablishments in the South of England

with those elsewhere, when local allowances arneded.

Table 5 — Comparison of Annual and Hourly Pay R&ae®COs and DCOs in the Private Sector in
and outside the South of England (£) — normaliseal 39 hour week, including local allowances

Annual Hourly
Average Average Average Average
Starting Pay Basic Pay Starting Pay Basic Pay
All Establishments 16,770 17,775 8.27 8.76
South of England only 17,809 18,215 8.78 8.98
Outside South of England 15,765 17,384 7.81 8.57
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4. PRISON AND IMMIGRATION CENTRE PAY COMPARISONS
4.5 Pay Comparisons With Senior Officers, Officers & (perational Support Grades
(Cont/d)
45.6 As last year, the table shows that :

. The average starting pay of PCOs/DCOs in the Sofitkngland is over £2000
higher than elsewhere.

. But average current basic pay for such staff is fkan £1,000 higher than elsewhere.

45.7 As we have noted before, the differencegaptained by the following principal factors :

. Pay costs are the largest element in the costsaofaging a prison or immigration
centre. In order to compete successfully to wiratain contracts while remaining
profitable, the companies are therefore under spagpsures to keep pay costs down,
while still attracting, retaining and motivatingft

. This is not to say that the Prison Service is motew any such pressures but there is a
wider range of factors that influence pay settletstefor example relativities with
other parts of the public sector.

. The private companies all have freedom to gear they specifically to the local
market in which each prison or centre has to operktte Prison Service operates a
system of locality payments that are currently gaithose working at establishments
in London, the South East and now as far as BrastdIBirmingham (though at these
locations it is only £250). Pay is otherwise thmeaat all prisons.

45.8 The differences in average actual pay ame ladsause Prison Officers have much greater

opportunity for pay progression:

. Normal progression will take a Prison Officer coguin on the minimum to £21,045
after 3 years. If based on the same 39-hour weekverage a PCO or DCO might
expect to earn a basic salary of around £17,5@0 afyears.

. After 10 years a Prison Officer will reach the natrmaximum, earning over £8,000
more than when he or she started (and with theihplitss of two long service
increments to earn nearly another £1,000 afterthdu6 years).

. By contrast at the privately managed prisons thatteen operating for five years
or more (and therefore have the most developedgags) a PCO will on average be
able to progress by up to around 4,000 after 4 gedss. This is usually based on
length of service, as in the Prison Service.
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4. PRISON AND IMMIGRATION CENTRE PAY COMPARISONS

4.5 Pay Comparisons With Senior Officers, Officers & (perational Support Grades
(Cont/d)

4.5.9 Many Prison Officers have very long expergeenaearly 40% are on the highest long service
point and nearly half are on the normal scale marinjnormally reached after 9 years) or on
one of the long service points. By contrast 52%rbfate sector staff at levels equivalent to
OSG, Officer and Senior Officer levels have lesntl2 years service and only 24% more
than 5 years.

4.6 Bonuses
4.6.1 No bonuses are paid in either the Prisoni@eor the private sector at these levels.
4.7 Allowances for Special Skills or Duties

4.7.1 In the Prison Service, Officer grades receiweual specialist allowances for work involving
Healthcare (£1,296 p.a. - paid to 1% of Officef%, @ SOs), Dog handling (£1,526 p.a. paid
to 2% of Officers and 1% of SOs.) and other spitiatork (e.g. Catering, Instructing,
Physical Education (all £1,200 - paid to 7.5% oficefs, 8% of SOs). In 2005/6 these
allowances in total averaged no more than £13Dfffezer and £134 per SO.

4.7.2 There are also various other allowances keglwatches, dealing with dirty protests,
Operation Tornado (£15.13 per hour), court esasits Of these only bedwatches result in
significant average payments. In the year endedvaich 2006 these averaged £583 per
Prison Officer and £531 per Senior Officer.

4.7.3 Most of these allowances are not routineld pathe private sector, the exception being for
Operation Tornado duties and for dog handling. ®ilse the private sector position is :

. At some prisons allowances are paid for a smallbmmof officers who have been
specially trained to deliver specific accreditedgrammes such as the Sex Offenders
Treatment Programme or to deal with a particulaegary of offender for which
special additional training is required.

. At some prisons some PCOs receive allowances fef ahd physical education
instructor roles.

. In some cases bedwatches may attract overtimatadrflenhanced rate according to
local policy if it takes staff beyond their rosteéreours for the period.
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4. PRISON AND IMMIGRATION CENTRE PAY COMPARISONS
4.8 Pay Comparisons with Principal Officers, Heads of Enction & Governing Governors

4.8.1 Table 6 compares Prison Service and privat®ispay for these roles.

Table 6 — Comparison of Averdggnnual Pay (£) of Principal Officers, Heads of Etion
and Governing Governors and Private Sector Equivale

Principal Officer or

Manager F / Middle
Manager®

Manager E / Head of
Function

Governing Governor/
Director & Centre
Manager

Private Sector Roles - Higher, Lower or
Equivalent

Slightly Higher

Slightly Higher

Slightly Higher or Higher

Average Basic Pay plus RHA ° where

Average for Governing
Governors of broadly

comparable prisons '

C r " PO - 30,860 67. 168
relevant - in Prison Service and any Mgr E — 43,561 ’
Bonus Mgr F — 36,997 Sen Mgr C Avge — 60,954
Sen Mgr B Avge — 68,143
Sen Mgr A Avge — 74,936
Average Basic Pay in Private Sector 31.943 47061 91.096
plus any Bonus ' ' '
. . PO -39 ) )
Average Weekly Prison Service Mgr F - As required As required As required
Contracted
Hours . . . .
Private Sector As required As required As required
PO - Average £190 p.a.
Prison Service Mgr F - RHA included RHA included above None
Allowances above
Private Sector None None None

4.8.2 Table 7 overleaf summarises the percentagehigh the private sector leads their Prison
Service counterpart based on the rates in Table 6.

7 See Section 4. 3 for the derivation of averages

8 There are also a small number of former Prinaifiiéers now graded Manager G in prison Works depents but these have been excluded

as it is difficult to make direct comparisons ie fbrivate sector.
® RHA = Required Hours Addition of £5,225 paidcasnpensation for having to work any unpredictabie ansocial hours

10 See explanation in paragraph 4.8.3

1 Specialist allowances of £1,200 p.a. earned29y of staff, Healthcare allowance of £1,296 p.id pa3% of staff and dog handling

allowance of £1,526 p.a. paid to 1% of staff.
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4.

4.8

PRISON AND IMMIGRATION CENTRE PAY COMPARISONS

Pay Comparisons with Principal Officers, Heads of Enction & Governing
Governors (Cont/d)

Table 7 - % Lead of Private Sector Pay over PriSenvice

Director & Centre
Manager Over
Governing Governor***

Middle Manager Over Head of Function
Principal Officer* Over Manager E**

Private Sector Roles - . . . . . .
Higher, Lower or Equivalent Slightly Higher Slightly Higher Slightly Higher

Average Basic Pay 4(4) 8(3) 36(33)

4.8.3

484

*%*

*kk

There are also a small number of former Princgffiters now graded Manager G in prison
Works departments but these have been excludedsadifficult to make direct comparisons

in the private sector
Based on average salaries of Managers E in ¢jo@ia roles

Based on average salaries of Senior Managef3amerning Governor roles in broadly
comparable prisons.

The main points are :

Private sector pay for middle managers remains sfightly higher than that of
Principal Officers. But the jobs ardéightly larger in the privately managed prisons.
Indeed some are comparable to Manager F level,a@leaverage middle manager
pay in the private sector would lag average Man&geay by some 16%.

At Head of Function level the private sector raes also slightly higher. Their pay
lead has grown slightly to 8%.

At Governor/Director level, we have again compaaedrage total pay for Directors
(including any bonuses) with the average pay of €eiong Governors of broadly
comparable establishments. In the private sectohawe excluded the Directors of
the smaller immigration centres. In the Prisonviser we have taken the average
pay of Governing Governors of prisons with a presopopulation greater than 350.
The private sector lead has slightly increase®f®.3

The PGA again expressed their concern tabositavhat they see as the low pay of some
Governing Governors. Most Directors in the privagetor are ex-Prison service governors
with substantial experience and would thereforeehasmmanded higher salaries in the
Prison Service. Even so the difference in pay betwbe lowest paid private sector Directors
and the lowest paid Prison Service Governors, soinvehom are paid less than £50,000, is
very marked indeed. We note that a number of Garsrin charge of quite substantial
prisons are graded at Senior Manager D.
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4. PRISON AND IMMIGRATION CENTRE PAY COMPARISONS

4.8 Pay Comparisons with Principal Officers, Heads of Enction & Governing
Governors (Cont/d)

4.8.5 In considering the figures, we also noteftifiewing points :

. Figures for Prison Service Managers E and F incthéeRequired Hours Addition,
currently £5,142.

. We have excluded London and South East localitpwalhces from the Prison
Service figures. No such separately identifiablgnpents are made in the private
sector at this level.
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PRISON SERVICE PAY REVIEW BODY

5. COMPARISON OF BENEFITS IN PRISONS AND IMMIGRATNDCENTRES

51 In the following sections we describe the maisas of difference in benefits and where
possible try to place some salary valuation ondifferences. In valuing benefits, we would
emphasise the difficulty of interpreting the dataa way that will command universal
acceptance, partly because different individualg maractice place very different values on
the same benefit according to their circumstanoedrgerests.

52 Pensions

5.2.1 Table 8 summarises pension benefits. Prisenvic® employer contribution rates have
increased again and are now as follows :
. Up to £18,500 17.1%
. £18,501 - £38,000 19.5%
. £38,000 - £65,000 23.2%
. £65001 and over 25.5%
A further 2% contribution is made for all staff imiform. The table takes into account the
proportion of staff at different spine points irckayrade where relevant.
Table 8 — Comparison of Pension Benefits
Senior Officer, Prison . . 1
. ’ POs, Middle and Senior Governors ~ and
Oﬁ'ceé an_d OSG and Managers and Equivalent Directors
quivalent
Scheme Type Defined Benefit Defined Benefit Defined Benefit
Emplover 215 SO 21.5 PO
Prison Contrigut?lonty 21.5 Officer 19.5 Manager F 24.1
Service 0 19.1 0SG 21.4 Manager E
Employee 1.5 for Classic scheme *
Contribution % 3 for Premium scheme
) I 2 x Defined Benefit
Scheme Type Defined Contribution* 3 x Defined Contribution 2 x Defined
1 x Defined Benefit S
Contribution
Private 5.9 Supervisor :
sector | A o ob | 6.2 PCO 55 Wcdlo Manager 106
5.9 Support '
Average Employee
Contribution % 3.6 6.0 !

2 Based on Governing Governors in comparable prissréescribed at 4.8.3
13 Classic- Final salary scheme — pension based on"(g0salary in best of last three years for eachr yéa
service, plus lump sum of 3/80ths. 50% spousessipanFully index — linked. Contribution rate 1.5¢pays for
spouses’ pension).
Premium— new scheme with 3% employee contribution for f/&@crual rate, up to 2/3 final pension (lump sum
available by commutation and improved partner hies)ef
Classic Plus- if existing employees choose to preserve beriefi@assic scheme and join Premium.

14 At some prisons and centres PCOs and OSGs joirdfare 1.1.01 may be members of a defined berwfirae
and Supervisor level staff continue to be so elégib
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5. COMPARISON OF BENEFITS IN PRISONS AND IMMIGRATNDCENTRES
5.2 Pensions (Cont/d)

5.2.2 Using earlier advice obtained from the Goment Actuary’ for comparing the value of
benefits in different schemes, we have again bésedlifference in the financial value of
pension benefits wholly on the differences in tleecpntage of salary contributed by the
employer Applying this method of comparison to the emplogentribution rates in Table 8
produces the following picture of the salary vatidiehe Prison Service pension scheme over
the average of the private sector pension sche2i@5.figures are in brackets.

. Operational support Grade +13.2% (23.7)
. Prison Officer +15.3% (16.0)

. Senior Officer +15.6% (16.1)

. Principal Officer +13.3% (9.6)

. Manager F +11.3% (7.6)

. Manager E +13.1% (9.2)

. Governor +13.5% (8.8)

5.2.3 These show slight reduction up to SO leveldubstantial growth at PO upwards. This is
partly due to increases in the Prison Service batento changes in the private sector.
However, these figures are likely in practice talenstate the total benefit to Prison Service
staff for several reasons:

. The contributions for Prison Service staff giventhguaranteed benefits, whereas
those for most private sector staff do not.

. Prison Service retirement age is 60 whereas B i6many company staff.

. Prison Service ill health retirements are also &thdrom the pension scheme
contributions to the Treasury. Although these amning at a lower level than in
earlier years, numbers are still substantial coegbawith the private sector. The
younger age structure of those working in the peigector is likely to be a factor.

5.2.4 As usual we emphasise that in recruitmentratehtion terms the difference is in practice
dependent on the perception of individuals. Yourggeff are often less interested in what the
employer will contribute to their retirement tham what deductions are made from their
immediate take home pay.

15 Assume that the financial value of pension beséfit any employee can be equated to the total afoste

scheme per employee. This cost is representedebtothl of the percentage contributions paid by leygr and
employee. Disregard differences in the employeetgréhution, taken from his or her basic pay bef@are on the
grounds that this is ‘deferred pay’ in the sensg tte or she is simply choosing to invest this nycered will still

reap the benefit of that element of pay but afteytretire. Therefore base the difference in tharfcial value of
pension benefits wholly on the differences in tkeecpntage of salary contributed by gmployer
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5. COMPARISON OF BENEFITS IN PRISONS AND IMMIGRATMDCENTRES (Cont/d)
5.3 Holidays
5.3.1 Table 9 shows that Prison Service staff vecan average of around 7 more days holiday
than the average for their counterparts in theapeigector. This differential is much the same
as last year. The salary valuation is based omgakhe day to bevorth 1/26¢' (5 x 52) of
salary.
Table 9 — Comparison of Annual Holiday Entitlements
(Note — Prison Service figures include 3 days f@ge holidays taken on defined days during the.year
Senior Officer,
Prison Officer and Principal Manager E / -
OSG and Officer/Manager Function Head Coviel Bl
Equivalent
Prison Service 25 25 28 33
Initial
Private Sector 20 21.5 23 24
Prison Service 33 33 33 33
Maximum
Private Sector 23 25 25.5 26
Average Differential 7.5 5.75 6.25 8
Salary Value to Prison Service % 2.9 2.2 2.4 3.1
5.4 Cars
5.4.1 All Directors and about 40% of Function Heaglseive cars, much as last year. No cars are

given in the Prison Service. Most cars are leageduochased company cars, with some
people taking a cash equivalent. This makes averalges of cars difficult to calculate. On
the basis of the information we have, we have ed@than average cash equivalent figure
£6,500 p.a. for Directors and £6,000 for Functiosats who have cars. These figures are
equivalent to an additional 7.1% of average sdlara Director and 5.2% of average salary
(taking into account the proportion who get a dar)Function Heads.
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5.5

551

5.5.2

553

COMPARISON OF BENEFITS IN PRISONS AND IMMIGRATND CENTRES
(Cont/d)

Sick Pay, Medical and Life Insurance

There has been little change in sick paydhahere has been one move to extend
the initial qualifying period for eligibility for isk pay. All the companies have sick
pay schemes but with significantly less generousefits to those in the Prison
Service. The features are as follows :

Nearly three quarters of the prisons and centreaadayive sick pay for an initial
period after an employee is recruited, varying leetw3 months and 12 months.

. Just over half of the 17 prisons and centres daivet sick pay for the first three or
in one case five days of sickness in any episodsvener, in some establishments
these ‘waiting days’ may be waived if the employes had no sickness absence in
the previous 12 months; and in some cases thisrddespply to managers.

. Initially the maximum period for which sick pay Wile paid is on average 4 weeks
(varies between 2 and 6). At all but two establishta this maximum period then
rises with length of service. The maximum entitlem@ossible varies between
establishments from 2 weeks to 6 months, with amage of 14 weeks.

. The average length of time taken to reach the maxirantitlement is 7 years.

. Sick pay is based on full pay in all establishmaentsept one where half pay is paid
after an initial period on full pay.

. Some companies also give free membership of schéraewill provide 50% or 60%
of full pay to employees who are prevented fromkivay beyond a 6-month period.

By contrast, Prison Service staff can rectillgpay for 6 months and half pay for 6 months,
with the possibility of a pension and lump sum bréalth retirement in the event of long
term incapacity. This is significantly better théor private sector staff without access to
permanent health insurance but affects only thdl sniority of staff who are absent on long
term sickness.

Directors and Function Heads at all privatenaged prisons and centres receive free private
medical insurance, as do middle managers at twdstlof these establishments. At some
prisons, all staff are now eligible. For the pugmsf this report we have estimated the annual
value of this benefit at £1,200.
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5.5

554

5.6

5.6.1

5.7

571

COMPARISON OF BENEFITS IN PRISONS AND IMMIGRATNDCENTRES
Sick Pay, Medical and Life Insurance (Cont/d)

All companies also provide life assuranceec@wing a death benefit of either 3 or 4 times
salary. This is often linked to the pension scheaseayith the Prison Service, where death
benefits are 2 times salary for the Classic schemae3 times for the Premium scheme.

Other Conditions

There have been no major changes in othezfilenAs noted in previous years, all the
companies take seriously their responsibilitiesaims employees who have been exposed to
assault or other offensive behaviour and providpleyee counselling. Other benefits vary
from company to company and range from free mealsubsidised gym membership to
membership of share save schemes.

Summary of Comparative Value of Benefits

Table 10 shows how the Prison Service peraidnholiday benefits increase the overall lead
over private sector salaries at Senior Officer llemed below. There have been small
reductions in the lead at all levels except SO @mag to junior manager, where it has
widened.

Table 10 - % Lead of Prison Service over Privatet@ePay With And Without Valuation Of Benefits

5.7.2

(2005 figures in brackets)

5 Senior Officer Senior Officer
SS pec:stg?;ée Prison Officer Over Over
PP Supervisor Junior Manager
Average Pay 8 (11) 39 (41) 44 (48) 13 (13)
Average Pay plus
Benefits 23 (27) 61 (65) 68 (74) 30 (25)

Table 11 shows how the Prison Service peraighholiday benefits and private sector cars
and medical insurance affect the comparisons wighptrivate sector over the Prison Service
at middle and senior management levels. Princifteds are now nearly 9% better off than
their private sector counterparts; at Head of Fandevel there is little difference. Directors’
overall package is now 26% higher than in the Rr8ervice, compared to 28% last year.
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5. COMPARISON OF BENEFITS IN PRISONS AND IMMIGRATNDCENTRES
5.7 Summary of Comparative Value of Benefits (Cont/d)

Table 11 - % Lead of Private Sector Pay over PriService With And Without
Valuation Of Benefits (2005 figures in brackets)

Middle Manager Head of Function D'K/Tgrt](;r i‘r%e\?;e
el oI Govgernin
Principal Officer* Manager E** Governor*g*
Average Basic Pay 4(4) 8(3) 36 (33)
Average Basic Pay . . .
plus Benefits Minus 9 (Minus 5) 1 (Minus1l) 26 (28)
* There are also a small number of former Princgffiters now graded Manager G in prison

Works departments but these have been excludedsadifficult to make direct comparisons
in the private sector

* Based on average salaries of Managers E in djo@ia roles

ok Based on average salaries of Senior Managef3dmerning Governor roles in broadly
comparable prisons.

5.7.3 As noted earlier, these figures may in pcactinderstate the advantage of Prison Service
pensions.

MCG CONSULTING
DLA Piper UK LLP



PRISON SERVICE PAY REVIEW BODY PRIVATELY MANAGED CBTODIAL SERVICES 2006

32

6.1

FIVE YEAR TRENDS IN REWARD COMPARISONS

Figures 1 — 7 below show changes over theblastars in the percentage lead or lag in the
value of Prison Service starting pay, average palythe combined pay and benefits package
compared with the private sector. The main featares:

. The steady decline in the lead at OSG level, wheieate sector pay has been
increased to improve competitiveness.

. The slight decline in the lead on average pay &t€@flevel. This can be attributed to
the introduction of more pay progression for exgced staff and also to some
general increase in pay levels for PCOs to imprmpetitiveness. But the public
sector lead is still very substantial.

. The decline in the lead of Officers in starting ppgirtly due to increase in private
sector and partly to the lowering of starting paythe Prison Service from 1 April
2003.

. The slight decline in the (still very large) lealdSDs over private sector supervisors

and the larger reduction in their lead over juni@nagers (though this has flattened
out in the last year).

. The improvement in the pay and benefits positiorPofcipal Officers relative to
middle managers in the private sector but the dedh the last year in the position of
Managers E relative to private sector heads oftionc

. The increase in the pay lead of private sectorcttire over Governors but the decline
in the value of the overall package — mainly duethe impact of changes in
employers’ pension contributions in the two sectors

Fig 1 OSGs - Prison Service % lead over Private
r
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6. FIVE YEAR TRENDS IN REWARD COMPARISONS (Cont/d)

Fig 2 Officers - Prison Service % lead over Private
Sector
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Fig 3 SOs - % lead over Private Sector supervisors
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6. FIVE YEAR TRENDS IN REWARD COMPARISONS (Cont/d)

Fig 4 SOs - % lead over Private Sector Junior
Managers
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6. FIVE YEAR TRENDS IN REWARD COMPARISONS (Cont/d)

Fig 6 Manager E - %lead or lag over Private Sector
Heads of Function
(Note: Data for 2002 on same basis not available)
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Fig 7 Governor in charge - %lag over Private Sect or

Directors
(Note: Data for 2002 on same basis not available)
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7.1

7.2

7.3

7.3

JOB SECURITY
Companies reported that no staff were madengaht in the private sector during the year.

So far there have been only a handful of rednaigs in the companies in the five years we
have been reporting to the Review Body. Thereésefilore no evidence to date to show that
private sector prison jobs are markedly less seitiane those in the Prison Service. The small
numbers of prisons and hence the greater difficityedeployment should the need arise
means there must be some greater risk but no isignifproblems have yet arisen in practice.
The risk inevitably is somewhat greater for morei@ejobs, especially if a bid for contract
renewal were to be unsuccessful.

Decisions on the future of market testing wiitermine to what extent Prison Service
establishments will be at increased risk. The re@overnment announcement appears to
suggest that this will only be the case where soprfails to perform.

As we noted before, the position is slightlfedient in Immigration Centres as these are often
on shorter term contracts and so there is inhgréegb job security. For example, Oakington
is expected to close before.
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8. RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION AND LOCAL LABOUR MARKHE'S
8.1  Recruitment and Retentiort®
8.1.1 Our main findings are:

. Resignations of PCOs/DCOs averaged 24% of stafpdet during the year, a
decrease over last year's 27% but much the same aarlier years. The rate of
resignations among Prison Officers was unchangexhlgt3%. For comparison, the
Chartered Institute of Personnel and DevelopmelRPE 2006 survey of recruitment
and retention shows average voluntary wastage %f fbb private sector services and
8% for public services.

. External wastage of PCOs/DCOs in all forms i.eluding dismissals, retirements etc
as well as resignations, but excluding transfergromotions within a company, was
28% (CIPD private sector services 23%). For Pridéficers such turnover was 5.5%
(CIPD survey of public services 13%).

. Resignations of OSGs and equivalent averaged 308tafifin post, an improvement
from the 37 — 40% in the last 4 years. Total Exdewastage was 37%. These figures
compare with 6% resignations of OSGs in the PrService (7% last year) and total
external wastage of up to 13%

. At Supervisor level resignations averaged 13%eAternal wastage was 18%.
. The average resignation rate for PCO/DCOs at éshaibénts in the South of

England was 27% compared to 22% elsewhere. Theme, wewever, again
considerable variations between individual estabtisnts from single figures to over

50%.

. Among establishments that have been open for 5syearmore the average
resignation rate of PCOs/DCOs was 21%. For morenteestablishments it was
29%.

. Recruitment of PCOs/DCOs averaged 22% of averageistpost during the year,

where we have information.

16 Figures in this section do not include UKDS infattion on recruitment or vacancies. They also dedliv offer any general commentary on
recruitment and retention. Data for Campsfieldss aot included, as GSL did not have the recovddable for the period before the transfer
of the contract to GEO.

17 The Prison Service total figure may well be saigally lower as their wastage data includesgelaumber of ‘others’ which appear to
include conversions to Officer, end of appointmemd others that are not real external wastage.
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8.1

8.1.1

8.1.2

8.1.3

8.1.4

RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION AND LOCAL LABOUR MARKHE'S
Recruitment and Retention (Cont/d)
(Continued)

. Vacancies among PCOs/DCOs averaged 3% of averafiingbost, less than that for
Prison Officers in the Prison Service (5%). Howewege are not confident of the
reliability of these figures as an indicator of tlweent of recruitment and retention
problems. The figures can, for example, includeanates for new posts required in
future and average vacancy figures can be redugddrbporary surpluses when a
batch of new recruits has just come on board.

Companies’ experience of the ease or difficaf recruitment and retention varies widely
from one establishment to another. In general rcemt is not a major problem, though
some establishments it has been more difficult.s€hbat did report difficulties were in both
south and north.

Although there has been some improvementt@ntion, resignation rates continue to be
higher than companies would prefer at several psis€ompetition from more highly paid
jobs in the Prison Service, Police and sometimedd&ion Service, is one factor, especially
for PCOs who have gained some experience, as #kils are directly relevant. The
attraction is that they can progress up the lorgjescin the public sector and gain the
additional holiday and pension benefits.

Aside from the public sector competition réhis less evidence that the reward package is the
major factor in resignations at most establishmenitghile local markets are particularly
strong in the South East, resignation rates aréhadimuch higher in the South, as the figures
above show. Rather key reasons for resignatians ar

. New recruits finding that the reality of the jobsemething with which they cannot
after all cope, however much the initial recruitiinand training has tried to explain it
to them and give some experience e.g. through shiado

. Dislike of shift patterns. This is often quotedaaseason for staff leaving. Changes to
shift patterns in an attempt to find more accegtadnrangements can sometimes
upset more people than they please.

. The maturity of the establishment - the experiesfomanagers and staff as discussed
below.
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8.1

8.1.5

8.1.6

8.1.7

8.1.8

RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION AND LOCAL LABOUR MARKHS (Cont/d)
Recruitment and Retention (Cont/d)

Retention is significantly worse in estabiigmts that are less than five years old. We believe
that key reasons for this are :

. Turnover in any organisation is highest among amiyoct of new recruits — some
people always find that the work is not to thekirlg after all.

. Inexperienced managers and supervisors may meameoewts cannot get the level
of mentoring and support that they really need.sTikithe more important when
dealing with prisoners, some of whom will have adb prison experience and will
always ‘try it on’ with new staff, much as childreith a new teacher.

. Younger staff in any organisation tend to be moobite. As last year, 38% of staff
in establishments less than five years old are n@@ecompared with 25% in older
establishments.

The problem that can face senior manageraantg with a young establishment as a result of
these factors is that a difficult cycle can easiévelop. In this cycle high turnover leads to
staff shortages, which in turn lead to extra haamd pressures on staff and difficulties in
making time available for mentoring and trainindpisTin turn leads to lowered morale and
further turnover. While this sort of cycle coulduatly occur outside the custodial sector, the
challenging environment of a prison or immigraticentre produces particular pressures. It
can be difficult to break out of such a cycle anHlet some time, even with determined
management.

The Prison Service was able to give us soate tthis year about reasons for resignations
derived from exit interviews. However, as they peihout themselves, the information is far
from complete. Only 60% of OSGs and 58% of Prisdiic€s who resigned gave a reason.
Nevertheless, of those who did give a reason, b¥yof the Prison Officers and 5% of OSGs
attributed it to pay and/or working conditions.

In the following sections we give more defdilevidence on some of the issues affecting
private sector recruitment and retention.
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8.2

8.2.1

8.2.2

*  Expressed as th@aimant count raté.e. number of claimants as % of working age pafioih of the area.

RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION AND LOCAL LABOUR MARKHE'S

Local Markets

Table 12 overleaf shows the percentage uroyment in the area of each of the prisons and
centres, compared with the current national averagee figures have shown some increase
in the North and Midlands since last year, butelithange in the South. As last year, only
Altcourse and Wolds are in areas with unemploymeés noticeably higher than the

national average.

Table 13 then shows regional variations inskgprices. House prices are a further driver for
differential pay rates in different regions. Pridess/e risen in all areas. Rises have generally
been slightly higher in the North than the Souktept for London.

Table 12 — Unemployment Rates in Areas Local teafRely Managed Prisons and
Immigration Centres — June 2006

Area Prison/Centre (IC) Unemployment Rate %*
United Kingdom 2.6
Liverpool / Liverpool Knowsley Altcourse 58 /45
Hull Wolds 5.8
Nottingham / Nottinghamshire Lowdham Grange 44119
Doncaster Doncaster 3.2
Stoke on Trent / Staffordshire Dovegate 3.3/1.8
Peterborough Peterborough 3.2
Salford / Greater Manchester Forest Bank 3.1/28
Bridgend Parc 25
Bedford / Bedfordshire Yarls Wood (IC) 25/1.8
Hillingdon, London Harmondsworth (IC) 2.3
Colnbrook (IC)
Bristol / South Gloucestershire Ashfield 25/1.1
Crawley Tinsley House (IC) 1.8
Oxford Campsfield House (IC) 1.6
Rugby Rye Hill 1.9
Cambridge Oakington (IC) 1.7
Spelthorne Bronzefield 14

Source -Labour Market TrendsAugust 2006
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8. RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION AND LOCAL LABOUR MARKHE'S
8.2 Local Markets (Cont/d)

Table 13 — Average House Prices (£) by Region y-2006

Region Average House Price | % Annual Change
UK 177.020 9.4
Yorkshire and Humberside 139,277 6.5
North 141,530 9.6
North West 141,956 8.6
Wales 149,223 35
East Midlands 156,196 6.4
East Anglia 174,083 9.6
West Midlands 169,509 7.1
South West 192,889 5.3
South East 228,714 6.5
London 265,011 10.9

SourceHalifax House Price Index — based on houses ontwHalifax made mortgage offers.
8.3 Age Structure

8.3.1 Figure 8 overleaf shows that 34% of PCO/DGUBG equivalents and Supervisor level staff
in the private sector are under 30 compared withh B8 Prison Service equivalents. These
figures are little changed from last year. Thera tdear correlation between those prisons and
centres that have older staff and those which lawveesignation rates.
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8. RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION AND LOCAL LABOUR MARKH'S (Cont/d)
8.4 Length of Service

8.4.1 Figure 9 shows the average length of sergfcéhe same group of private sector staff,
showing that over 50% have less than two years/iger This is partly because of the 3
prisons and centres that have only opened in te2lgears. 25% of staff now have more
than 5 years service, up from 20% last year. Agaigeneral there is a correlation between
longer service and lower resignation rates.

Figure 8 - Comparison of % of Private Sector
and Prison Service staff at different ages -
OSG to SO and equivalent
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Figure 9 Length of Service of PCOs/DCOs, OSG
equivalents and Supervisors in Private Sector
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8.5

8.5.1

8.6

8.6.1

8.6.2

8.6.3

8.6.4

8.6.5

RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION AND LOCAL LABOUR MARKHES (Cont/d)
Gender Mix

31% of PCO/DCOs are female compared to 22Psiebn Officers. For OSG equivalents the
figures are 52% and 35% respectively. We have oobd evidence that these differences
have had any clear effect on retention.

Conclusions on Recruitment and Retention

Most prisons and centres do not have magsl@ms in recruiting the staff they need with the
reward packages that they offer. But a few, in battth and south, have had some problems.

The overall average resignation rate of 248@&DCOs is lower than last year (27%) but
remains high. It has remained much the same ifaiie4 years. Companies tell us that they
would generally find resignations rates of betwd®nand 20% acceptable. This is high
compared to the Prison Service (3%) but that iy V@w. For comparison the CIPD found

that voluntary wastage in the private services@emteraged 15% in 2005, with 8% in the
public sector.

Total external wastage was 28% in the prigatvices sector compared with 5.5% in the
Prison Service. The comparable CIPD survey figares23% for private service sector and
13% for public sector.

While most (but not all) of the best privatector retention rates are to be found among
establishments in the North, the difference betwberaverage resignation rate in the South
of England (27%) and that in the rest of England Afales (22%) is not that large.

Key reasons for resignations are :

. The availability of more highly paid alternativesthe Prison, Police, and Probation
Services, especially the longer scales and higlesipn and holiday benefits.

. Dislike of shift patterns.
. The reality of the job.
. The level of experience of managers and staff, lermte the availability of support

for new staff, as evidenced in the higher averagggnation rates among newer
establishments
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ANNEX A
Summary of Conclusions on Prison and Immigration Catre
Role Comparisons 2002 and 2004
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ANNEX A

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS ON PRISON AND IMMIGRATION CRTRE ROLE
COMPARISONS 2002 and 2004

In 2002 we compared Prison Service and privat@seastodial roles by reference to
eight Prison Service generic role profiles using 19 role characteristics listed in
Table Al. In 2004 we updated the comparison foreeowng Governors / Directors
using the same methodology.

Table Al — Role Characteristics

Expertise Competencies and Skills
. Professional, Legal or Technical Knowledge . Strategic Planning and Policy Formulation
Responsibility ] Business Planning and Implementation
. Responsibility for Staff = Operational Planning and Implementation
= Responsibility for resources = Organising

Demands on Role Holders = Decision Making

. Risk L] Leadership

) L] Interpersonal skills
L] Emotional demands

. . Communication Skills
= Physical Demands

. - . Care
= Working Conditions

. = Command
. Representation

. Team Working

As agreed with the PSPRB, this method did not domstdetailed job evaluation. We
made no attempt, for example, to put different Wwig on different role
characteristics. But the method does enable bragadnformed judgements to be
made about the relative size of jobs for the pwrpolsmaking pay and conditions
comparisons.

We compared each pair of jobs against each of $heole characteristics to assess
whether the private sector job w&milar to, or at aHigher, Slightly Higher,
Slightly Lower or Lower level than the Prison Service role. We then redche
overall conclusion. Tables A2 and A3 summariseamnclusions for the Prison and
Immigration Centre roles respectively.
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ANNEX A

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS ON PRISON AND IMMIGRATION CRTRE ROLE
COMPARISONS 2002 AND 2004

(Continued)

Table A2 - Summary of Conclusions on Prison Rol@@risons in 2002 and 2004

Prison Service Role

Private Sector Role

Private Sector
Compared With
Prison Service

Comments

Governor

Director

Slightly Higher (in
some cases Higher)

The new performance management arrangements
have put additional pressures on the Governors. But
the need both to meet increasingly tight contractual
requirements from the Prison Service and to operate
the prison as a business undertaking and meet profit
targets continues to makes the role overall somewhat
more complex than the Prison Service equivalent.
While the Controller’s role dilutes some of the Director’s
decision making power, the Director has greater
freedoms in other areas. The Director also has greater
opportunity to make an impact on overall strategy
making and policy making in the company and has an
important role as an ambassador for the company.

Manager E - Head of
Major Function

Head of Major
Function

Slightly Higher

Overall these roles are close to but somewhat higher
than the Prison Service comparator because of the
additional business and commercial dimension and the
importance of the role holder as a representative of the
company in any meetings with the Prison Service and
other agencies. While the role of the Prison Service
Controller reduces some of their decision making
power, this is made up for by greater discretion in other
areas.

Principal Officer

Middle Manager

Slightly Higher

The roles can encompass elements of work done by
SO, PO and Manager F grades. The bulk of the work is
clearly comparable with PO but the greater delegation
to the role in flatter management structures, together
with the extra business dimension, put these jobs on
average slightly higher than PO overall. There is,
however, variation between prisons and companies.
Some would be closer to a Manager F than PO.

Senior Officer

Junior Manager

Slightly Higher

The level of responsibility delegated to these posts as a
result of an organisation structure with fewer
management levels and/or wider spans of control
places them on average slightly higher than Senior
Officers.

Senior Officer

Supervisor

Similar

In general these roles are very similar to those carried
out by Senior Officers but the positions vary and in
some cases the span of control is higher and the level
of immediate management support lower than is
typically the case for Senior Officers.
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ANNEX A

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS ON PRISON AND IMMIGRATION CRTRE ROLE
COMPARISONS 2002 AND 2004

Table A2 - Summary of Conclusions on Prison Rol@@risons in 2002 and 2004

(Continued)

Prison Service Role

Private Sector Role

Private Sector
Compared With
Prison Service

Comments

Prison Officer

Prison Custody Officer

Similar (in some cases
Slightly Higher)

Generally this is a closely equivalent role. PCOs are
required to carry out the same range of functions as
Prison Officers and have the same training. Prison
Officers do also have the powers of a Constable to
effect an arrest but this is in practice rarely used.
However, PCOs roles can be somewhat larger in
prisons with very flat management structures where for
example, a PCO reports to a Manager who in turn
reports direct to a Head of Function. Conversely, less
experienced PCOs, especially in newer prisons, may in
practice be carrying out less than the full range of
duties until they gain experience - but this does not
affect the requirements of the role of a fully competent
officer.

Officer Support Grade

Support Officer

Similar

This is an almost identical role. The only area of
difference is that in some privately managed prisons,
where the physical construction permits, staff may work
in the residential units carrying out a range of
administrative support work for managers.
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ANNEX A

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS ON PRISON AND IMMIGRATION CRTRE ROLE
COMPARISONS 2002 and 2004

(Continued)

TableA3 - Summary of Conclusions on Immigrationt@eRole Comparisons in 2002

Prison Service Role

Immigration Centre
Role

Immigration Centre
Compared With
Prison Service

Comments

Governor

Centre Manager

Similar

Additional business dimension, sharper financial
accountability and somewhat greater external demands
imposed by the very high profile of immigration. But
balanced by not having responsibility for the range of
work associated with rehabilitation and resettlement

Manager E or F - Head
of Function

Head of Function

Similar

Same balance of comments as above applies. The
comparison with Manager E or F depends mainly on
the particular role and the size of the centre.

Principal Officer

Shift Manager/
Operations Manager/
Assistant Manager

Similar

The core role is very similar to that undertaken by a PO
operating as an Orderly Officer but may have greater
delegated authority and needs to be more aware of the
business dimension to the work. Slightly lower span of
knowledge and care element required because of the
more limited objectives of a detention/reception centre.

Senior Officer

Supervisor/Senior
DCO

Similar

This is a first line supervision role where the demands
are for the most part very similar to those on Senior
Officers. Slightly lower span of knowledge and decision
making required because of the more limited objectives
of a detention/reception centre, but the emphasis of the
job is on supervision and overall it can be seen as
broadly equivalent.

Prison Officer

Detention Custody
Officer

Slightly Lower

In many respects the role is similar to that of a Prison
Officer. Some elements impose additional demands —
for example the need to control constant association,
the problems of having many different nationalities and
the high throughput of detainees requiring more
unsocial hours to be worked. But while DCOs try to
help detainees to use their time constructively, Prison
Officers are increasingly engaged in both formal and
informal ways in trying to help prisoners to overcome
the reasons for their offence and to return to society
without re-offending. This is not part of the DCO role
and means that overall it is slightly less demanding.

Officer Support Grade

Support Officer

Similar

In some centres these tasks are covered by DCOs. In
centres where Support Officers are employed, their role
is very similar to that in the Prison Service
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