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POA ANNUAL CONFERENCE 2015 
Tuesday 12th May 2015 
Chairman’s Opening Speech 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Good morning Conference, we’re just 
waiting for the right worshipful the Mayor of Sefton, who is on his way, he’s upstairs 
in hospitality. Haven’t been able to find that myself. So when the Mayor arrives …  

Conference, good morning, hopefully you’ve all registered accordingly and you are 
seated and comfortable. You will notice that I have been joined by the Worshipful 
the Mayor of Sefton, Councillor Kevin E Cluskey, BA Hons. Councillor Kevin E Cluskey 
was born in Litherland and has lived there for 74 years apart from being evacuated 
to Southport during the last war. He was educated of St Elizabeth of Hungary and 
English Martyrs School, St Mary’s College Crosby Preparatory School, Walton 
Technical College and Liverpool College of Building. He served as an apprentice and 
then competed 3.5 years’ service in the Royal Air Force, stationed mainly in the Far 
East, he then began a 28-year career in the general construction, civil engineering, 
shop fitting and boat building sectors of industry, after which he returned to further 
education, gaining a BA Hons. Social Sciences at Liverpool Polytechnic and then 
began a career as professional trainer in construction, becoming a centre manager 
and technical liaison officer. Prior to retirement, he was employed by Mind as an 
advocate for the mentally distressed at the Acute Mental Health Unit at Stoddart 
House. Kevin married Linda in 1966 and they have a daughter, Karen, and son Sean. 
They have two grandchildren. As regards public life, Councillor Cluskey was elected 
to Litherland Ward in 1986 and then Ford Ward due to boundary changes. He has 
served as a whip for the Labour group, he has served as a school governor on a 
number of local schools and is currently a governor of South Sefton Sixth Form 
College and Rowan Park Special School. The Worshipful Mayor of Sefton, you’re very 
welcome to our Conference and I’d ask you on behalf of Conference to open it for 
us. Thank you.  

<Applause>  

WORSHIPFUL MAYOR OF SEFTON: Welcome Delegates. I believe you’ve been here 
before so it cuts a little bit of my speech out, mainly that people just see Southport 
as an entity when it’s part of the Borough of Sefton, one of five Metropolitan 
Boroughs, of which Liverpool is one. So it’s quite a complex area.  

Southport, of course, was a county borough, Bootle was a county borough and 
Crosby was a county borough. There were two open districts, Litherland and Formby, 
and 10 parish councils. So you can imagine it’s quite a complex area. Many of those 
people living in those separate units all still believe they should be living in separate 
units, which doesn’t help for progress.  
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Sefton is more famous as being the home of golf, which does upset certain people 
north of the border. But the reason for this is because we have 13 golf courses that 
are in the top 100, with the highest standard, Royal Birkdale, which regularly has the 
Open. And they are all that type of course which is on the coast, they’re quite tough 
to play, but they are very busy I can assure you.  

Southport itself is classed as a classic shopping centre, but it is failing the burden of 
the cutbacks that’s affected the whole of the country, when people are finding it 
hard then they stop coming to conferences, as I’m sure you’re aware yourselves; 
they don’t come here to shop and they’re a bit careful about how they spend their 
money. So the shopping centre is not as good as it used to be.  

Sefton is, of course, the home of the Grand National, the big international world-
renowned event. We also have the largest Freeport at Seaforth. And the things 
people mightn’t know in the year, the other aspects of Southport, is the air show on 
our famous beach; the flower show which is, I think, three times the size of Chelsea 
Flower Show; the World Championship of Musical Fireworks, which you may not 
have come across, but it’s a fantastic show which is usually demonstrated at the 
back of the lakes which reflect into the lake. It’s an absolutely marvellous event; I’m 
amazed it’s not been shown on TV before today. The rather large beach, which you’ll 
know you hardly see the sea when it does come in, was famous for racing the 200-
mile-an-hour Bentley cars that used to also run at Brooklands.  

Sefton took part in the very early aspects of flying; when Blériot flew across the 
Channel in 1908 there were already people making aeroplanes here, in fact, one of 
the golf courses is on Aerodrome Road, which is one of the first aerodromes in the 
country.  

We also have the Formby Pinewoods, home of the Red Squirrel and the Natterjack 
Toad.  

And there is a unique area at the point of Formby which was discovered after a very 
heavy tide, and that is there are footprints of children, male, female and animals that 
go right back to the stone age, in fact, they don’t really know how old they are and 
they try and keep a section available for people to see, but it’s another unique thing 
about Sefton. Formby comes to a natural point that faces the west at sunset, so 
we’re blessed with fantastic sunsets in Sefton at any time of the year.  

Another attraction, not far away, is Martin Mere, which is one of the largest bird 
conservatory areas and crossroads for breeding wild birds from Russia, Canada and 
Iceland. Just before Christmas 45,000 pink-footed geese arrived overnight, which is 
fantastic. It’s not far away from here, and particularly in January and February when 
the bulk of the birds come in, they light up the whole of the lake and feed the birds 
and thousands have come forward, which for birdwatchers, is a fantastic event. They 
also breed rare breeds there and send them back to the different countries in the 
world where they're almost extinct. 
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Sefton has many sights of special scientific interest on the coast. I’ve just recently 
taken the five Mayors of the other boroughs and the High Sherriff and low 
Lieutenant, on a tour of Sefton and they were amazed at the coast because they just 
don’t think about it when they think of Sefton – 25 miles of coast, 25 miles of 
agriculture. It’s very flat; it was originally water lands until it was drained off, the 
sand hills are manmade in construction to keep the sea out, and probably in 1066 
when Litherland was mentioned in the Doomsday Book, it was probably just a water 
land.  

Southport itself has been going since, I think the early 1800s, possibly late 1700s 
when a man called Duke Sutton built an inn and hotel on the beaches here and that 
developed the resort itself.  

I hope you have a good conference. In my life as a politician you can imagine in the 
last 29 years I’ve attended many conferences of all sorts of things. It’s always been 
very interesting the chance to meet other people from across the country and take 
part in healthy debates that you hope will move your movement forward. There’s 
many unusual and high quality eating places here, and if you get the train to 
Liverpool, there’s even more. Liverpool is developing at a staggering rate, in fact, 
we’re getting more conferences there nowadays and there seems to be a movement 
away from resorts to city centres. I can’t say I particularly like that, I always liked the 
resorts myself.  

So I hope you have a good time, I hope you enjoy yourselves, you’re certainly very 
welcome. Thank you very much indeed. 

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  On behalf of the POA, thank you very much, 
Councillor Cluskey, for opening our annual conference. And you’ve certainly 
provided me with the perfect excuse to know when people, if they do walk out 
during my speech, nothing against me personally, it’s off to the delights of 
Southport, off to the aviary, wonderful, that’s where they’ll be going. But thank you 
very much on behalf of Conference. And I know quite clearly you’re a partnership 
here, you work together to represent the best interests of Sefton. Thank you very 
much on behalf of Conference.  

<Applause>  

And on behalf of Conference and on behalf of the Prison Officers Association 
nationally, here’s a presentation for you to take away in remembrance of your visit 
with us here today. Thank you very much indeed.  

<Applause>  

And I think I’ve got the order of that one just about right.  

WORSHIPFUL MAYOR OF SEFTON: Lovely, thank you very much. Enjoy the 
conference everyone.  
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<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Conference, now we come to the beginning 
of our business and I’ll call upon the chair of the Standing Orders Committee, Ralph 
Valerio, to present the standing orders report.  

RALPH VALERIO – CHAIR OF STANDING ORDERS COMMITTEE, NEC: Thank you 
Chairman. Good morning colleagues and welcome to Southport, the POA’s 76th 
Annual Conference. As Chair of Standing Orders it is my intention to set out the 
order of business and advise conference of emergency motions and appeals. As 
usual we have a lot of information during the moving of Standing Orders, which I 
need to share with you, and you will need to make a number of changes in your 
Conference documentation.  

Hopefully we’ll all have a pen to hand and I’ll try and give as much time as possible 
for the necessary changes to be done, so please don’t panic if I am looking at rushing 
on ahead, please don’t be shy, shout at me and I’ll work to your pace.  

I trust that you have all successfully registered and been furnished with the 
appropriate documentation of this year’s 76th Annual Conference. Should you need 
any assistance during the week, please do not hesitate to contact the Conference 
staff in the Conference office or any member of the NEC that you see on the stage in 
front of you.  

I would ask that any delegate wishing to address Annual Conference make their way 
to the front and respect the decision of the Chair. All delegates must take up seats 
on the floor of Conference, as we can see there’s plenty there. Will you please 
ensure that you wear your identification badge throughout Conference; this is to 
assist the security team in doing their job. I would remind you all that only delegates 
are allowed on the Conference floor and all observers and other invited guests must 
take up seats at the appropriate designated area at the back of the hall.  

In moving the Standing Orders Committee Report to this, the 76th Annual 
Conference, the Standing Orders Committee seeks the approval of Conference for 
the following delegates to be appointed as scrutineers and tellers: Stewart 
McLaughlin, Wandsworth; Wendy Price of Drake Hall; Phil Tuck, Cardiff; Dave Todd, 
Swaleside and Niall McIntosh, Whitemoor. Can I call on the Chairman to ask 
Conference to approve the scrutineers and tellers? 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Conference, by show of hands can you 
please show your approval for the scrutineers and tellers; all those in favour please? 
Any against? That’s approved.  

RALPH VALERIO – CHAIR OF STANDING ORDERS COMMITTEE, NEC: Thank you very 
much, Conference. Standing Orders in regard to the rules, procedures and order of 
business of Conference are set out on the inside of your Conference agenda. Please 
take a moment to remind yourself of these rules throughout the Conference. I would 
also draw your attention to Conference Paper 6 of 2013 in respect of Conference 
motions. If you are unsure on any issues please feel free to speak to the Standing 
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Orders Committee, which are myself, Glyn Travis and Terry Fullerton, as we are here 
to help.  

I will remind Conference of the decision to set aside the rules of motions on 
restructuring until the end of this Conference. The Standing Orders Committee are 
fully aware of this policy when considering motions for inclusion in this year’s 
agenda.  

For the 76th Annual Conference we received 109 Annual Conference motions; 8 of 
these were received out of time and following investigation with the branch and 
post office, these were accepted by the Standing Orders Committee as in line with 
the constitution; 12 were returned as not meeting the criteria, giving us an agenda 
for this Conference of 97 motions. Of the 12 motions returned to branches there are 
3 appeals to Conference; I will call Durham and Preston to the rostrum in due course. 
The Standing Orders Committee received 13 emergency motions, quite high on 
recent trends, 8 were accepted and 5 were rejected with the sending branches 
accepting the returns by the Standing Orders Committee, with the exception of 
Preston who are appealing to the Conference in line with Conference Paper 6 of 13.  

The emergency motion 1 from Durham, now placed at 10(b), it will be in your 
emergency motion pack which will be separate from your normal Conference 
agenda.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  It’s a separate pack, Conference.  

RALPH VALERIO – CHAIR OF STANDING ORDERS COMMITTEE, NEC: So once again, 
now that you’ve hopefully found that booklet, emergency motion 1 from Durham is 
now placed at 10(b). Emergency motion 2, Elmley, is now at 10(a). Motion 3, Elmley, 
with regards to that one Elmley contacted the Standing Orders Committee, myself 
namely, after having a branch meeting have requested that we withdraw this from 
the order paper. Chair, if I may ask you to seek approval from Conference to allow 
that to happen? 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Do we have Conference’s approval for 
Elmley to withdraw that emergency motion? Please show. Any against? That motion 
is withdrawn. 

RALPH VALERIO – CHAIR OF STANDING ORDERS COMMITTEE, NEC: Therefore that 
motion is not to be placed in the order paper. Motion 4, Hatfield, will now be placed 
at 10(d). The 2 NEC emergency motions in the same booklet, motion 5, will now be 
placed at 34(a). That is motion 5 going to 34(a). And motion 6 will now be placed at 
76(a). If you’re all content I’ll move on. The emergency motion circulated to you on 
the 30th April from the Risley branch will now be heard at 10(e). And finally, if you’re 
again content for me to carry on, I know there’s a lot of jumping through pages. The 
emergency motion of Hollesley Bay, circulated to you on 6th May, will now be heard 
at 10(f).  

Conference, are you content for me to carry on? I wish to draw Conference’s 
attention to three typographical errors: the first one is for information that motion 
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88 in the Gatelodge, is listed as being Littlehey, when in fact it should have read, my 
home branch, Elmley. But your official documentation should be correct. If you can 
just check it to make sure I’d be grateful. The second one is motion 46 from Risley, 
which should read, ‘for time keeping purposes’ and not ‘housekeeping purposes’. 
And lastly, can I bring your attention to motion 77, which should read, ‘Public 
Relations Officer’ and not ‘Personal Relations Officer’. I would ask that you would 
amend your booklets for all of these accordingly.  

For your information these will be amended when the proposal of Conference 
motions are published in the next issue of Gatelodge. We have had no appeals on 
placement, therefore, the order as published with the six emergency motions is as 
read. The National Secure Hospitals Consultative Committee AGM will take place on 
Wednesday morning. I will remind Conference that the section containing proposed 
rule changes will require a two-thirds majority and the rest of Conference agenda 
will require a simple majority. Therefore, Conference, we have an agenda of 97 
motions as contained in your Conference booklet, 3 Conference papers, 6 
emergency motions and 3 appeals to Conference. The 3 Conference papers will form 
part of motions 2, 75 and emergency motion 6, which is placed at 75(a).  

Just to cover some general points, Conference, in order to expedite business 
throughout the week your attention is drawn to paragraph one of the report of 
Standing Orders and Procedures should any branch wish to remove the Chair. Also, 
paragraph 2) Should any delegate wish to raise a point of order, and paragraph 3) If 
any member causes a disturbance during the proceedings and refuses to obey the 
Chairman’s ruling, they shall be expelled from the conference and not allowed to 
return until a suitable apology has been tendered.  

Conference is reminded that all mobile phones must be switched off or set to silent 
throughout the duration of Conference. Any branch who wishes to second a specific 
motion should ensure that they inform myself or Glyn Travis as soon as possible or 
before the Chair of Conference seeks a seconder to the motion from the floor. 
Delegates should be aware if you second a motion you must speak at that time as 
you will not be allowed to speak during the debate. If delegates intend to speak on 
behalf of their branch on a motion, will you please come forward to the front of 
Conference and occupy one of the seats on either side of the rostrum during the 
moving of that motion. Any delegate addressing Conference must give their name 
and branch so that the recording facilities at the back of the room, which will be 
used to provide the verbatim report, can identify the moving branches.  

Can I ask that all delegates, observers and providers return to their seats quickly 
following any break in Conference so that Chair of Conference can move business. 
Throughout Conference delegates may be required to attend the office on official 
business, all delegates must ensure that at least one delegate remains on the 
Conference floor whilst Conference is in session. In line with custom and practice, 
the Chair of Conference may call motions when guest speakers are attending and 
addressing Conference, with your Conference approval.  
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I now turn to the Appeals of Conference and ask the Chair of Conference, Mr 
McParlin, to invite Durham to address Conference on their appeals. 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Conference, as I invite Durham to come to 
the rostrum, I am very aware that we have a large number of new delegates this 
year. I think it’s been increasing over years and delegates who may well have been 
branch committee members have now taken up as the role of Secondary and 
Chairman. Just to explain, and I’m not teaching people to suck eggs here, this can 
sometimes be a confusing session; we don’t need a seconder at this stage because, 
of course, they’re not on the order paper. If they end up on the order paper as bona 
fide motions then of course we would need a seconder.  

It’s very difficult not to go into the body of the motion, we have seen that year-in, 
year-out, but I would hope that the appellants, the first one up is Durham, later on, 
Preston, but also the Chair of Standing Orders would avoid going into the body of the 
motion because that’s what we do if it gets onto the paper. We need to try and 
concentrate on why Standing Orders have rejected it, it may be the best motion in 
the world, but we need to concentrate on why they have rejected it. But as ever, you 
are Conference and you decide. Durham. 

CRAIG ROBSON – BRANCH SECRETARY, DURHAM: Chair, Conference, the motion 
reads: A payment of £5 per hour be negotiated for Payment Plus. If this is not agreed 
by the Pay Review Body a national ban comes into force immediately on the Monday 
after Conference finishes. This has been rejected by the Standing Orders Committee. 
I quote, ‘The motion is at odds with the POA policy on overtime, it is also 
unachievable in its current format. The Pay Review body will make 
recommendations for 2015/16 before Annual Conference.’ If that is correct, why is 
my motion for PP to be £30 an hour being allowed to stand? Therefore the NEC 
cannot negotiate this policy if accepted and could not put it into force. I appeal this 
to the NEC who stated, and I quote, ‘This was rejected on the basis that if it’s 
accepted would be asking Conference to accept a reduction to the current rate of 
Payment Plus.’ I’m not asking you to debate this motion now, but it is clear I for one 
don’t know what the policy of this union is, and I’m asking for you to support this 
appeal so we can have this debate once and for all and set out what we want, what 
we don’t want and what is acceptable, not to some, but for all. Please support this 
appeal.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Ralph. 

RALPH VALERIO – VICE CHAIR, NEC: Thank you, Chair. I will stay within your 
prescribed terms. Colleagues, the correspondence from the Standing Orders 
Committee and the NEC is self-explanatory and contained within your appeals 
booklet, Craig himself referred to some of it. I simply ask you to reject the appeal. If 
any of the appeals are accepted these will be placed by the Standing Orders 
Committee and I will notify Conference as soon as possible.  
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PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  I will go to a simple majority. All those in 
favour of adopting this appeal onto the order paper please show. Those against? 
That appellant motion fails. Durham, second one please.   

CRAIG ROBSON – BRANCH SECRETARY, DURHAM: Conference, the motion reads: A 
new rule to read in the case of special delegates’ conferences where all branches are 
not invited to attend only the original motion is heard. If any emergency motions are 
accepted by the Standing Orders Committee then all branches must be invited. You 
might ask why? For all that were at Hinckley you will know exactly why, but for those 
who didn’t attend, our colleagues from Scotland and Northern Ireland, you might 
not know why. The debate itself was heated, there were challenges to move the 
Chair, so it was clear people were NEC bashing that day to put it nicely. The vote 
wasn’t a problem, but it was the opportunity for people to get their point of view 
over. Straight after there was a lot of talk of a motion from Belmarsh, and I actually 
spoke to the delegates and was in agreement with what they did. However, 
afterwards what happened sunk in under our rules when Conference is sitting we are 
the governing body so we can do what we want, however, everyone wasn’t there, it 
was special delegates and we managed to change rules put in place for the 
disciplinary committee. That can’t be right. In fact, Steve Gillan, in response to the 
motion, decided not to respond due to problems with the motion. The motion was 
not accepted by the Standing Orders Committee, I quote, ‘This motion requires you 
to set out where and how the changes, if accepted, would sit within the rules and 
would probably need more than one motion to achieve the desired outcome.’ I 
appealed this and I was initially told the NEC would be bringing a motion to stop this 
happening, but unfortunately I hadn’t seen the motion, I couldn’t withdraw, but 
after seeing the agenda I know they haven’t put a motion to cover this situation.  

On appeal to the NEC this was rejected because in its current format it is 
unworkable, it needs a number of rule changes and could cost the union significant 
amounts of money. This can’t be right. Surely with this rule then motions wouldn’t 
be accepted at special delegates’ full stop, and if branches thought it was important 
enough they would ask for a special delegates’ for that specific issue. The amount of 
times branches are successful in doing this is negligible. Not to have this rule would 
leave it open to any amount of unscrupulous things to happen. I will leave it to your 
own imagination to determine what could be forced through. However, don’t leave 
this loophole open, shut it now, please support the appeal.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Ralph. 

RALPH VALERIO – VICE CHAIR, NEC: Thank you, Chair. Once again, I’ll stay within the 
prescribed terms of Standing Orders. Once again, colleagues, the correspondence 
from Standing Orders Committee in NEC is self-explanatory, once again I would 
thank Craig for making reference to some of it, it is contained within your appeals 
booklet. Again, quite simply, I ask you to reject the appeal.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Conference, all those in favour of accepting 
this appeal onto the order paper, please show. All those against? That is on the order 
paper and Ralph, as he says, will advise where that will be placed.  
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RALPH VALERIO – VICE CHAIR, NEC: Well, Chair, like a well-oiled machine I can 
inform Conference that that motion will now go to 17(a). I do apologise… not that 
well-oiled a machine, 3(b) <laughs>. 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Right, somebody’s going to go out and get 
some WD40 or some engine oil.  

RALPH VALERIO – VICE CHAIR, NEC: I do apologise, 3(b). 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Thank you. Call Preston, please, thank you.  

JIM STARKIE – BRANCH CHAIR, PRESTON: Chair, NEC, Conference, this motion reads: 
Amend rule 6.2 to read, ‘Honorary Life Membership may be granted to someone 
who qualifies under Rule 6.1 or revoked by Conference.’ Conference, this is difficult 
to appeal without going into the body of the motion. Just to say it was placed after 
the deadline in response to a previous motion that was rejected by the NEC. We 
believe that this is a democracy issue, please support this appeal, thank you.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Thank you, Preston. Ralph.  

RALPH VALERIO – VICE CHAIR, NEC: Colleagues, the correspondence from the 
Standing Orders Committee and the NEC is self-explanatory, contained within your 
appeals booklet. Conference, I simply ask you to reject the appeal; it does not fit the 
criteria of Standing Orders.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Conference, all those in favour of placing the 
Preston appeal on the order paper, please show. Those against? That will not appear 
on the agenda paper.  

Thank you, Conference, and thank you, in particular, Preston, for actually fulfilling 
what you should be doing on an appeal to Conference, thank you.  

RALPH VALERIO – VICE CHAIR, NEC: In light of that, Chair, the well-oiled machine, 
the wheels have fallen off, 3(b) can you amend to 3(a) now?  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  So that’s now 3(a). I’m struggling here to 
keep up with it as well. Just for Conference, I’m assuming the mother of all 
disastrous assumptions of course, is in the rule change section, Ralph? 

RALPH VALERIO – VICE CHAIR, NEC: Yes, it is.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  So that will need a two-thirds majority? 

RALPH VALERIO – VICE CHAIR, NEC: That’s right, yeah. All that leaves for me to do, 
Chair, is to wish Conference the very best of luck, hope that everyone conducts 
themselves in the manner that we do as professionals every day and ask Chairman if 
you can accept Conference to approve the report back from Standing Orders? 
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PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Conference, by a show of hands could I ask 
you to approve the report of Standing Orders, all those in favour, please show. Those 
against? Thank you.  

Conference, before I give Conference my speech to open Conference officially, I 
would ask you to stand for a minute’s silence in memory of deceased members 
throughout the last year. Thank you.  

Minute silence 

Thank you, Conference.  

Can I, as National Chairman, extend a warm welcome to Southport and to the 76th 
Annual Conference of the Professional Trades Union for Prison Correctional and 
Secure Psychiatric Workers. We’ve a number of speakers this year. It’s a year 
following a general election where we don’t have any politicians, that’s normal in the 
cycle, as they can’t commit as they don’t know 1) if they’re going to be in 
government still, or whether they’re going to be in the same roles that they had the 
week before the election, so it’s probably a blessed relief that we haven’t got any 
politicians this year. You’ll see a list of speakers in your packs and in addition to that I 
expect that we’ll be hearing from Ian Lawrence, the General Secretary of NAPO, 
they’ve been having a particularly difficult time with 70% of probation privatised and 
facing compulsory redundancies, and Chris Baugh, from the PCS, Deputy General 
Secretary, we’re hopeful that he’ll be addressing us this week. And I do have a 
message as well, it would be remiss of me if I didn’t pass it on, haven’t switched my 
phone off just yet … it’s from Duncan Keys, who’s an Assistant Secretary full time 
employee of the POA, and you’ll notice Duncan’s rather significant presence isn’t on 
the top table this year. Many of you will know that he’s had  surgery, quite invasive 
surgery, it’s not life-threatening but it was extremely painful, so he’s in recovery and 
he’s asked me to pass this message on to you:  

This will be the only Conference that I’ve missed since 1984, and with next year 
being my last, I’m disappointed not to be with you all. Have a great Conference and 
hope to see you all soon. 

I think it was important for me, but important for Duncan more so, to pass that 
message on to you, and I’d like to thank our Conference exhibitors and sponsors for 
their continued support. Please take the opportunity to visit the exhibition area and 
engage with them and a full list of exhibitors can, of course, be found in your 
agenda.  

Now this Conference takes place in the immediate aftermath of a General Election 
and I think we’d all agree that it follows on from one of the most difficult and 
challenging times for working people, probably in the history of the Labour 
movement, certainly in modern times. I think we’d all agree that the past five years 
have seen unprecedented challenges to pay and conditions, to pension provision and 
even to our ability to operate as an independent campaigning and servicing trade 
union, and yes, those challenges had their origins in the eighties and nineties, but 
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since the turn of the century they’ve certainly gathered pace. Now, we’ve had the 
General Election, and it’s been described variously as one where fear triumphed over 
hope. I’ve heard Alex Salmond say that the Scottish Lion has roared and I’ve heard 
Boris Johnson that it wasn’t an apocalypse, it was a jokalypse. But when you look at 
the Conservative manifesto, because there’s no point now looking at the Labour 
manifesto or the Liberal manifesto, North of the Border they will be looking 
obviously at the SNP’s manifesto, but if you look at their manifesto published before 
the election, very little on prisons, except to say that they would continue with their 
reform of prisons. There’s a little bit about staff corruption, as indeed there was in 
the Labour manifesto, and I’d have to point out, as we’ve pointed out to politicians, 
why on earth do you feel the need to put that in your manifesto? It’s miniscule, the 
number of staff – they’re not all prison officers, there’s lots of people going to gaols, 
which we have to point out to ministers these days, who don’t wear uniform, and we 
all know the situation regarding the car park, you can’t get in there during the week 
but you can at the weekend. We all know that one. But why do you have to put that 
in? It’s absolutely miniscule, naught point something percent are staff are corrupt, 
and I accept that you only need a few to cause maximum disruption, but we felt that 
was an unnecessary inclusion in the two main manifestos. And they talk about, yet 
again, a short sharp shock for offenders. My goodness gracious me, nothing new 
there then, and of course we have a new Justice Secretary, Mr Gove. I understand he 
supports the death penalty. Steve Gillan and I will be meeting with him in the next 
few weeks to make sure that that’s the death penalty for convicted murderers and 
not for trade union representatives, but we work with what we have to work with, 
and if we do go back then briefly to the Conservative manifesto, the headline figures 
are 30 billion spending reductions up to 2019/20; ban clauses in zero hour contracts 
that insist employees only work for one company; further curtailing of time off for 
trade union duties; continued charging for employment tribunals; toughening of 
anti-union laws. It’s a democracy, we have what we have. We’re going to have to 
mitigate that and mitigate it we will have to do. 

We would all agree that we are essential workers within prisons and psychiatric 
hospitals, and we’re rightly proud of that contribution in the essential protection of 
the public, but there can be no doubt that the UK model of prison and psychiatric 
work, a model which was once respected throughout the world, replicated 
throughout the civilised world, has been undermined by politicians, whether they’ve 
got a blue rosette, a red rosette or a yellow rosette, politicians who have little or no 
understanding of the work that you do, that we do.  

I’ve talked to you before about tipping points, tipping points that put us on a 
collision course with the employer and indeed politicians, tipping points that will 
have to be addressed to our satisfaction, and where there has been progress that 
progress has served to reinforce the nature of the work that we do. The eradication 
of exposure to second-hand smoke in the workplace does remain a work in progress, 
but progress has certainly been made. A further six quality air surveys have taken 
place in addition to the original four and they’ve been done under agreed 
methodology by different providers, because the management didn’t like the first 
four tests – they wanted to make sure that what they were being told in the four was 
replicated in the second set of tests. Now, those tests are being independently 
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verified, taking into account (and we have to do that) considerations of operational 
stability and the NHS provision of nicotine replacement therapy, the Executive 
confidently expect a smoke-free working environment … this year. It’s a given. And 
that’s not my words, that’s somebody who earns a lot more than me.  

Now the majority of POA members are workers in a professional and uniformed 
service, and at long last politicians appear to have accepted that. Yes, there was 
mention, and I said we shouldn’t talk about it, in the Labour party manifesto, about 
chartered status for prison officers, we support the professionalisation of prison 
officers. Chartered status is an interesting word, an interesting word which our 
colleagues in the NHS will probably no a lot more of or about than I do. We will press 
that with the Conservative government. I think, and we’ll have to speak to Mr Gove, 
certainly his predecessor was receptive to it. Didn’t put it in the manifesto, but was 
receptive to it, recognising that we are the experts in team working and interaction, 
recognising our skills, the role that we have in yes, security, but also rehabilitation, 
and avoiding us being put into compartments hitherto that said that OK, it was just a 
focus on tasks and shift rosters. Now recognised professional status, chartered 
status arguably, can bring rewards, in remuneration but also in status. We want that, 
and I’m convinced that we can achieve that, and that chartered status, or that 
professional status, will necessitate a professional staffing model, a model for safe 
and effective workplaces, and it enables us going forward to make the case for 
resources, to provide a workforce that is adequate and sustainable, allows for 
professional development and provides for a professional standards approach to our 
work. We know we’re professionals. We just have to make sure everybody else 
knows it.  

Now politicians and management are obsessed with rehabilitation, but where has 
been the obsession with safety? At long last, the head of the CPS has agreed to meet 
with the POA. In the past they’ve always refused to meet with us. We now have a 
protocol to address violence in prisons, a protocol agreed by NOMS, the Crown 
Prosecution Service and the Association of Chief Police Officers, where, dependent 
on the evidence and yes, of course there has to be evidence, the perpetrators of 
serious assaults, any assaults as far as we’re concerned, on staff will be prosecuted 
with a presumption of consecutive sentences, not concurrent sentences, and it sits 
alongside the violence reduction project in which the POA are a key stakeholder, and 
life will mean life for the murder of prison officers. 

Now we welcome all of this, but they’re pyrrhic victories, Conference, victories won 
at too great a cost, born out of unprecedented levels of assaults on staff, 
unprecedented levels of medical inefficiency, and medical retirement. Pyrrhic 
victories that have been too long in coming to this union, they’re positive steps but 
they’ve been at too great a cost, accompanied by personal tragedy and physical and 
mental pain of our members. The POA should never have had to lobby politicians 
and the employer, we should never have had to agitate, to threaten, in order to put 
in these basic building blocks for our members, but we welcome these 
developments.   
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Now the National Chairman of the POA is the National Chairman for members in the 
special hospitals, for our members in Scotland, England and Wales, Northern Ireland, 
the Isle of Man and even in workplaces in France; National Chairman for public and 
private workers. In the special hospitals this year, we’ve seen our members, in 
cooperation with other trade unions, taking legal industrial action within TULCRA, 
and we’ll hear more about that during the special conference session on Wednesday 
morning. Suffice here to say that we congratulate you for your collective resolve. In 
Scotland, despite ill-informed comment born out of ignorance, and I would hope not 
out of malicious intent, by some outside of the POA, there is now the opportunity to 
revisit and hopefully revise the comparative value and weighting of the work of 
operational staff, and indeed non-operational staff, but we think that’s an important 
step forward.  

Again in Scotland, privatisation is not on the agenda of the Scottish government and 
in 2015, July, we saw the opening of HMP Grampian, publicly funded and publicly 
run. Now the no vote will have been bitterly disappointing for some north of the 
border, but there can be no doubt that something fundamentally has changed and in 
Scotland and alongside ourselves, we look forward to the opportunities and 
developments to come. In Northern Ireland the safety allowance has been enhanced 
and Finley Spratt and his area committee continue to work to protect their members 
from the cuts agenda and pension changes, and they will tell you themselves that 
the dangers, the particular dangers, that they face have not gone away and I say it 
every year, and I’ll say it again, our support for Northern Ireland and the difficulties 
that they face is unconditional. 

Moving on to competition, Conference policy is clear: to resist the privatisation of 
prisons and return all privatised prisons to the public sector, and we should 
sometimes stop and recall where we were two years ago. A jewel in the POA crown, 
Birmingham, our biggest membership base at the time, already privatised, following 
what I would describe as a rigged competition, a competition that the public sector 
could never win, with a 21% mark-up on the public sector bid. The 14% in private 
ownership of prisons is now slightly less, and I’ll pause to give a warm welcome to 
The Wolds, the first private prison opened in the UK. They are now part of the public 
sector as HMP Humber, and I would say to those workers, you are very welcome 
back into the public sector, very welcome in the POA. 

In February we had the announcement on Wrexham, 2,100 category C spaces, 1,000 
new jobs, 23 million a year into the regional economy – yet the reaction in POA 
circles was lukewarm. I don’t find that surprising, given the issues we face. I do 
suggest, though, there might have been a more voluble response if we hadn’t got 
Wrexham, if we hadn’t been allowed to bid, if it was now being run by the private 
sector, and some, if that had happened, may have pointed the finger at this top 
table. Well, not on this occasion. The uniformed staff in Wrexham Prison will be 
public sector workers. That’s what we want. We want to influence the agenda. We 
want Wrexham, we wanted Wrexham to be a public sector prison, it’s the biggest 
retreat on the wholesale privatisation of an industry in a generation. That’s not my 
words. It’s the words of the Daily Telegraph, and they’re not best pleased and 
neither are the private companies, and they were talking of a betrayal by a Tory 
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government, and I remind you that in my view, the strategy of the privateers has 
always been initially growth, not profit, for profit would come later when they’d 
carved up the artificial market that had been created. Then they would have been 
able to slash and burn. Now they’re left scrabbling for profit from an ever-
diminishing base. They already want to give the prison back in Scotland, already 
want to do that.  

And for shareholders, profit is everything, if they cannot make a profit, they’ll 
reassess their position in prisons.  

Now when you look around at Europe and beyond, there is now no universal prison 
model of choice, so the policy makers, I feel, are making it up as they go along and 
despite my initial surprise, and then subsequent disappointment, when Michael 
Spurr asked to engage with me in conversation about a French model, ‘cause it 
turned out that it wasn’t the French model I was hoping it to be, it was the French 
model of public sector/outsourcing with outsourcing to charities, agencies and 
private providers, who will now be given the chance to provide services. It’s an 
absurd position, reminiscent of David Cameron’s insistence that his Big Society 
would be the panacea. We now have a French model going forward of dubious 
morality and the POA have, and will continue to protect our members from the 
embrace of this French model under TUPE, because whilst the prison officers at 
Wrexham would be public sector, uniformed staff, those outsourced would be, as I 
say, from those charities and from others, and let’s be in no doubt that outsourcing 
is always about reducing costs and it can mean a worse deal in the workplace, 
despite the best (or the worst) intentions of TUPE. Now none of this was a given, 
Wrexham. The Justice Secretary had to be convinced, the Treasury, the real power 
brokers in all this, had to be convinced, a Tory chancellor running that Treasury had 
to be convinced. These people are private sector orientated, they’ve overseen the 
privatisation of 70% of the probation service, and hitherto they liked probation 
officers, I always thought, they privatised virtually overnight the Post Office. Two 
years ago this chancellor was poised to announce the competition of 25 prisons. 
NOMS weren’t going to win one of them, they weren’t even going to compete for all 
of them as they didn’t have the resources to do it.  

They had to be convinced that there was an alternative to wholesale privatisation 
and the reduction of the State. And let’s just pause for a moment and consider the 
words of Crispin Blunt, do you remember him? One of our previous Prison Ministers, 
not that long ago; what did he have to say on the issue? As recently as November 
2014 he was in the press saying ‘Previously the ambitious savings targets were being 
found by putting prisons out to competition. This programme would have been 
expanded under Ken Clarke. Instead, Chris Grayling decided, at the behest of the 
POA and public sector prison service management, to stop the competition 
programme.’ 

Quite clear where he’s coming from, and yes, the process has been painful, 
incredibly painful, exacerbated by NOMS’ bumbling incompetence in staffing and 
population predictions. And yes, there can be no guarantees going forward that 
justice will not be for sale, and yes we still have to see what Wrexham will look like 
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within the outsourcing model, but Wrexham Conference is a positive. All of this is 
not private sector bashing per se. The private sector do many, many things well but 
the POA believe that the Criminal Justice System must be the responsibility of the 
State, to ensure transparent accountability to prevent vested interests from 
influencing policy. And I’m well aware that on occasion what the POA say about 
privatisation in criminal justice upsets private companies, private companies that we 
have to have a working relationship with. I don’t really care, but I do care if it upsets 
POA members who work in those privatised areas, and I accept it can be a fine 
dividing line an can leave us open to accusations of being divisive. Let me state it 
loud and clear – the POA are proud and privileged to represent private sector 
workers. We want the union of choice for those members to be the POA, but we do 
want to see you in the public sector, however long it takes, but until that day, private 
sector members will be valued on equal terms with every other member of this 
union. I now believe that we have a better model of representation in place for 
private sector workers. It’s still not perfect. Some may tell me it’s far from perfect 
and it’s not where I want it to be, but we’re getting there. I can assure you that we 
will canvas the opinions of the private sector members, listen and consult you as we 
go forward, as the best ways to improve our representation.  

Now who employs you matters, and the pay and pension arrangements and terms 
and conditions which are negotiated are essential, which brings me, in this section of 
my speech, to the pay review body recommendations for 2015/16. In their visits to 
establishments the Pay Review Body helpfully reported to us that the issues raised 
by members were pay, morale and motivation, assaults, staffing, pension age and 
lack of confidence in management. None of that, I’m sure, will come as a surprise to 
anyone in this room. Within the overall ceiling of 1% imposed by the Coalition 
government, the Chief Secretary to the Treasury, Danny Alexander, (where is he 
now?) in his letter to the Pay Review Body, asked them to consider recruitment and 
retention issues. Andrew Selous, the Prison Minister, in his letter to the Pay Review 
Body, reminded them of what Danny Alexander said and said that they needed to 
consider his comments and whether there was a case for targeting pay to address 
these specific issues. Now I’ve described NOMS’ recruitment and retention strategy 
document at our Oral Evidence Session with the Pay Review Body, as an award-
winning contribution to British fiction. Add in the delay to moving to a ten-week 
training course in order to force more recruits through the system, add in the 
reserve list, a desperate and non-negotiated measure, add in the £45 million spent 
on detached duty, the £60 million spent on payment plus, there’s your pay rise by 
the way, and there was clear evidence this year, if ever there was a year where there 
was clear evidence of recruitment and retention difficulties in the public sector 
prison service. When the HR Director of NOMS, Carol Carpenter, can state, in a 
minuted national Whitely meeting, that our comparator on the Isle of Sheppey is 
Morrison’s Supermarket, then we have a problem, Houston. Every job is important. 
Every job contributes to society, but if working in a supermarket equates to a job 
which carries the powers and responsibilities of a constable alongside control and 
restraint training, riot control, hostage negotiation, care and separation, offender 
assessment and sentence management, suicide prevention and so on and so on, 
then someone really does need to wake up and smell the coffee. Now during our 
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Oral Session – us giving evidence – the Chair of the Pay Review Body stated that our 
evidence was by far the best evidence of all the submissions received. But it’s fair to 
say, in any evidenced submission, if you put garbage in, you get garbage out, and the 
Pay Review Body have always hidden behind their claim that there was a lack of 
tangible evidence as the justification for not awarding pay awards. They insisted on 
evidence on morale and motivation, so we became an evidenced trade union, 
alongside a number of strands the POA commissioned the University of Bedfordshire 
to produce the publication POA Members: Work-Related Stress and Wellbeing 
Survey. And the POA further agreed to participate in the independent PULSE survey 
where the questions hadn’t been set in advance by NOMS. Now when there is 
evidence, and that evidence is overwhelming on recruitment and retention, on 
moral and motivation, and given the levels of assaults, and with an employer and 
politicians continually praising our contribution in a period of unprecedented cost-
cutting, with an economy that is now reported to be one of the most successful in 
the Western World, then this year of all years, a consolidated pay award had to be 
given to all of the workforce. That 85% of the remit group have not received a pay 
award confirms the contempt of the Pay Review Body, the contempt that they have 
for all of us, and its clearest evidence to date, it’s always been there, that they are 
not independent, that they refuse to recognise that they should be a distinct Pay 
Review Body, distinct from every other Pay Review Body, because of the element 
that it’s a compensatory measure for the withdrawal of our trade union rights. But it 
does confirm that they’re subservient to their paymasters. In their report the Pay 
Review Body asked managers to lead by example, take a pay cut, they say, and opt 
into F&S and lead by example. What planet are these people on?  

To fit their narrative this year, they moved the goal posts with regard to morale and 
motivation, despite overwhelming evidence to the contrary, this year they state that 
pay can’t resolve issues of morale and motivation. Last year it could, this year it 
can’t. What a difference a year makes.  

Within their report the Pay Review Body list all of those who gave oral evidence to 
them, and written evidence. They list the POA, NOMS, PCS, the PGA, the Prison 
Minister, but one name is missing, Nick Hardwick, the Prison Inspector. He contacted 
them directly and asked to give evidence to the Pay Review Body. They took that 
evidence, he told them the Prison Officers were underpaid and deserved a pay rise. 
There is no mention whatsoever in their report that he gave evidence to the Pay 
Review Body.  

Now, as I say, our performance is constantly praised by the employer and politicians, 
so our performance levels have improved. Now this is testament to the 
professionalism of prison staff, but my goodness me, still masks a deep discontent 
within the workforce. And leaving aside the hollow words, the weasel words from 
the employer, from politicians, morale and motivation is at an all-time low. And 
whether it’s the cuts themselves or the way the cuts have been managed, unhappy 
workers do not make an effective workforce, and the public have every right to 
expect an effective workforce.  
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Which now brings me to the 2015 POA NOMS Agreement, signed by myself, 
negotiated by myself and the General Secretary, and unanimously accepted by the 
Executive. In the second week in March the Executive were face with two immediate 
and specific issues that had to be addressed: 1) The recommendations of the Pay 
Review Body as endorsed by the coalition government that the pay scales of the 
closed grades would remain unchanged, and 2) The publication of the Report by the 
Cross Party Parliamentary Select Committee, which was highly critical of safety and 
decency in prisons, and which confirmed many of the concerns the POA have raised, 
the Chief Inspector have raised and various agencies have raised, including the IMB.  

Following discussions with the Executive, and in receipt of legal advice, a strategy 
developed. Within that strategy it was accepted that health and safety issues could 
not and should not be seen to be being used as a weapon to address issues of pay. 
Our advice was that if a court were to conclude that’s what we were doing, using 
health and safety to address pay, then that would be damaging from a PR 
perspective and we would be unable to resist and injunction from government. As 
you are aware, we were already, at that time, in receipt of a letter before action 
from the Justice Secretary following the enactment of Conference Policy 72 of 2014.  

Conference, in trade union business care must also be taken in the preparation of 
NEC minutes and email correspondence and social media exchanges between the 
Executive, members, branch officials and so on. Let me put it quite clear, email traffic 
is discloseable in court. Members continue to use the Employer’s intranet to discuss 
the business of the trade union. It is actively monitored, it’s their own site, by the 
employer. They don’t hide that. They are transparent that they monitor the email 
traffic. Whether we like it or not we are a trade union that always has one eye on the 
court process. The 2015 Agreement was never about pay, it could never be about 
pay, the Pay Review Body had made its recommendations, they’d been accepted by 
the Minister, accepted in parliament. Our strategy was, and is, to go around the Pay 
Review Body, go through it and get rid of it once and for all.  

The Retention Bonus is a pittance, but it’s a pittance that we didn’t have before. 
Negotiations regarding the OSGs and the collective bargaining arrangements are 
ongoing and we expect an announcement on that next week. Nothing other than a 
consolidated pay award can be acceptable to this trade union. We face danger in the 
course of our working day, we can be asked, and at times expected, to put ourselves 
at risk to protect prisoners and the public; we can be ordered to attend for duty; we 
have restrictions place on our private rights and our lives and outside interests; we 
are prevented from having full trade union rights; we have statutory powers of 
arrest when we’re on duty; we are held accountable for our actions, even when we 
are off duty. We have to have consolidated pay for all, and of course those awards 
build then, as you will know, on future increases in pay.  

Going forward, nothing other than a consolidated pay award will be acceptable to 
this trade union under the 2015 Agreement. And we will have a clear steer by August 
with regard to next year’s consolidated pay award, whether Conference decide that 
the POA will give evidence or not.  
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Now, I make reference to collective bargaining with care, as it cannot be true 
collective bargaining in its purest form, as the purest form of collective bargaining 
would allow a trade union to take legal industrial action where no compromise can 
be reached. Never the less, the 2015 Agreement provides a form of collective 
bargaining in pay negotiations for the POA for the first time in many years. We need 
that collective bargaining, it brings with it a commitment that encourages 
agreements on terms and conditions of employment and covers wages, hours of 
work, leave, pensions, training. Collective bargaining arrangements are about 
equality and fairness at work, yes, it may be partial collective bargaining at the 
moment, but it’s a significant step on where we need to be. And the Agreement is 
more than that, it’s a joint business case on pension age, and although the Executive 
have always been confident that the POA would win concessions on pension age, we 
will be in a much stronger position with a joint business case to a new government. 
That strand of work is in an advanced stage and we expect that joint business case to 
be ready for submission by the early summer.  

And the Agreement is about health and safety. The Executive recognised that the 
employer would not be able to address the health and safety issues in our work 
places within 28 days, but my God, it focussed minds. We need the arrangements on 
health and safety in our workplaces to be right. We now have the arrangements we 
believe in place to do that, and commencing in July the Executive will be visiting 
establishments to check on progress. Where there are RMPs they will have to be 
underpinned by safe systems of work and risk assessments. Health and safety is 
fundamental to everything we do. Many of us in this room have professional 
qualifications in health and safety. It’s not an impediment to good practice, as some 
employers would have you believe, it ensures the health and safety of staff and the 
prisoners in our care. It has to be at the core of everything that we do. We owe it to 
our employees, to our members, to ensure that nothing replaces the legal obligation 
of an employer and employee in respect of health and safety legislation. We’ve got it 
in place to get it done, we’ve just got to make sure that we do it. And there will be 
facility time. That word has come about; we seem to have moved away from ‘project 
time’ back to ‘facility time’ on health and safety; facility time for collective bargaining 
on pay.  

So what’s not to like? Well, some appear not to like it. There has been criticism 
directed at the Executive for the strategy that underpinned the Agreement, there 
have been votes of confidence in the Executive for applying Conference Motion 72 of 
’14, and then votes of confidence for setting it aside. It’s been reported to the 
Executive that branches have been told by their members, or our members, to 
inform their governors that they would not be supporting the Executive and 
Conference Policy Motion 72 of ’14. The Justice Secretary at the time, Chris Grayling, 
and NOMS, I assure you were very keen to tell us, and myself and the General 
Secretary, that that was the situation in a number of branches, that there were 
members who didn’t support 72 of ’14. Others criticised the Executive for setting 
aside the motion when, in their opinion, we were in a position to re-open 
negotiations on pay for 2015 and 16.  
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In the negotiations that resulted in the Agreement the Employer and the Justice 
Secretary wanted us to withdraw Motion 72 of ’14. We cannot withdraw, as an 
Executive, Conference motions. We preferred the terminology, deferred,  
and set aside. But if there is no increase in Payment Plus following collective 
bargaining, and we’ll know by the summer, then we will be un-setting aside 72 of 
’14.  

It’s been suggested on social media that I had bent over and allowed the Justice 
Secretary to have his way with me. Well, Conference, I hope you’d understand that I 
am prepared to sacrifice a lot for my union, but I have to draw the line somewhere. 
I’m not sure how constructive that criticism is, because we like criticism as long as it 
is the constructive variety, but if you are wondering, he was never my type.  

Now, leading a trade union is a tough old game, you can expect to have a rough and 
tough old time and the POA are no different from any other union in that respect. 
And say what you want about me, question my judgment and capabilities, question 
the judgement and capabilities of the General Secretary, though I’m somewhat 
surprised if you are because you recently re-elected him unopposed for five years. 
And I’ll just pause here to say congratulations, Steve, on your re-election.  

<Applause>  

But I’d ask you not to blame the men and women of this National Executive for 
making a decision to support the 2015 Agreement, for putting together the strategy 
and recognising the benefits. As their National Chairman as well, I think they deserve 
better than that, they're not out of touch with the reality of the workplace, they visit 
prisons, they work now back in prisons. You voted them into Office. By all means, 
constructively criticise them, but recognise that we’re all on the same side and let’s 
not continually create a crisis out of every negotiation.  

Terry Fullerton, as a Branch Official, before he came on the NEC, came to this 
rostrum once and suggested that the NEC had forgotten how to negotiate.  

<Laughter> 

Well, Terry, <laughs> you’ll know now and we’ll know now in the next few months 
because collective bargaining is hard work, it’s Brinksmanship, it’s strategic 
awareness, but it gives us a chance, the first chance I reckon we’ve had in 20 years – 
collective bargaining is the only game in town.  

Conference, as I said, we aim to go around the Pay Review Body, go through it, side-
line it, get rid of it. We’re aiming, and hopefully we have or are in the process of 
protecting the health and safety of staff, prisoners and visitors, and the 2015 
agreement can help us win the pension argument. 

Conference, a definition of insanity is doing the same thing time and time again 
while expecting different results. We had to do something different, and that’s what, 
where necessary, is what we’ll continue to do with your support. But let no one be in 
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any doubt, if NOMS and politicians will not protect staff who work within the 
Criminal Justice System, then the POA will.  

Conference, I’ve taken up a lot of your time, I’ve gone in to a few motions on the 
paperwork or a few explanations that are required, and if I need to apologise for 
that, I will, but in closing, and before we move business, I would say: United we 
stand, divided we fall. We’re in this together, but we’re in it to win it. 

Thank you, Conference.  

<Applause>  

Conference, we now have the great pleasure of Pete Chapple and his Finance 
Officers Report.  

PETE CHAPPLE – FINANCE OFFICER, NEC: Morning, Conference. Chairman, NEC, 
Conference, I can appraise Conference that there have been no financial questions 
concerning the 2014 audited accounts of the union, which in accordance with the 
rule 12.17 of our Rules and Constitution, must be submitted to me in writing at least 
14 days before the start of Annual Conference.  

Since 2006, although not required by the Rules and Constitution, the National 
Executive Committee’s monthly expenses for the financial year end have always 
been made available should any branch official wish to view them at annual 
Conference. The same will apply this year, Conference.  

Colleagues, it is now my duty to present the POA accounts on behalf of the National 
Executive Committee for the year ended 31st December 2014, as identified by Rule 
12.20 in our Rules and Constitution. Commencing with the income of the union, 
despite ongoing recruitment the membership numbers continue to fall, this meant 
subscription income was down by £248,000. However, this reduction in income 
would’ve been far greater had there not been an increase of 90 pence in the 
monthly subscriptions following its approval at last year’s Annual Conference. You 
will have noted, Conference, there are no motions on this year’s agenda seeking an 
increase in subscriptions.  

Contributions from the Relief and Political Fund rose by £92,000, which then gives us 
an overall drop in income for the year of £156,000. Given this substantial reduction 
we were face, once again, with a need to curtail and reduce expenditure wherever 
possible if the net assets of the union were not going to be too depleted. We were 
also mindful that any reduction must not be at the expense of the membership’s 
needs. Areas where savings have been achieved: magazine costs £6,000; cost of the 
diary £4,000; refunds to branches £2,000; affiliations £8,500; repairs and renewals 
£7,000; rates and water £2,000; donations £3,500. These total £33,000 which was a 
good start. The one day reduction in Annual Conference last year saved £64,000 but 
regional and special conference costs rose by £16,000. Overall a £7,000 saving was 
achieved in salaries and superannuation; travel and meeting expenses fell by 
£11,000. The reduction in the size of the car fleet, which commenced in November 
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2013, along with utilising more fuel and tax efficient vehicles, once combined with 
the associated leasing costs, saw a health saving of £99,000 year-on-year.  

The final significant saving achieved in 2014 was in the contribution to the Provident 
Benefit Fund, along with the legal and professional charges, the combined cost fell 
by £140,000 in 2014 when compared with 2013. Overall then we achieved a 
significant reduction in costs from the previous year of £426,000, which meant that 
after allowing for a decline in income in 2014 of £156,000 there was a turnaround of 
£270,000 year-on-year. To summarise, Conference, last year’s annual £234 deficit, 
now shows a surplus of £36,000 in 2014.  

We are forecasting a small surplus in 2015 of approximately £15,000 which we 
consider is achievable and allows for POA to move forward without any reduction in 
net assets of the union. Finally, I can reassure Conference and the Membership that 
we will not stop looking at ways in which costs can be further controlled, but any 
such controls that are put in place will not be to the detriment of the service 
provided to the Membership. Chairman, Conference that concludes my finance 
report on behalf the Executive.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Can I have a show of hands on whether 
Conference accepts the Finance Officers report, all those please show. Any against? 
The finance report is accepted, Peter. Do you want to go onto the Committee and 
Welfare Fund? 

PETE CHAPPLE – FINANCE OFFICER, NEC: Chairman, Conference, I now move to the 
POA Welfare Fund’s AGM and Finance Report. The fall in new membership has 
meant that the charity’s income, when combined with the reduction in gift aid 
revenue, fell by £13,000 to £201,000 in the year. We managed to source and 
gratefully receive a further generous grant of £10,000 from the civil service 
insurance society, and I am pleased to be able to advise Conference that further 
grant of £15,000 for the year 2015, has just been made by the Civil Service Insurance 
Society.  

The charity continues to fund the stress counselling and bereavement phone line, 
which has proved to be a much needed and well-used resource for our members and 
their families. Don’t forget, colleagues, if you have a member that you think may 
benefit from this service, please point them to the free phone number on their POA 
membership cards. We also continue to fund the attendance of our members in 
need to the fire fighters rehabilitation centres at a cost of over £1,900 for one week’s 
attendance. I’m pleased to be able to advise Conference that the centres are now 
offering therapy for psychological cases as well as physical cases. So, again, if you 
believe there is a member in need of those services please point them in the 
direction of the Fire Fighter’s Charity application forms.  

Grants and other costs paid out by the charity in the year increased by £24,500 from 
the previous year, but still enabled us to increase our reserves in the bank to over 
£547,000. Consideration was given by the committee as to whether a proportion of 
this, up to £250, should be tied up in longer-term investments or deposits or even 
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invest in a buy-to-let property, but the risk/reward return was not considered great 
enough to warrant any investment at this time. The trustees still consider that the 
sums held are sufficient to meet all foreseeable demands of the Welfare Fund. It has 
become increasingly apparent this year that applications to the charity are being 
delayed as a result of incomplete and even unsigned application forms being 
submitted to the Committee for consideration. This has necessitated some 
application forms being returned to members for completion.  

Conference, the Committee has a duty to ensure that the funds of the charity are 
used in the furtherance of the charity’s objectives, and it can only fulfil its duty if it is 
presented with correctly completed application forms, along with the required 
documentation. The Committee have asked me to ask you, colleagues, and advise 
you that you can play your part in assisting the Welfare Committee. If a member 
comes to you asking you to support and counter-sign their application form, before 
you sign to support the form, please have a look through and make sure that the 
application form is fully completed and signed. This is in the interests of our 
members in need colleagues, because the sooner we can deal with their applications 
the sooner we can help them.  

Finally, colleagues, I think it only proper to put on record our thanks to the members 
of the Welfare Committee and the support staff that help the Welfare Committee 
who give up their time free of charge to help our colleagues in need. Chairman, that 
concludes the Welfare Charity’s Finance Report and AGM.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Peter. Can I ask Conference if you 
accept the Welfare Fund Report, if you’d please show? Anybody not accepting the 
report? Thank you, that report has been accepted. As we’re on a role, the General 
Secretary will now move, hopefully, the Annual Report.  

STEVE GILLAN – GENERAL SECRETARY, NEC: Thank you, Chair. NEC, Conference, just 
before I do the Annual Report I’d just like to give you the outcome of the Pay Review 
Body ballot that was done, because we’re mandated to do that. Number of ballots 
that’s issued – 7,370; number of ballots that’s returned – 6,199; number of votes in 
favour – 490; number of votes against – 5,661; number of spoilt ballot slips – 48. I’d 
like to thank the scrutineers and tellers for counting that ballot.  

As usual practice, Conference, I move the Annual Report for 2014. As usual it’s a 
good reference document for the work of the union over that period and I’d like you 
to use it as a research document and hopefully you will ratify the Annual Report. 
Thank you.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Conference, I’d ask you by show of hands to 
show that you adopt the Annual Report, please show. Against? The Annual Report is 
adopted. I think we can now get onto Conference motions.  

Just to remind Conference in the Rules & Constitution Section, by my reckoning we 
now have four because obviously the Durham appeal was accepted by Conference, 
so we have four here that require a two-thirds majority.  
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First motion, NEC motion, Andy Darken. 

MOTION 1. 
That conference accept it is in the best interests of our membership that, with effect 
from the end of conference 2015, we de-affiliate from membership of Eurofedop. 
Therefore, conference amend Rule 2.2(a) to read 
“Affiliate to relevant bodies, including the Trade Union Congress.” 
NEC 

ANDY DARKEN – DEPUTY GENERAL SECRETARY, NEC: Morning, Conference, moving 
motion 1 on behalf of the NEC. Straightforward and simple, non-controversial 
motion, that Conference accept it is in the best interest of our membership that, 
with effect from the end of Conference 2015, we de-affiliate from Eurofedop. Let me 
first make clear this motion isn’t an attack on Eurofedop as maybe suggested. We’ve 
put out branch secretary circular 18 and was very open with the members about a 
letter we received. It’s certainly not an attack on Eurofedop and it wouldn’t bring 
discredit to the standing of our great union to do that.  

The issue, I think, about de-affiliation was covered comprehensively in that circular 
on the report back that I done considering various options. Well, let’s be clear, we’ve 
been with Eurofedop for 30-odd years. Eurofedop exists to provide cooperation 
between public sector trade unions throughout Europe, and there ain’t nothing 
wrong with that and that’s a laudable aim. But in those 30-odd years our union has 
moved on, more and more of our sections of our union are privatised with the 
private sector, be they whole prisons or areas within our prison. We need influence 
throughout Europe, and I’m not suggesting and this NEC is not suggesting, that we 
withdraw from using our influence throughout Europe. Eurofedop, we are the only 
UK union in Eurofedop. We need influence in Europe, we need to belong with other 
trade unions from the UK to promote and better the best interests of our members 
throughout Europe, and indeed, why not throughout the world? That influence can 
help better the interests of our members. But the issue, and the problem, is 
Eurofedop is affiliated within our rules, it says quite clearly we need to affiliate to 
that. While we have that we can’t consider and properly progress any alternatives or 
alterations to that. There was the motion a couple of years ago and Conference were 
mandated to consider those alternatives, so we looked at that but we couldn’t 
progress it while we’re still restricted by the rule saying we must affiliate to 
Eurofedop. That’s all it’s about and that’s why we need to withdraw so we can 
properly consider.  

We need and desire those strong links throughout Europe and the world. We do 
need that, and if anyone suggests otherwise we would disagree with that. But what 
we need is to be rid of the constraints that bind us to say we can’t consider 
alternatives. Indeed, other unions you will find in Eurofedop don’t have it within 
their rules that they must affiliate, they like to keep their options open and year-on if 
things change they can negotiate with other organisations and see if that’s better for 
them. We can’t do that. We must properly consider these alternatives, Conference, 
we need that, we need to be free from these constraints. This is not a motion to 
attack Eurofedop, it’s a motion to better the interests of our members and it’s a 
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motion for Conference to determine, no one else outside of Conference will 
determine whether we do or don’t de-affiliate. All we are saying is allow us the 
options that you’ve wanted us to do, consider the alternatives and progress them. 
The only way we can do that is to withdraw and take it out of the rules and allow 
that process to continue. We want the best for our membership, we want to be a 
strong voice throughout Europe and the world. This is a great union and we don’t 
want to bring discredit on it, we want to strengthen those links. Please support, 
Conference, thank you.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Conference, I’ve failed at the first hurdle, and 
I always admit my mistakes, I didn’t ask for a seconder. Have I got a seconder? Send, 
thank you.  

PHIL BIRCH – SEND: Mr Chairman, NEC, Conference, good morning. Supporting this 
motion, it’s the perfect opportunity for us to open ourselves up to the world, instead 
of tying ourselves to Eurofedop where we’re the only correctional trade union. We 
should be looking at leading throughout the world and setting up a worldwide union 
of POAs from Australia, from other countries in Europe, from America, Canada, India, 
Brazil, the growing countries. It’s a perfect opportunity for us to share best practice 
and lead the world in supporting correctional officers. Please support the motion.  

BRIAN CLARK – BIRMINGHAM G4S: Chair, NEC, Conference, Honorary Life Members 
at the back of the room. There are other private sector operators on the market to 
choose from, and I’m here on facility time today, unlike a lot of my colleagues.  

<Applause>  

Birmingham comes with an open mandate and stands to oppose this motion. 
Birmingham notices that motion 76, later in the agenda, in which the NEC bring to 
the attention of Conference the dangers of TTIP, Transatlantic Trade and Investment 
Partnership. And we ask ourselves, is the union, is the POA intending a campaign of 
its own, will the union fund such a campaign, and asks, is not an opposition to such 
organisations better done within a body that’s already there, already aware, already 
campaigning and a body with a collective strength? Conference, such a move to de-
affiliate from Eurofedop, in our opinion, makes the POA introspective and isolated. 
We will forego the kudos and lose the strength of a pan-European, a pan-world 
alliance of workers within the criminal justice system.  

In the Special Delegates Conference last year following Conference… 2013, sorry, we 
accepted Conference papers 1-10 to secure the financial future of the union for the 
foreseeable future. We’ve seen motions such as this brought by the NEC today, 
brought by delegates and we heard the NEC defend the expense and lord the 
benefits of Eurofedop. This motion brought by the NEC appears to be an exercise in 
reducing spending without a considered exercise in looking at the benefits, long and 
short term, to our members working in an industry common across the world, but, 
so different across the world. It’s some paradox that the week after celebrating 
victory in Europe, with our parents and families who gave so much in those 
dangerous years, that we contemplate an abdication to our responsibility to 
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Eurofedop. Not for the first time in this Conference I will be asking you to vote as 
inclusionists and to look at the bigger picture. Please reject the motion.  

DAVE COOK – BRANCH CHAIR, SWALESIDE: Chair, NEC, Conference. Also asking you 
to reject this motion, and addressing it I’ll read from the paper that was sent out by 
the NEC about this motion. The first one is the letter from Colin and Brian Caton who 
are executive members of Eurofedop. Basically it says here that, ‘The POA have both 
received and given huge amounts through membership of Eurofedop, none of which 
are outlined, neither will be put in the NEC sponsored motion. Should it be necessary 
to review POA membership of Eurofedop then this should be carried out with both 
sides of any argument being placed before Conference in order for the union to 
make a balanced determination.’ Now, if you’ve actually read the paperwork and 
everything else, the fact is that my long years on this planet and everything else, is I 
tend to know when I’m being lead down the garden path by the nose, and that’s 
exactly what I feel this paperwork is doing to us today. Because having read it, it 
hasn’t actually outlined the full benefits of being a member of Eurofedop, and the 
fact that we are the only union in the UK that may be a member of Eurofedop, so 
what, how does that actually provide an argument that actually because we’re the 
only ones therefore we should leave it?  

Quite clearly the fact is that I doubt that most people would know what Eurofedop is 
or anything else. We have new members, we have new committees and everything 
else sat in this room today. So I’m asking you, if you do not understand what it is 
about, do not get rid of it until we are fully aware of what it’s all about. In the 
paperwork the NEC sent out it goes on about the lack of knowledge of the 
membership, and us, as delegates and branch committees and everything else. 
Where does the fault within that lie? We have a Gatelodge, bi-monthly Gatelodge 
and everything else and this is the sort of thing that should be in that Gatelodge. 
They give two examples of who they might consider, the General Federation of 
Trade Unions and also the European Federation of Public Service Unions, and the 
expound the benefits, or maybe not benefits, within both to those. Yet again, this 
should be addressed through the Gatelodge, so we can get out to the membership 
and the wide membership can actually see what benefits we get or what we don’t 
get. At the moment there is a total lack of knowledge about this.  

One other thing I’ve got to mention as well is through Eurofedop we are also 
members of CESI, and that’s the Confederation of Independent Trade Unions. 
They’re a social partner which means that all Euro legislation is subject to 
consultation with them. Quite honestly, it would be foolish at this time to leave 
Eurofedop at this moment.  

Onto the motion that the NEC have actually put down, and they talk about amending 
Rule 2.2 – we don’t have to de-affiliate from Eurofedop to amend the rule. Within 
this paperwork they sent out they actually leave it open, they turn and said when 
they’ve carried out the review in that Eurofedop may be the best option for us. Well 
what the hell are we doing leaving it and then trying to jump back into it? You can 
change the rule but you don’t have to de-affiliate first. I can’t see where the thing is 
there that prevents this union from exploring alternatives or possibilities. We’re in 
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danger today, if you don’t know or fully understand what this motion is about, we 
are, as Brian said, we’re becoming isolationists; we’re going to isolate ourselves. For 
all these years, what is it, 15/25 years I think we’ve been there, a member of 
Eurofedop, are you telling me, the NEC, that in 25 years we’ve had no benefits from 
this organisation at all? If that is the case then shame on the NEC. Bring this back 
some other time, but only when we have got all the knowledge to actually vote on 
this and do the vote properly. Please reject this motion.  

<Applause>  

AL MILLER – BRANCH SECRETARY, AYLESBURY: Chair, Conference, it’s more a point 
of clarification than anything else. Rule 2.2(a) currently reads, ‘Affiliate to relevant 
bodies, including the Trade Union Congress, the Council of Civil Service Unions and 
Eurofedop.’ The way this motion’s reading we’re withdrawing from the Council of 
Civil Service Unions as well, because it just ends ‘affiliate to relevant bodies, 
including the Trade Union Congress’ and that’s how Rule 2.2(a) ends. So the question 
is: are we withdrawing from the Council of Civil Service Unions as well or just 
Eurofedop? 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Some furrowed brows here. General 
Secretary informs me that the Council of Civil Service Unions doesn’t exist anymore. 
So we wouldn’t be de-affiliating from the Council of Civil Service Unions.  

AL MILLER – BRANCH SECRETARY, AYLESBURY: OK then, so Rule 2.2(a) according to 
our list of rules is – 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: And we wouldn’t be de-affiliating from the 
TUC.  

AL MILLER – BRANCH SECRETARY, AYLESBURY: OK then, thank you.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Andy to come back.  

ANDY DARKEN – DEPUTY GENERAL SECRETARY, NEC: Thank you, Conference. I’ve, 
listened carefully to Birmingham and Swaleside in opposing the motion. Brian from 
Birmingham spoke about being inclusionists in Europe. We never said, in moving the 
motion, that we don’t want to be involved in Europe and other organisations 
throughout the world, we said that’s exactly what we want, we’re just tied and 
bound by the rule as it stands. We can’t properly consider if our money is tied up in 
one organisation and we have to wait year-on-year to come back to Conference to 
ask you if we can de-affiliate. And Brian also mentioned about saving money. It’s not 
about saving money, because if we affiliate somewhere else we’d need to put the 
money into those other organisations. But I have to say, we need to be free of this. 
And I’ll come onto Swaleside who talk about we don’t need to de-affiliate, we need 
to change the rules. If we changed the rules that doesn’t have affiliation to 
Eurofedop, then we won’t be coming back to Conference to ask you when we’re de-
affiliated, we could do it tomorrow if the rule changed. The idea is that we put the 
debate to Conference, we ask for your approval on this, we explain why we’re doing 
that and that’s the reason. We can’t just change the rule because you’d have no say, 
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you’d be coming back to Conference and saying, ‘Well, you’ve changed the rule, why 
have you pulled out then?’ So we need it in the rules, we need to explain, which is 
what we’re doing today.  

They also say the full benefits of Eurofedop over the 30 years haven’t been shown 
and outlined in the paperwork and shame on the NEC. I would say shame on this 
whole union on the benefits, because ignorance can’t be an excuse for all of us not 
knowing. If we belong to something and our money goes into it, as all members, we 
can ask the questions. And indeed, for the last year or so, since I have some 
involvement in Eurofedop, I have been doing report backs to the NEC and that’s 
clarified in the minutes of NEC meetings. That hadn’t been happening for a number 
of years that I could find any. And I have to look, and I don’t want to attack 
Eurofedop and this never was an attack on Eurofedop, but in answering some people 
and look at the benefits, I say let’s look at the wider benefits of being a trade union 
to better the interests of the members in the penal and criminal justice section 
throughout Europe and the world. We can’t do that constrained in a small 
organisation, let’s go with the bigger trade unions, let’s have the options open to us 
to consider where we go and put our money to and the benefits to our members. 
Let’s not constrain ourselves at this time. And it’s wrong when someone says, ‘Well, 
we’ll bring this back next year, let’s come again’ and I say, when is the time? If not 
now, when? And if not us, who? 

Conference, please accept this motion, allow us to better your interests and our links 
throughout Europe and the world. Thank you.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Conference, I will remind you again that this 
is in the Rules & Constitution so it needs a two-thirds majority. All those in favour of 
motion 1, please show. All those against? That’s carried.  

MOTION 2. 
This Conference reaffirms Rule 12.4 
Conference will determine the principles and policies of the Union, except where 
these Rules provide differently. 
HOLLESLEY BAY 

Motion 2, Hollesley Bay, do I have a seconder? Hatfield. Conference, I am very 
generous, some people tell me too generous on waiting for a seconder because 
obviously it’s motions that are put through at branches, bona fide branch meetings 
and members want them to be heard. I was very generous there. If you are going to 
second a motion, please tell me, thank you. But thank you, Hatfield.  

ROB SMALLWOOD – BRANCH SECRETARY, HOLLESLEY BAY: Chair, NEC, Conference. 
This Conference reaffirms 12.4: Conference will determine the principles and policies 
of the Union, except where these rules provide differently. The reason for bringing 
this motion, Conference, is held in motion 10 that we believe that the actions of NEC 
may cast some doubt whether we actually are making the principles and policies of 
the union. We’ve got to ask ourselves, we’re giving up annual leave to come here, if 
we’re not actually making principles and policies of the union while we’re here, why 
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are we giving up that annual leave, why are we giving up our time, what is the value 
in Conference? Whether it be Annual or Special Delegates we believe that 
Conference is a place for making the policies and principles of the union. Please 
support this motion. Thank you.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Hollesley Bay. Hatfield, did you 
want to speak? No. Steve Gillan for the NEC.  

STEVE GILLAN – GENERAL SECRETARY, NEC: Thank you very much, Chairman, NEC, 
Conference, we would ask you to support the Hollesley Bay motion in respect to this 
to reaffirm Rule 12.4. Thank you very much.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: I take it Hollesley Bay don’t want to come 
back on that? No. I do need two-thirds so I’d like to see the hands – all those in 
favour, please show. Any against? That’s carried.  

Motion 3, NEC Ralph Valerio, have we got a seconder? Thank you, Bristol.  

MOTION 3. 
Conference accepts conference paper ONE, which introduces changes to the process, 
policy and rules appertaining both to Annual and Special Delegates Conferences. 

NEC 

RALPH VALERIO – VICE CHAIR, NEC: Conference, you will have seen in your packs 
there is a large piece of work been done by the Standing Orders Committee where 
we’ve identified a number of, shall we say, grey areas that perhaps have been 
exposed in recent times. And the objective was to reaffirm the rules, give a little bit 
more confirmation to procedures and to modernise how things are done in the 
conveyance and experience of the Rules & Constitution, particularly through 
Conference. The Standing Orders Committee have an absolute duty to ensure our 
rules and procedures give protection to both you, as branch officials, and to the 
members to whom you represent. This Conference paper brings in clear guidelines 
and changes which, like I say, should strengthen and support your responsibility as 
branch officials when bringing motions to Conference. By equal measure it will 
empower Standing Orders and the National Executive Committee when making 
determinations whether to accept motions, or indeed, whether to reject them for 
Conference.  

The proposals within the Conference paper, if you were to accept them by 
supporting this motion, you will minimise the risk of individuals taking this union to 
Certification Officer, a situation that no union would want to find themselves in. 
Internal politics can be entirely damaging. But no individual should take this union to 
the dark places when you, Conference, make a decision, a decision that no paper will 
ever remove. The NEC will always review and bring changes to you, Conference, if 
we believe they are necessary and you, of course, will be the decision maker 
whether you want this paper or not. But I would urge, the NEC urge that these 
changes are absolutely necessary; we’re looking to modernise, we’re looking to 
affirm, we’re looking to support you. Please support the motion.  
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PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Bristol, did you want to speak on it? No. No 
speakers. Two-thirds majority required, Conference. All those in favour, please show. 
All those against? That’s carried.  

MOTION 3 (b) 
A new rule to read in the case of special delegates’ conferences where all branches 
are not invited to attend only the original motion is heard. If any emergency motions 
are accepted by the Standing Orders Committee then all branches must be invited. 
DURHAM  

Now we get to 3(b), Durham. There’s fevered discussion up here amongst the 
Standing Orders Committee saying that as a result of that being passed, that the 
appeal today would fall. However, as the General Secretary and I aren’t entirely sure, 
we would invite Durham to either withdraw their motion or come up and have it 
heard.  

Just to help obviously Craig, not to say you need any help Craig, but it may be that 
Standing Orders, Ralph when replying, would clarify why that would be the case. 
Craig, can I ask you, are you wanting the motion heard. No, OK – I’d have to ask for a 
seconder, that’s all. 

CRAIG ROBSON – BRANCH CHAIR, DURHAM: Chair, Conference, it’s quite clear from 
the last vote, this vote must fall so I’ll have to bring it back another year. What I will 
say is, the loopholes still need to be closed. Don’t allow that loophole to stay open. I 
formally withdraw the motion. 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Craig, was that permission to withdraw that 
motion? Yeah. Conference, do Durham have your permission to withdraw that 
motion. All those show, those against, that motion is withdrawn. 

Motion 4, Holme House, do I have a seconder? Elmley, thank you Elmley.  

MOTION 4. 
The NEC engage with Crown Premises Fire Inspection group to produce a report and 
subsequent recommendations to NOMS that review the current night staffing levels 
in all prisons and presents that report to NOMS by 30 November 2015. 

HOLME HOUSE 

ANDY BAXTER – BRANCH CHAIR, HMP HOLME HOUSE: Chair, NEC, Conference, 
motion 4 reads: The NEC engage with Crown Premises Fire Inspection Group to 
produce a report and subsequent recommendations to NOMS that review the 
current night staffing levels in all prisons and present that report to NOMS by the 
30th November 2015.  

The Regulatory Reform Fire Safety Order 2005 is a statutory instrument applicable 
only in England and Wales. The order places the responsibility on individuals, knowns 
as the Responsible Person within an organisation to carry out risk assessments to 
identify, manage and reduce the risk of fire. The order was made into law on 7th June 
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2005. The Chief Fire and Rescue Advisor is responsible for the management of the 
enforcement of the Regulatory Reform Fire Safety Order 2005 in Crown premises in 
England. This is carried out and enforced by the Crown Premises Fire Inspections 
Group, to safeguard Crown employees from a Crown failure to comply with fire 
safety legislation, all crown departments and agencies are required to provide 
compliance with the provisions of the Fire Safety Order.  

We have asked the NEC to engage with CPFIG, that’s Crown Properties Fire 
Inspections Group, to produce a report with recommendations to NOMS regarding 
current night staffing levels; we have major concerns that current night staffing 
levels and further depletion due to hospital escorts and bed watchers and constant 
watchers, leave insufficient staff to deal with potential fires occurring between 2100 
and 0745 hours in the morning. Fires in prison cells are more frequently started by 
prisoners during the night, as opposed to during the daytime. With current 
dangerously low staffing levels on nights, it’s impossible to deal with non-compliant 
prisoners in a cell fire scenario and any evacuation required further compounds the 
dangers. Following the introduction of the benchmark night staffing figures, the 
scenario of a large-scale fire evacuation during the night-shift period would put at 
risk the safety of staff and prisoners and the security of the prison. Therefore, not 
being able to maintain the security of the prison in a fire situation negates our ability 
to protect the public. CPFIG have the authority to instruct and enforce NOMS if the 
fire systems, physical things such as smoke detection and smoke extraction are not 
of high enough quality, so it’s imperative that arrangements for night shift staffing 
levels are also scrutinised and included as a separate recommendation. We must 
have enough C&R trained prison officers on duty on a night to safely deal with a 
worst case fire scenario, and that there are sufficient trained staff to safely activate 
and manage the night-time fire safe systems of work.  

As recent as Friday 1st May 2015, 13 days ago, HMP Holme House found its night-
time staffing levels impacted by emergency hospital escorts and a constant watch. It 
left the night orderly officer with two C&R trained prison officers on duty in a 1,250 
prisoner Cat B establishment. The front of house contingency of five OSGs had been 
redeployed down to a single OSG running both the control room systems and the 
gate, so on top of not having anywhere near enough staff on duty to deliver a safe 
system of work, in the event of a cell fire there was no provision to escort any blue-
light vehicle from the gate to the scene of the incident. This is the real world facing a 
lot of prisons following the benchmark. NOMS Fire Safety Team are currently rolling 
out the new RPE trainers pack to their establishment-based trainers and Area Health 
and Safety Officials. I recently attended one of their presentation and was allowed to 
examine the training pack. I’m gobsmacked that this package was written after the 
benchmark.  

To give you a quick taster I’ll explain the role of the Orderly Officer during a fire 
incident. Keep count of the number of staff available to the Orderly Officer in this 
package. ‘Attend the scene of the fire, assume the role of ROMS Commander, ensure 
inundation is underway by staffing RPE. Ensure fire service and ambulance service 
have been called. Detail an RPE, Smoke Hood Supervisor. Detail a C&R supervisor. 
Detail an evacuation supervisor. Dispatch staff to collect C&R equipment. Consider 

30



the removal of the anti-barricade plate. Prepare relief RPE teams.’ So in total, 
working on a single three-officer C&R team, a two-officer inundation team, a two-
officer relief inundation team, an RPE Supervisor, a C&R Supervisor and an 
Evacuation Supervisor, we’re talking about the Orderly Officer having a team of ten 
to assist him. 

Obviously if it’s a double cell, you would need two three-man teams, so that total 
would go to 13. 

Can I take you back to the night of Friday 1st May, where a 1,250 prisoner Cat B 
establishment had an Orderly Officer and two C&R trained prison officers on duty 
from midnight until 7 am the next morning. There were 10 C&R trained officers at 
the local hospital with five prisoners.  

We’ve been evidencing since the start of the benchmarking that night staffing levels 
are dangerously low at Holme House and I know that that situation is across the 
entire estate. We gained an extra two officers on nights. However, situations like the 
one I just referred to as recently as Friday 1st May, CM and 2 in a Cat B local prison … 
these situations are happening time and time again. It’s only going to be a matter of 
time until someone dies. Someone will die. 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Can I ask you to start finishing off please?  

ANDY BAXTER – BRANCH CHAIR, HMP HOLME HOUSE: Yes. It’s criminal madness 
and it must be stopped. Each prison has a responsible person, usually the governor, 
that must comply with the fire safety order. The new fire PSI that again has come out 
after benchmarking, says the responsible person must ensure that a sufficient 
number of staff to implement contingency plans are appointed, suitably trained and 
available at all times. Well, available at all times means nights. Can I ask you to 
support the motion? 

<Applause> 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Holme House. Joe Simpson for the 
NEC.  

JOE SIMPSON – ASSISTANT SECRETARY, NEC: Thank you Chair, Conference, 
responding on behalf the National Executive. We’re going to ask you to support this 
motion. However, we are going to give you a qualification and the qualification is 
this: this is a massive piece of work for the National Executive Committee, and I think 
the time restraint on it to produce the report to send to NOMS by 30th November, 
we may go past that, so with that qualification Conference, we ask you to support. 
Thank you Chair. 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Holme House, want to come back on that?  

ANDY BAXTER – BRANCH CHAIR, HMP HOLME HOUSE: No, I’ll go with Joe’s … Joe 
obviously knows the amount of work that will have to go into it, so if the time needs 
to be pushed back then so be it. 
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PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you. We’re back now to simple 
majority, Conference. We’ve moved away from 2/3 required, so simple majority. All 
those in favour of the motion please show. Those against? That’s carried. Motion 5,  

MOTION 5. 
The NEC should engage with Crown Premises Fire Inspection group and produce a 
number of suggested safe system of work for dealing with a cell fire containing either 
a single or multiple non-compliant prisoner or prisoners and that these safe systems 
of work should be presented to NOMS by 30 November 2015. 

HOLME HOUSE 

Holme House, is there a seconder? Elmley, thank you. 

ANDY BAXTER – BRANCH CHAIR, HMP HOLME HOUSE: Chair, NEC, Conference, 
motion 5 reads: The NEC should engage with Crown Premises Fire Inspection Group 
and produce a number of suggested safe systems of work for dealing with a cell fire 
contained in either a single or multiple non-complaint prisoner or prisoners and safe 
system of work should be presented to NOMS by 30th November 2015.  

The NOMS Fire Safety Group has, as part of the new RPE training package, presented 
us with what they think are workable safe systems of work for dealing with cell fires. 
The safe system of work that they’ve put forward in PSI 11 of ’15 covers the 
scenarios of compliant prisoners, non-compliant prisoners and non-responsive 
prisoners. We believe that a more realistic safe system of work needs to be drawn 
up that is less reliant on staff making decisions based on dynamic risk assessments. 
As you heard in our last motion, the training package is in the process of being rolled 
out to the establishment trainers, the package is littered with the term ‘dynamic risk 
assessment’. The package now includes, as part of the course itinerary, a section 
informing staff about dynamic risk assessment and one of its stated outcomes is:  

By the end of the course learners will demonstrate an understanding of how to carry 
out a dynamic risk assessment, explain the hazards associated with a cell fire in a 
custodial environment, and explain the appropriate control measures and strategy 
to mitigate the risk to a safe resolution of the incident.  

Another learning outcome reads:  

Demonstrate the appropriate management of physically aggressive and abusive 
behaviour using safest possible methods of persuasion and de-escalation, whilst 
giving appropriate life-saving advice to the offender. 

And finally one more learning outcome: 

Explain an understanding of how a cell fire would be resolved if the offender was 
non-compliant, in an appropriate time-frame ensuring the safety of both employees 
and offender.  

We think the current package including its safe system of work is too over-reliant on 
dynamic risk assessment. The main failing of the safe system of work included in the 
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new PSI is that under the non-responsive prisoner scenario, staff are being asked to 
enter a cell if they believe it’s safe to enter following a dynamic risk assessment. In 
our opinion, the only people trained and equipped to enter a smoke-logged cell and 
search for a prisoner or a prisoner’s body, regardless of dynamic risk assessment, are 
the fire and rescue services. I’ve seen staff enter cells in their flame-retardant short-
sleeved white shirts and nylon trousers. I’ve heard examples of where, following 
dynamic risk assessment, a decision was made to open a cell door that resulted in 
severe burns to the legs of the member of staff when his uniform issue trousers 
melted to his legs. How long did it take us to win the battle to rename the smoke 
hoods from CSRE, cell snatch rescue equipment, to RPE, respiratory protective 
equipment? The smoke hoods are so we can approach a cell to commence 
inundation or to unlock a cell to let complaint prisoners escape from the cell, nothing 
more. 

I’ve asked the NEC to engage with CP to produce a number of alternative safe 
systems of work. These safe systems of work should reflect the level of protective 
equipment issued to prison staff and they should not include staff entering a smoke-
logged cell to rescue non-responsive prisoners. It’s simple. We’re not properly 
equipped. Don’t do it. Please support the motion. 

<Applause> 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Joe Simpson for the NEC. 

JOE SIMPSON – ASSISTANT SECRETARY, NEC: Thank you Chair, Conference, 
responding on behalf of the National Executive and we fully support this, again with 
the qualification on the date. However, you forgot to mention one thing, Andy, when 
you were talking about going in, in a short-sleeved shirt and nylon trousers. We’re 
also going in with a carrier back on your head, because that’s all it is! It is there to 
protect you from smoke inhalation. Because all of a sudden, when you put this thing 
on, you don’t then get the wings of steel that come round you. And how is it that 
NOMS, all of a sudden, have changed the Health and Safety at Work Act? Where 
does it say in there, ‘dynamic risk assessment’? There is no such thing! The only 
person who can make a risk assessment at a fire is somebody who is trained in fire 
safety and somebody who has got the experience on fire risk assessments. We’re 
continually arguing with NOMS on this and the reason why they keep pushing and 
pushing us back, especially on the search and rescue, their safe system of work is 
when you go along and inundate, and the two members of staff are stood there with 
this carrier bag on their head, along comes the Orderly Officer, who hasn’t got one 
on anyway – so what is the point in us using this equipment? It’s absolutely 
ridiculous. And the only reason we’re doing it is to keep governors out of coroners 
court, and to keep governors out of gaols.  

Conference, we fully support this motion with a qualification again it’s another big 
piece of work, especially the other piece of work that you’ve just give us as well, and 
we would say that we might not just make that deadline! Thank you very much, 
Chair. 
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PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Andy, do you want to come back?  

ANDY BAXTER – BRANCH CHAIR, HMP HOLME HOUSE: Again Chair, no issues with 
the date. If the date needs to be pushed back, so be it.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  All those in favour of motion 5, please show. 
Anyone against? That motion is carried. 

MOTION 6. 
Conference instructs the NEC to affirm its commitment to the Health and Safety of all 
workers in the Public Sector Prisons, Private Prisons and Contracted Services by 
insisting on the provision of inoculations and boosters for Tetanus and Hepatitis 
provided by the employer at the place of work or as close as is reasonably practical.  

BIRMINGHAM 

 Motion 6 is Birmingham, is there a seconder for Birmingham’s motion? Oakwood, 
thank you Oakwood.  

AIDY WATTS – BRANCH SECRETARY, BIRMINGHAM G4S: They NOMS as well as the 
private sector employers, save money by putting the onus on staff to approach their 
own GP for inoculations against tetanus and hepatitis. We have actually had a clinic 
for all new recruits at HMP Birmingham, for newly recruited staff and boosters for 
serving staff, a clinic that was withdrawn after an injury caused by infection or a 
reaction by one member of staff, who had to take time off because their arm swelled 
up to a painful extent. We’ve risk-averse, reputation management and a philosophy 
of counter-claim, a provision of perhaps less than satisfactory service. The 
employer’s reaction to complaints about withdrawing this basic care: ‘Staff members 
can discuss inoculations with their own GP and make arrangements in their own 
time to receive these treatments.’ They reimburse them on provision of a receipt. 
Occupational Health Services are used, not to support staff, advise staff or protect 
staff, but to remove them to dismissal. It’s time to change. In 1915 deaths in the 
workplace in the UK totalled over 3,000. Accident, injury and disease was 
immeasurable. One hundred years on and our forefathers would shudder at the way 
in which the employers are allowed to abdicate their responsibility for health and 
safety, let alone their responsibility for decent working conditions, fair wages and 
pensions.  

Support the motion and campaign for decent measures to protect staff, wherever 
they work, whoever their employer. 

<Applause>  

JIM STARKIE – PRESTON: Chair, NEC, Conference, support this motion. I’m slightly 
hijacking it because I’ve come to Conference with some information that’s been 
passed down from the National Centre at Lindorp to one of our C&R instructors, I 
brought it to Conference to give to Joe actually but seeing as this has come up I think 
it’s time to mention it. It’s called Hypodermic Syringes Anti-Retroviral Injections. 
What it is, if you get a puncture wound at work, a bit off a prisoner that you may 
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think has got HIV, and we have to look at everybody as though they’ve got HIV, this 
is what the notice says:  

If you think you’ve contracted HIV you should contact your local hospital within 72 
hours, as there is an anti-retroviral that can be given to stop the virus taking hold. 
This is known as PEP, post-exposure [… it’s medical is this, so I’m a bit …] 

<Laughter> 

Prophylaxis! The test looks for HIV antibodies in the blood. It normally takes three 
months for antibodies to develop, so if you have a test soon after possible infection, 
the result may be inaccurate. You’ll need to be tested again after three months to 
get a definite result. A trained counsellor will explain the test procedure and discuss 
possible results. You will normally have to wait one week for results. 

Conference, this, I’m not sure if it’s an injection or a course of tablets, it’s been 
around for quite a while but they’ve kept it secret because it’s expensive, but every 
local hospital should have one. I’m going to hand it to Joe. Hopefully we can get it 
round to everybody and it’s there to be had. We don’t know how many people have 
had to go through the worry of six moths waiting to see if they’re HIV positive. This 
can go some way to helping out that. 

Thank you. 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Terry Fullerton for the NEC. 

TERRY FULLERTON - NEC: Thank you Chair, Conference, speaking on behalf of the 
NEC in support of motion 6. We see this motion as not just the NEC affirming its 
commitment to the Health and Safety of workers in the public sector prisons, private 
prisons and contracted services; it actually makes the employer affirm its 
commitment to workers in public sector prisons, private prisons and contracted 
services. We all work in establishments where there’s a high population of 
intravenous drug users with all the health problems and health risks that that poses 
to our members. We’ve got prisoners who suffer from alcohol abuse, many, many 
years of alcohol abuse and all the problems and health risks that that poses to our 
members; we’ve seen a rise in prisons of TB and we’ve now got cases of MRSA in 
some of our prisons, so all that is faced on a daily basis by our members. It’s 
essential that the employer within private and public prisons does two things. It 
identifies the risks that’s posed and it provides a remedy for the problems that are 
there, and by supporting Birmingham’s motion, we see this making the employer 
address the situation, provide a solution and protect the health and safety of our 
members inside prisons. Please support the motion. 

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Birmingham, you don’t want to come back 
on that motion? All those in favour of motion 6 please show. Those against. That 
motion is carried. 
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MOTION 7. 
Conference instructs the NEC to ensure the provision of all Personal Protection 
Equipment contained within PSO’s, PSI’s, Health and Safety legislation and 
instructions to NOMS, to all workers in Private Sector Prisons and Contracted 
Services. 

BIRMINGHAM 

Motion 7, Birmingham. Is there a seconder for the Birmingham motion? Oakwood, 
thank you.  

BRIAN CLARKE –  BIRMINGHAM G4S: We work in packs! 

<Laughter> 

Jim, just before I move into this motion, Jim Starkie from Preston, Aidy who 
delivered that motion can tell you an awful lot about PEP, post-exposure 
prophylaxis. It’s a motion we have later in the paper and we’ll be looking to advise 
and get the support of conference when that one’s raised. 

Conference instructs the NEC to ensure the provision of all personal protection 
equipment contained within PSOs, PSIs, health and safety legislation, instructions to 
NOMS, to all workers in private sector prisons and contracted services and public 
prisons. 

They, and there are many to choose from in the private sector, they win their 
contracts to operate prisons on the promise that they will operate them to PSOs, 
PSIs, security manuals, standing orders, health and safety legislation and common 
law. Now if those contracts are won on a level playing field, PJ’s alluded in his 
opening remarks about level playing fields and how the prison service bids were 
loaded by up to 20%, to make them competitive or rather to make the private sector 
competitive with them, if they’re won on a level playing field then the winner should 
observe those PSOs, PSIs, security manuals, standing orders, health and safety 
legislation and common law that delivers them the profit that they claim. Not only 
the very healthy, the very exorbitant manner in which they live, but the protection 
for the persons who are employed to provide that profit, that’s ignored, that’s 
abdicated. They save money on the provision of staff, they save money on the 
salaries of staff, they save money on decent uniforms, which are not fit for purpose, 
they save money on training and they save money on the personal protection 
equipment, they save money on the provision of inoculations, they save money on 
the provision of occupational health services; they make money, make it hand over 
fist, with the provision of in-cell telephones with exorbitant tariffs that would shock 
and dismay the average youth on the street with an iPhone. Allow me to illustrate: 
staff in our own establishment have different terms and conditions from place to 
place, from intake to intake, they work with no pay for the first three days of 
absence through sick, we have staff who have to claim statutory sick pay from the 
Department or Work and Pensions, who are off injured or ill. Staff are not provided 
with non-slip and protective footwear and they receive no allowance for it. Staff at 
establishments in the private sector in particular, where the baton is not issued or 
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allowed for personal protection, staff … and this is where it rubs really raw, who are 
contracted by their terms and conditions to turn out for national emergencies but 
paid the going rate by their particular employer, staff who man bed watches and 
constant watches, funded by their different health trusts at the going rate of 
Payment Plus, but paid by the employer at the going rate on their terms and 
conditions. Making profit out of the provision of that service, which they’re 
contracted to do.  

Conference, this might seem like very small beer when you’re looking at your own 
issues, with NOMS as an employer, but I urge you to act as trade unionists and 
altruists and inclusionists rather than prison officers at public sector prisons and 
introspectives, and I ask you please, support this motion unanimously. 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Joe Simpson for the NEC. 

JOE SIMPSON – ASSISTANT SECRETARY, NEC: Thank you Chair, Conference, speaking 
on behalf of the National Executive. We’re asking you to reject this motion. And why 
are we asking you to reject it? Simply because the inclusion of PSOs and PSIs. 
Conference, what we have in PSOs and PSIs is not good enough. That’s why the 
Health and Safety Whitley Committee are constantly taking issues to NOMS to try 
and change it to try and get you better PPE: searching gloves for your personal 
protection when you are searching cells and whatever. The thing with this motion is, 
if you support this motion and it comes through, you tie the hands of the Health and 
Safety Whitley Committee, because then we would have to make sure that NOMS 
give the same protections under PSOs and PSIs to the private sector, but we’ve 
hardly got any PPE, the only PPE you’ve got is the boots and shoes, and the plastic 
bag that you put on your head if there’s a fire. That’s it. So shouldn’t we be 
negotiating better for our colleagues in the private sector and that should be left 
down to the full-time officers, like myself, Glyn Travis, Andy Hogg, to go in there and 
assist our colleagues in getting better for them.  

Conference, we ask you to reject the motion for the simple reason the PSOs and PSIs 
will not protect our members in the private sector. Thank you Conference. 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Birmingham to come back?  

BRIAN CLARKE –BIRMINGHAM G4S: You bet!  

Well … PSOs, PSIs are not good enough … can’t really argue, John. They can always 
be improved. But when you’re working in a sector of the industry that’s not given 
the very basics within those PSOs and PSIs, and health and safety legislation, it rather 
rankles me that you use the inadequacy of PSOs and PSIs as a reason to oppose the 
motion. We work in one industry. The criminal justice sector. We work in prisons not 
so much different from Birmingham to Manchester to London to Leeds to Durham, 
we work with the same prisoners, not so much different from one end of the country 
to the other, we work with the same risks, not so much different from one end of 
the country to the other. I will not accept that the change required is a local 
negotiation between me and G4S. I will not accept that staff working in private 
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sector prisons should work with a lesser advantage than those in government 
employment. I will not accept that this NEC, this union, shall ignore its primary 
objective, that is to represent all, every one of its members, private and public 
sector, male and female, able bodies, not able bodied. It became so when it 
accepted members from the private sector over ten years ago, it became so when it 
changed its name from the POA to the Professional Union for Prison Correctional 
and Secure Psychiatric Workers. Colleagues, support this motion. It’s the only choice 
for trade unionists with a conscience and a mission to serve and to protect. In my 
opinion, if you don’t see it that way, you might consider a career in managing private 
sector prisons or a career in the Conservative political party. Please support. 

<Applause> 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  We have a point of order, Conference from 
Wandsworth. 

STEWART MCLAUGHLIN – BRANCH SECRETARY, WANDSWORTH: Chair, NEC, 
Conference, the point of order is based on the NEC’s rejection of the motion 
regarding PSOs and PSIs. I would only say that as we’re going through a process of 
seeing people TUPE’d over to private employers, we ask they be TUPE’d over with 
the very protection of those PSOs and PSIs. To reject it on that basis could give a free 
hand to say well if you don’t want these PSOs and PSIs in TUPEs, then we won’t 
include them. That is the point of order. 

<Applause> 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  I’m not entirely sure Wandsworth, that fits 
within the parameters of a point of order, but certainly you gave a view. 

Conference, all those in favour of motion 7, please show. All those against. That 
motion is carried. 

We now come to a section on awards. Motion 8, should Conference Honorary Life 
Membership to John Hancock, Terry Fullerton for the NEC. Wormwood Scrubs have 
indicated that they would like to second this motion. 

MOTION 8. 
That Conference award Honorary Life Membership to John Hancock. 

NEC 

TERRY FULLERTON – NEC: Thank you Chair, Conference, on behalf of the NEC, I’m 
more than happy and consider it a privilege to move motion 8 on behalf of the NEC 
to award an Honorary Life Membership to John Hancock. I met John Hancock over 20 
years ago at branch officials training, when branch officials training was held in 
Birmingham, and one night after we’d been doing the branch officials training myself 
and Joe went to try and find a pub in Birmingham to watch the football match and 
we walked into this pub and there was nobody in apart from one bloke sitting in a 
corner nursing a pint. Me and Joe managed to find a telly that had the football match 
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on, and sat down to have a pint and this strange bloke who was sat in a corner 
nursing a pint wanders across and stands in front and says, ‘Can I join you boys?’ 
‘Yeah, alright, sit down’ so we moved our coats to check our pockets to make sure 
everything was still in our pockets … 

<Laughter> 

And we’ve been friends ever since that point. And John epitomises everything, as far 
as I’m concerned, about what a real trade unionist should be about, someone who 
gives his time up time and time again, his own time at weekends, he’s gone to 
national events, promoted this union at national events, spoken at national events, a 
member of his own trades council and spoken and promoted this union at the trades 
council. When John got elected onto the NEC, he was absolutely bursting with pride 
to think that the membership of this union had put confidence in him to represent 
them. And sometimes colleagues, you use the word ‘trade unionist’ it gets used too 
much, but not in the case I believe, and the NEC believes, of John Hancock. As I said 
before, he’s given over numerous hours of his own time at weekends to attend these 
rallies and events, to tell people how hard it is to be a national official or to be a local 
official in this union without any trade union rights.  

Conference, John Hancock has been an excellent NEC member, has worked hard for 
this membership, has done outstanding work for this membership in his time on the 
union Executive table, and on his time as a branch official at Wormwood Scrubs. So 
John is not only … he stood down at the last election, he didn’t stand for NEC, and 
he’s not only leaving the National Executive, he’s retiring from the prison service. 
He’s bought himself what he describes as a sea-going vessel for his retirement. Trust 
me, I’ve seen it, and if Lesley’s in the hall, Lesley I would up his life insurance ‘cause 
I’m convinced he’s going to spend more time in the sea than he is on it when I’ve had 
a look at that boat! 

<Laughter> 

But if he is going to sail off, Conference, to his retirement, please give John Hancock 
Honorary Life Membership. Please support this motion. 

<Applause> 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: I have to say, Conference, many of you 
remember Mike Sear, Chair at Dorchester for many years and Mike is an 
accomplished sailor and he has told me down in Weymouth he saw John frolicking 
about, he said that’s the word, in his boat, and he said, ‘For God’s sake do not allow 
him out in that boat alone! Not only will there be a maritime incident, but John 
Hancock will be dead!’ So if you do award it, I’m not quite sure how long it will be 
awarded for … 

<Laughter> 
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Conference, the Scrubs have seconded it, they’ve indicated they’re quite happy with 
what’s being said. All those in favour of awarding Honorary Life Membership to John 
Hancock, please show. Those against … that’s carried. 

<Applause> 

Congratulations to John. 

MOTION 9. 
That Conference award Mr Terry Bond Honorary Life Membership. 

NEC  

Motion 9 is another award from the NEC, a motion that Conference award Mr Terry 
Bond Honorary Life Membership. Do we have a seconder for that motion? 
Magilligan, thank you. Steve Gillan for the NEC. 

STEVE GILLAN – GENERAL SECRETARY, NEC: Chairman, NEC, Conference, it gives me 
great delight in moving this motion on behalf of the Executive. There’s probably 
many people in this room that have probably never met Terry Bond and don’t know 
who he is. Well let me just explain what the man has done for this trade union. He 
joined the POA on 6th May 1974 and Terry’s membership covers 33 years and 7 years 
as a retired member. He was a union activist and served in various capacities. 1978-
1987 he was on the branch committee, secretary and chairman at Manchester, he 
was elected in 1987 to the National Executive Committee, in 1997 he became the 
National Vice Chairman, in 1998 he became Deputy General Secretary, in 2006 there 
was a medical retirement and he became a retired member. During 1977 to 1978 he 
spent a year on detached duty at the Maze Prison. As a local official at Manchester, 
he proved his strength and leadership in all negotiations with management and 
many situations where industrial action was taken. He led from the front, in 
particular the major national action of 1981 over certified normal accommodation in 
the refusal to accept inmates. He never asked a POA member to do something he 
was not prepared to do himself and on many occasions was found at the gate 
refusing to accept prisoners from the police. He also assisted neighbouring branches, 
Hatfield and others who were under pressure orders to take transferred prisoners to 
Manchester by telling them to send the prisoners, where he would refuse entry to 
the prison. On his arrival on the NEC in 1987, a position he felt proud and privileged 
to serve, because of his tenacity he was allocated on many major union committees, 
in particular the Fresh Start conditions committee, challenging the prison service 
interpretations and assisting branches who had implementation problems with 
governors being selected in abrogation of the rules. A good negotiator who was fair 
and reasonable with the prison services’ Director Generals, areas managers, 
governors and importantly gained their respect and credibility in his meetings with 
them. He did not suffer fools and always spoke his mind to ministers and Home 
Secretaries, always gave the views and policies of the union, and that’s what he was 
there for and that’s exactly what he did. 

Over the years he was involved in many major high-profile actions by branches, 
Wandsworth, Holloway, Liverpool, Preston, Leeds, to name but a few, and assisted 
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branches who were at the forefront in market testing and privatisation of the prison 
estate. The proposals and onset of the operational support grade, that document 42 
of ’97, was a particular instance when the prison service were due to impose their 
proposals; Terry, along with other NEC members, managed to get it put back on the 
table for further negotiations, who then were able to safeguard the roles of prison 
officers and reach agreement for a clear set of rules that could be applied locally and 
he was always available to assist any branch who had implementation problems with 
governors attempting to breach the agreement. 

The union Honorary Life Membership is given to individuals who have made an 
outstanding contribution, either locally or nationally, to the Association. In Terry’s 
case, he more than fits and deserves this award. Please give Terry Bond Honorary 
Life Membership, Conference.  

<Applause> 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Conference, all those in favour of awarding 
Honorary Life Membership to Mr Terry Bond please show. Those against. That’s 
carried. Thank you very much Conference and congratulations to Terry Bond. 

<Applause> 

Conference I think I’ll call lunch. Shall we say quarter-to-two? Quarter-to-two please 
back in your seats. Thank you very much Conference.   
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POA ANNUAL CONFERENCE 2015 
Tuesday 12th May 2015 
Tuesday Afternoon 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Conference, we’ll move on in a 
moment into the afternoon session. I am informed that Ian Lawrence from NAPO is 
in the building and before he leaves the building hopefully he’ll be able to come and 
give you fraternal greetings this afternoon.  

MOTION 10. 
Having reaffirmed Rule 12.4 Conference seeks an explanation from the NEC 
regarding their submissions to the Prison Service Pay Review Body.  The NEC in their 
2015 submissions to the PSPRB asked that all staff have the contractual right to work 
37 hours; plus a minimum of 2 hours ACH up to a maximum of 4 hours ACH per week.  
This is in direct contravention to the principles and policy set by conference; reference 
Motion 34/2011. 

HOLLESLEY BAY 

We’ll have motion 10 please, Hollesley Bay, do we have a seconder for the motion? 
Hatfield, thank you. Can I just say my interpretation of this is and unless Hollesley 
Bay have got a different view, is this is an explanation, so I’m not expecting to go to a 
vote.  

ROB SMALLWOOD – BRANCH SECRETARY, HOLLESLEY BAY: We just want an 
explanation on why we asked for what we asked for. Chair, NEC, Conference, having 
reaffirmed rule 12.4, Conference seeks an explanation from the NEC regarding their 
submissions to the Prison Service Pay Review Body, the NEC in their 2015 
submissions to the Prison Service Pay Review Body asks that all staff have the 
contractual right to work 37 hours, plus a minimum of 2 hours ACH, up to a 
maximum of 4 hours ACH per week. We believe that this is in contravention to the 
principles and policies set by Conference in reference to motion 34 of 2011.  

Conference, we believe that asking the Prison Service Pay Review Body for a 
contractual right of 37 hours is in direct conflict to rule 12.4. At Annual Conference 
2011 Hollesley Bay moved a motion asking for a flexible working week as was 
available to the new officer. At the time the new entrant officer was referred to as 
an Officer 2. The motion asked that we conducted a workplace ballot, asked if the 
membership wished to have a flexible working week the same as the Officer 2. We 
genuinely believed at the time that that motion had benefit to the membership, 
however, having trepidation in moving the motion, we were quite right to do so as 
every speaker that came up to the rostrum spoke against it and no one was in 
support. Ralph Valerio responded on behalf of the NEC and said, ‘Colleagues, quite 
simply I’m going to ask you to vote against this motion, do we genuinely think if we 
were to vote this through that the Prison Service actually would retain your current 
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rate of pay, your terms and conditions in exchange for 37 hours a week? I’ll tell you 
the answer would be no.’ Ralph had echoed the concerns of the previous speakers 
and unanimously the motion was lost.  

Conference we’re now asking the NEC to explain when this union adopted a policy of 
a 37-hour working week with additional contracted hours. Conference further asks 
the NEC why if this is not the policy of the union, the NEC made such a request in 
their submissions to the Pay Review Body? We realise in moving this motion that 
we’re caught in controversy, our intention isn’t to take a pop at the NEC, it is merely 
to seek an explanation. Please Chair can the NEC offer an explanation as to when 
and how we adopted this policy? Thank you.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Hollesley Bay. Glyn Travis for the 
NEC.  

GLYN TRAVIS – ASSISTANT SECRETARY, NEC: Good afternoon Chair, Conference, 
more than happy to give an explanation as to why there are a number of policies 
that conflict with one policy and therefore the Executive have then got to look at 
other issues.  

Firstly this union has never adopted a 37-hour plus 2 ACH or ACH2 other than when 
Fair & Sustainable was balloted in on 9th February 2012, because that’s what the new 
pay model said. We didn’t agree with it then and we don’t agree with it now. The 
policy of the union is that we have a 35-hour working week that was then varied and 
changed to a 37-hour, but it is without detriment. It’s been widely accepted for the 
last 20 years that I know of that for each hour of loss of pay that you lose 2.5%, so if 
we go for a 37-hour week NOMS are more than happy to give us a 37-hour working 
week, because if you look at what Fair & Sustainable says colleagues, it says that 
everybody who opts in will be on a 37-hour base pay. Everybody. But you lose 
money for it, £2,700. But on top of that colleagues and the reason for the 
explanation is, that NOMS being the most efficient and clever people that I’ve known 
introduced benchmarking and on benchmarking they profile every single 
establishment, every operational grade, at how many hours a week? 39. So we went 
to them and said, ‘Are you going to pay PP for the 2 hours of non-effective work 
that’s not covered in your unallocated spare capacity or your spare capacity that you 
see in your profiles or not?’ ‘No, we’re not.’ So we then went back to Pay & Reward 
and asked Pay & Reward, were they aware that operationally every prison is worked 
and based on a target staffing figure of 39 hours per person who is operational? ‘We 
didn’t know that.’  

And so you’ve got a clear conflict of do we allow the Prison Service to downgrade the 
salary as part of an austerity measure and then refuse to pay the additional 2 hours 
or do we go to the Pay Review Body and say each individual should have a right to 
opt in, it’s not mandatory, officers have a right if they want to work 37 hours to opt 
in for 37 hours under Fair & Sustainable. We provided a contractual position to 
ensure that people who need to get on the housing market and who need to afford 
to live where PP isn’t available, that they can have a contractual position to get 2 
hours additional pay that would attract onto your mortgage under Fair & Sustainable 
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which has got deplorable rates of pay. Under the original deficit of Prison Officer 2s 
which was done away with if you remember, all Prison Officer 2s had a lifetime 
guarantee of an option of working 37 plus 1, 2, 3 or 4 and we’ve still got Prison 
Officer 2s who’ve not opted into F&S, who haven’t become Prison Officers, because 
they wanted to reserve their right to work 41 hours a week, because it guarantees 
income. So what the union did was to try and align benchmarking with Fair & 
Sustainable and give officers an option and a choice. The policy of this union that you 
will always set Conference whether it’s good policy or bad policy, it is irrelevant, and 
I will call in the next Vice Chairman who said, ‘Be careful what you wish for,’ because 
when Conference passed the motion, we took £1,600 of just over 4,000 members, 
because we weren’t aware of what we were doing. So that’s the explanation 
Conference, it is to align benchmarking with Fair & Sustainable and to try and give 
individuals a choice. The policy of the union is to have a reduced working week 
without detriment and that is something that we will continue to push and push 
along with the flexibility for individuals who work. Thank you chair.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Glyn. Hollesley Bay that’s the 
explanation, thank you Hollesley Bay.  

We now move onto the other booklet, the NEC Emergency Motions Booklet. This is 
where we’d be intending to work through 10(a), 10(b), 10(d), 10(e) and 10(f). 10(a) is 
an Elmley motion. Have we got a seconder? Rochester, thank you.  

MOTION 10 (a) 
Conference give clear condemnation for the deeply disrespectful and wholly 
condescending Prison Service Pay Review Body Report 2015, which condemns 83% of 
this trade union membership to a pay cut and displays a derisory contempt for the 
remaining 17%. The report shows no consideration for the difficult work that POA 
members working within the public sector do. Therefore Conference condemn NOMS 
for their recommendation of such a disparaging pay cut, the Prison Service Pay 
Review Body for failing to listen to the membership of this trade union and the 
government for their sheer lack of regard for POA members across the country. 

ELMLEY 

ANDY HAMLIN – BRANCH SECRETARY, ELMLEY: Chairman, NEC, Conference, motion 
10(a) reads: Conference give clear condemnation for the deeply disrespectful and 
wholly condescending Prison Service Pay Review Body Report 2015, which condemns 
83% of this trade union membership to a pay cut and displays a derisory contempt 
for the remaining 17%. The report shows no consideration for the difficult work that 
POA members working within the public sector do. Therefore Conference condemn 
NOMS for their recommendation of such a disparaging pay cut, the Prison Service 
Pay Review Body for failing to listen to the membership of this trade union and the 
government for their sheer lack of regard for POA members across the country.  

I think the body of this motion is very clear, but in simple terms: more work, less 
staff, for a decrease in net take home pay. Please support the motion.  
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<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Ralph Valerio for the NEC.  

RALPH VALERIO – VICE CHAIR, NEC: Conference we’ve all been made aware now of 
what the submission was from the Pay Review Body to the government. There’s 
often conversation about whether this is an independent body or whether they’re 
just a body, what is their purpose, what is their role? They tell us that they’re a 
compensatory mechanism, something that’s been put in place to make us feel OK 
about having our trade union rights taken from us. I think in history of all the years 
that it’s been in place, again it’s subject to opinion of course, but universally for this 
union I think you could only really say that there’s been one submission from the Pay 
Review Body that was in favour of the membership of the POA. The Chair who gave 
that submission was not the Chair the following year. So independence? It’s not in 
the title so I would not take that as being independent.  

I commend Elmley for bringing this motion and the NEC are wholly supportive of it, 
because all you have to do is look at the submission, in their conclusion or the 
recommendations summary right at the early part of the report; please indulge me 
Conference I’ll read you some sections of it. It says last year:  

The significant decline in staff motivation prompted us to make an 
award for the closed grades at the expense of delaying the 
transition to one pay structure for a further year. 

They were talking about the transition of Fair & Sustainable which was a 15 year 
model. ‘However, we see this year that the decline has continued.’ They see that 
we’re not motivated.  

We accept that our 1% award for officers and support staff last year 
was below the annual rate of CPI inflation at that time and that staff 
also saw an increase in employee pension contributions, so they say 
that we are being hit in the pocket. In addition we are aware that 
many of the main concerns we heard about in evidence contributing 
to low morale and motivation, such as staffing shortfalls, workloads 
and increasing violence, [as pointed out by Elmley,] would not be 
addressed by any pay award. After careful consideration, taking into 
account pay differentials between staff in the same roles, the market 
rates of these roles and the continuing constraints in public finances, 
we feel we should focus our recommendations this year on the Fair & 
Sustainable bands, thus as in the motion highlighted by Elmley, 
condemning 83% of the POA membership to a nil pay award. They 
carry on. We recognise the valuable contribution that all staff make 
to the operation of the Prison Service and we take this decision with 
some regret. I hope, Conference, you take solace in that. We 
acknowledge that this will be very unwelcome to the large number of 
staff in the closed grades. However, a growing number are now in a 
position where they can financially benefit from opting into Fair & 
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Sustainable. [A growing number.] For others where there is, as yet, 
no financial benefit from opting in, we ask that they recognise that 
they have the benefit of being paid more, sometimes considerably so 
than even the experienced colleagues delivering the same roles, but 
on the new scales.  

To me that is an eloquent kick in the teeth. 

Colleagues, who are these people on this Pay Review Body who make these 
decisions? Well, a quick Google search of the people’s names, you have got someone 
with a physics degree, an economist, an industrial relations consultant who’s made a 
career out of advising governments, a former chief constable of the police, a chief 
operating officer at Belfast Metropolitan College and the head of the HR at 
Manchester University. What do they know about prison officers? Having spent 
three hours in the room with the panel, with the NEC team that went in there to 
make our submissions which we were lauded for as giving the best statistical 
presentation that we’d ever done and lots of smiling faces, that that I read to you is 
the recognition. Colleagues please support the motion. Do you have confidence in 
these people? Support the motion.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Elmley do you want to come back? 
Conference motions 10(a), all those in favour, please show. Anyone against? That 
motion is carried.  

10(b) Durham and I think it would be remiss of me if I didn’t point out that if this 
motion is carried, 18 Holme House and 19 Send, those motions would fall as they 
refer to submissions to the Pay Review Body. There is a view from the Standing 
Orders that three of Durham’s motions, 13, 16 and 17 would fall; as National 
Chairman I’m not convinced on the wording alone, so unless Durham tell me 
differently, as far as I’m concerned they stand. Is there a seconder for the Durham 
motion? Holme House, thank you.  

MOTION 10 (b) 
We withdraw from the Pay Review Body in light of the 2015 Pay Review Body 
recommendations. 

DURHAM 

CRAIG ROBSON – BRANCH SECRETARY, DURHAM: Conference, Chairman, on facility 
time, page 14 you should look for, it’s a blank bit of paper. The motion states we 
withdraw from the Pay Review Body in light of the 2015 Pay Review Body 
recommendations. I’d like to thank the National Chair and Ralph Valerio for covering 
a lot of my points from my speech today.  

Why did I bring this motion? It was in response to the 14th report on England & 
Wales 2015 from the Pay Review Body. You might ask, did I need to bring this 
motion? The answer to that is no, as if these people had anything about themselves 
they would have resigned after the POA, NEC negotiated a compensation payment.  
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But let’s look in depth at the Pay Review Body, the Review Body was put in place as a 
genuine compensatory measure for restrictions placed on prison staff participating 
in lawful, industrial action over pay. At no point do they mention this fact. Now that 
to me is a good starting point for the Review Body, so they can deliberate on what 
has happened in the previous year, if we have not participated in industrial action 
then we get a rise of some sort, but no, no, no. That would be too simplistic for a 
group of people who have been selected by the government.  

I had a look to see what I could find out about people and very interesting they are. 
Peter Knight retired from the position of Vice Chancellor of Birmingham City 
University in 2007, he was subsequently Chair of the College Employer’s Forum 
which acted for colleges and universities in negotiating staff pay and conditions. 
Professor John Deith, lots of degrees there. However, 2003-2009, Doctors and 
Dentists Pay Review Body, appointed March ‘10, reappointed 2013, his term ends in 
2016. It goes on and on. The same thing about this is they all just follow the Pay 
Review Body things, it’s wrong. Enough of that. What is clear the Review Bodies, 
they finish one, they move to another and they get £200-£300 per day, 20 days a 
year. Not bad if you can get it.  

I don’t intend to go into the full report, but what is interesting is their comment on 
the poor morale of the service and gave us a 1% pay rise last year. If that was to lift 
the spirits of the bedraggled staff, they need to start to smell the coffee. Are they on 
another planet? It should have been 20%. But I forgot Dr Peter Knight, CBE, had a 
letter from Her Majesty’s Treasury dated 29th July 2014. This letter’s quite important 
in the sway of things, Danny Alexander’s letter, I have it here. The man who gives 
ginger-haired people a bad name. It starts ‘Dear Peter,’ and I’ll move to page 2, para 
3a:  

Recruitment and retention: While recognising some variation 
between remit groups, the evidence so far is that given the current 
labour market position, there are unlikely to be significant 
recruitment and retention issues for the majority of public sector 
workers over the next year.  

 Durham sent 8 on detached duty yesterday again, why, because they didn’t give a 
pay rise to people so they would join the job.  

The Review Body recommendations, chapter 1, page 2, 1.8:  

We base our recommendations on evidence from a number of 
sources including written and oral evidence from the parties, 
economic data from the Office of National Statistics, statistical data 
provided by NOMS in August 2004, which was shared by all the 
parties, information gathered during our visits to prison 
establishments, following the receipt of the Minister’s activation 
letter, the Prison Minister Andrew Selous MP, together with NOMS’ 
officials, led by the Chief Executive Michael Spurr and accompanied 
by an official from Her Majesty’s Treasury.  
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Now you might think why have I mentioned this point? Well it’s important as if we 
can have any faith in an organisation it must be impartial and lucky for us the Prisons 
Minister lets the cat out of the bag in an answer to a written Parliamentary question 
to Dave Anderson MP. I quote:  

Staff should be in no doubt how highly I value the hard work that 
they put in every single day, that is why we have introduced major 
organisational changes that have saved tax payers money and 
ultimately ensured key jobs have stayed in the public sector. Our 
reforms have helped to save £300 million per year from 2015-2016, 
protecting existing jobs and creating new ones by ensuring that 
HMPS will run the new prison in North Wales. Pay awards for prison 
officers are determined independently of government by the Prison 
Service Pay Review Body, having considered evidence from both 
NOMS and trade unions.  

 If that is correct, what were the Pay Review Body doing speaking to Andrew Selous 
and an official from the Treasury, as they state in their document? If they were 
independent they should have been asked to leave and told Danny Alexander the 
same when he sent his letter. And as for our learned Prisons Minister he must have 
had a memory lapse that he attended a meeting with the Pay Review Body. So what 
does this mean? I can tell you what it means in real terms: Pay 1st September 2011, 
basic pay, £2,410.83; take home pay, £1,809.35. 1st April 2015, basic pay £2,434.92; 
take home pay, £1,803.10. I am now £6.25 a month worse off than I was four years 
ago, taking into consideration the pension contributions.  

I’ll talk about the pension contributions. A learned Lord, Lord Howard, I’m sure he 
said in his report that if workers were to pay more into their pensions, then it would 
have to reflect in them getting a pay increase. It was clear that someone forgot to 
tell the Review Body of that or the Review Body were far too busy listening to 
Ministers. So what does it mean? I will tell you what it means, they are running out 
of ideas on how to screw the screws and if you don’t believe me there’s a document 
here to prove it. It’s called Pay & Pensions & Reward Packages for Private Custodial 
Service Staff, a research report from the Office of Manpower Economics, March 
2015. They’re going into the private sector to see ways they can cut costs. Well let’s 
give them the message they deserve, the Pay Review Body are clearly not 
independent, they appear not to know why they are there in the first place and 
should we bother with such a body who don’t know the facts? The answer is no, so 
please support the motion.  

<Applause>  

JIM SHAW – BRANCH CHAIR, WANDSWORTH: Chairman, NEC, Conference, I’m 
asking you actually to reject this motion. I’m sure there’s nobody here who does not 
share the frustrations expressed by Durham and thanks very much Durham, it was 
informative. I know you put a lot of work into this. My concern is what’s our 
alternative? Chris Grayling for the first time… the NEC have now got an opportunity 
where Chris Grayling had said that NOMS and the NEC and the POA were to present 
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joint pay submissions and that’s a significant shift. But the other thing is, if we’re 
going to walk away from the Pay Review Body then really we need some motions for 
what the alternative is and I don’t see any motions for an alternative, so I would urge 
Conference to reject this. Thanks Durham for bringing this, I can understand why 
you’ve done it, but I just think it’s not going to work for us unless we actually have 
something in place. So if we’re going to do this then we need an alternative, so 
please reject the motion, thank you.  

DAVE GILLAN – BRANCH CHAIR, ELMLEY: Chair, NEC, Conference, Colleagues, I’m 
also going to ask you to reject this motion. You’ll remember earlier today Elmley 
branch also had a similar emergency motion and we asked your permission to 
withdraw it. The reason for this is simply NOMS and POA 2015 agreement. There has 
been derision from some quarters regarding the £300 unconsolidated payment, 
there’s also been derision from some quarters regarding the national special bonus 
payment plus scheme. I don’t think there can be too much criticism of the 
commitment by NOMS made on the health and safety of our members. However, it’s 
the further commitment to collective bargaining that clinches it. The commitment to 
producing joint evidence to the Prison Service Pay Review Body for the next year and 
the commitment for joint work on our pension age, these two commitments alone 
should persuade us not to walk away from the table. If we walk away now are we 
really doing what’s best for our members? We all know that we’ve been had over by 
the Prison Service Pay Review Body, we all know we’ve been had over by NOMS, the 
Cabinet Office and government and we will again, but if we snub this offer of joint 
work, especially on our pension age, then we seriously need to look at ourselves in 
the mirror. Yes, we’re angry with the pitiful recommendations and we feel betrayed, 
but unless we give our employers the chance to show its support for our pay and 
pensions we’ll be cutting off our noses to spite our face. If it’s another false promise 
then at least we gave it a go. But I think we are better in than out, please reject this 
motion.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Jackie Marshall for the NEC.  

JACKIE MARSHALL – NEC: Chair, Conference, speaking in support of the motion. Two 
years ago the NEC brought this motion to Conference, we have no faith in the Pay 
Review Body and they are not fit for purpose. Hours and hours are spent working on 
the written submissions and the oral submissions, they were the best they’d seen 
the Pay Review Body told us. Some of you told us they were the best they’ve seen. 
Did they take any notice of them? No, they were completely ignored.  

Since 2001 the Pay Review Body has been a paid puppet of government. The position 
in our prisons has been created because of poor pay and the failure of the Pay 
Review Body to acknowledge that pay and morale are fundamental to safe prisons 
and full staffing. The POA has been criticised for not evidencing our submissions and 
last year’s independent research by Professor Gail Kinman was used against the 
union by the Pay Review Body, this is a step too far. We now have to make 
government realise that we will not tolerate a process that keeps you, POA 
members, in pension poverty and fails to recognise the role you play in society. And 
for these reasons Conference we ask you to support the motion. Thank you.  
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PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Durham do you want to come back? 

CRAIG ROBSON – BRANCH SECRETARY, DURHAM: Conference, how many times do 
you want to be kicked, because these will do it again to you, they’ll have somebody 
else waiting when these pack up their job, somebody else will come back and have 
another kick. One thing I’d like to bring to your attention though, I think the pay 
award this year might well have been in breach of the Civil Service Code as well. 
Impartiality: ‘You must not act in a way that unjustifiably favours or discriminates 
against particular individuals or interests.’ Well, I was, I got done over again this 
year. I don’t want it to happen again. I’ve got 103 days until I retire, working days, 
and I don’t want to see the rest of you getting stuffed like I have for the last four 
years. Please support the motion.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Conference we go to the vote on motion 
10(b), all those in favour please show. Those against? That motion is carried. You’ll 
recall this morning that 10(c) was withdrawn by Elmley, so we move to 10(d), which 
is Hatfield. Is there a seconder for the Hatfield motion? Lincoln, thank you. Obviously 
just as you will have picked up the first part of the motion is achieved.  

MOTION 10 (d) 

Due to the recommendations of the Prison Service Pay Review Body Conference 
instructs the NEC to cease submissions to the Prison Service Pay Review Body and 
seek a return to collective bargaining on pay. 

HATFIELD 

SHAUN MCCANN – BRANCH CHAIR, HATFIELD: Chair, NEC, Conference, the motion 
reads: Due to the recommendations of the Prison Service Pay Review Body 
Conference instructs the NEC to cease submissions to the Prison Service Pay Review 
Body and seek a return to collective bargaining on pay. Quite a simple motion and 
one addressed before as Jackie’s just alluded to and if memory serves correctly this 
was narrowly defeated by way of a card vote.  

We spend good time and money every year in detailed submissions to the clearly not 
independent Prison Service Pay Review Body and who are clearly putting its 
recommendations forward on behalf of their paymasters. We’ve heard the same 
analogy year after year about being in it to win it, with a bidding process working 
closely with the BDG, in it to win it. Lost every bid. The F&S process benchmarking, 
with its officials getting involved with management, in it to win it was still fighting for 
the correct numbers on landings with no acknowledgement from the BDG that they 
got it wrong. Now we’re the PSPRB, in it to win it, our submissions go unheard year 
after year. Yes, we believe that you have to get involved to make a change or fight 
your corner, but on this occasion and with this body the deals are already done 
before we open our mouths. As my branch secretary so eloquently put it, I don’t 
mind being in it to win it, but we never win it, do we? Let’s go back to old-fashioned 
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collective bargaining, something recognised under TULRCA instead of a long, drawn-
out, expensive submission to the PSPRB that counts for little, if not nothing.  

Support the motion.  

<Applause>  

RICHARD SMITH – BRANCH SECRETARY, LINCOLN: Chair, NEC, Conference, we 
support this motion; we know the PSPRB has pretty much let us down every year; 
they are just the puppets for the Treasury. I know it’s a gamble moving away from 
the submissions to collective bargaining, but we’re gambling with nothing, we’ve had 
nothing; therefore we’ve got nothing else to lose. Please support this motion.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Steve Gillan for the NEC.  

STEVE GILLAN – GENERAL SECRETARY, NEC: Chairman, NEC, Conference, very 
pleased to be supporting this motion and very pleased that you gave us a mandate 
to get rid of the Pay Review Body. We’re absolutely delighted by that as an 
Executive, because as Hatfield quite rightly pointed out we are a trade union and 
trade unions should bargain collectively. Let’s put the employer and government 
under a little bit of pressure, because the reality is we now have an opportunity over 
the coming months on a variety of issues that we’ve signed off with the employer on 
collective bargaining and I think the National Chairman outlined it in his opening 
speech, it’s a first for many years that we’ve forced that position. The reality is the 
Pay Review Body were supposed to be a compensatory mechanism for us not having 
the right to take any form of action. They failed miserably in that year-on-year, 
because you don’t bite the hand that feeds you on public appointments, they are 
paid by government to do the job that they do. They were a puppet of government, 
now we have the opportunity to negotiate directly with the employer on your pay. It 
is a gamble, because we could have the government, this new government that’s 
come in, effectively cap public sector pay again, but that’s not a reason not to 
collectively bargain, because we can put pressure on NOMS by asking them to open 
up the books so that we can have a look at them, so that we can argue on your 
behalf where they’re squandering money on unnecessary expenditure that they 
could be putting into pay. That’s the reality of collective bargaining, but it’s only a 
part collective bargaining, because the other action that comes under collective 
bargaining at the end of it is being able to take industrial action, should you not get 
the outcome that you want.  

Conference we have many strategies in this union and we might just have to fall back 
on some of those strategies and become that fighting union, so please support this 
particular motion. I welcome a return to collective bargaining on pay and other 
issues as well. Thank you Conference.  

<Applause> 
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PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Hatfield to come back? Motion 10(d), all 
those in favour please show. Those against? That’s carried. Across the page we’ll find 
10(e), Risley, is there a seconder for the Risley motion? Wymott thank you.  

MOTION 10(e) 
In light of the recent zero percent pay award for the majority of staff, Conference 
urge all branches to ensure that they only work and operate shift patterns and 
profiles which are entirely compliant with bulletin 8 and the European Working Time 
Directive, except where there is a national collective agreement in place or an 
individual opts out. 

RISLEY 

MICK PIMBLETT – BRANCH CHAIR, RISLEY: Chair, NEC, Conference, the motion 
reads: In light of the recent zero percent pay award for the majority of staff, 
Conference urge all branches to ensure that they only work and operate shift 
patterns and profiles which are entirely compliant with bulletin 8 and the European 
Working Time Directive, except where there is a national collective agreement in 
place or an individual opts out. Conference the Work & Time Directive is an EU 
directive that provides the right for workers in EU member states to have a minimum 
number of holidays each year, paid breaks and rest of at least 11 hours in any 24 
hour period. As well as placing an upper limit subject to some exemptions called Opt 
Outs on the number of hours a worker may work per week, this is currently 48 hours 
per week. While many directives provisions are uncontroversial the impact of an 11 
hour break between shifts, rest periods within the shifts and a maximum working 
week of 48 hours, has created a problem for the Prison Service.  

Bulletin 8 was introduced in 1987 after much negotiation by our NEC at the time, this 
was after bulletins 1-7 were rejected and is now our bible, despite a recent court 
case stating that some of it is aspirational. Part of the justification for introducing 
bulletin 8 was that it recognised a need for as much predictability as possible about 
work patterns and the individual’s freedom of choice to be untrammelled as 
possible. It protects staff with amongst other things, the need for rest breaks, 
maximum length of shifts, etc. What do the European Working Time Directive and 
bulletin 8 have in common? They were both introduced as a result of trade union 
pressure and negotiations. My branch are strong advocates of both the European 
Working Time Directive and bulletin 8 and they strongly believe that there should be 
protection for workers to prevent them from being exploited by being forced to 
work long periods.  

Many members come to me and I’m sure this is true of many branches because 
they’re under serious pressure from their governors to work longer hours. I 
repeatedly inform my governor that staff are protected by the European Working 
Time Directive and by bulletin 8. In the recent benchmarking process at Risley we 
insisted on our profiles and shift patterns being European Working Time Directive 
compliant and bulletin 8 compliant. I believe this stance by my branch enabled us to 
reduce the amount of cuts that BDG intended to hit us with. Furthermore my branch 

52



is finding it very difficult to introduce a regime management plan as we still insist on 
European Working Time Directive and bulletin 8 shift patterns.  

In his attempts to get us to change our views regarding this, our governor informs us 
that we are one of the few branches who insist on bulletin 8 and Europe Work & 
Time Directive shift patterns. He has even produced shift patterns from other 
establishments which confirm his arguments. When perusing some of these shift 
patterns and profiles it’s frightening what some branches have agreed or had 
imposed on them. We have also visited branches and questioned how profiles work 
only to be informed by branch officials that the profiles don’t work, so staff just work 
through their dinner and work through their tea. I’ve also seen profiles about non-
effectives, where staff are expected to cover their own smoke. NOMS sell this by 
offering staff one weekend in four, one weekend in six, but there’s no non-effective, 
cover your own smoke. What’s that all about? We’re cutting our own throats.  

Now I’m sure there will be people taking to this rostrum now saying that if we insist 
on a European Working Time Directive shift pattern and a bulletin 8 shift pattern, 
there will be less flexibility in it. They get more EDs and maybe have to work more 
weekends, my branch does not care about that, they want a shift pattern and a 
profile that’s complaint, one with working hours that are not excessive and will also 
protect their health and safety. They want to be able to take annual leave when they 
need it and they don’t want to cover their own smoke.  

On top of those shift patterns worked by some branches, I’m also aware some 
branches have a local agreement which allow for staff to be sent out on emergency 
escorts after they’ve already worked an 11-hour shift and those same staff are 
expected to stay out on their escort for a further 12 hours or risk disciplinary action. 
This cannot be right. How can you be expected to escort some of the country’s most 
dangerous individuals and protect the public when you are working so many hours? 
It cannot be allowed to continue. We are allowing NOMS to cut us to the bone 
regarding staffing, because we’re allowing NOMS to make our staff work 
unreasonable hours through shift patterns and profiles that are not compliant.  

Conference NOMS have a duty of care to their staff in managing their health and 
safety and ensuring that staff are not working excessive hours. We as union officials 
have a duty to ensure that NOMS look after our members’ health and safety. 
Conference 83% of staff have recently been subject to a nil pay award and savage 
cuts which are putting are health and safety at risk. Prisons are not safe, decent and 
secure, so please don’t exacerbate the situation by allowing your staff to work or 
operate shift patterns which are not European Working Time Directive or bulletin 8 
compliant and also have an adverse effect on your members’ health and safety. 
Remember we don’t make the rules, but we’re here to make sure that management 
abide by them. Please support the motion and if you’re working a non-bulletin 8 
European Working Time Directive shift pattern, go back to your governor and tell 
him that he has 28 days to provide you with one.  

<Applause>  
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PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Joe Simpson for the NEC.  

JOE SIMPSON – ASSISTANT SECRETARY, NEC: Thank you Chair, Conference, we 
looked at this motion Conference and all we can say is it’s a matter for you. And the 
reason by the National Executive say that is there is nothing in this motion that 
requires any input whatsoever from the National Executive Committee. What you’re 
about to do is, you as Conference, are now going to urge yourselves to go and do this 
work for and on behalf of your members. Whilst we agree with everything that Risley 
is saying, this motion is purely down for you. You are Conference, you are going to 
urge yourselves to go away and do this work. Thank you Chair, thank you 
Conference.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Risley to come back?  

MICK PIMBLETT – BRANCH CHAIR, RISLEY: Conference this is the policy making body 
of this union. I’m sorry, it’s a matter for you is not good enough. When people in 
different branches are working non-compliant shift patterns and we’re insisting on it, 
it’s having a detrimental effect on my branch, because we’re prepared to stand up 
and work compliant shift patterns. It should be a policy of this union that we work 
European Working Time Directive shift patterns. These shift patterns were 
introduced after trade union pressure in the late ‘80s and the early ‘90s and for our 
union and our NEC on the top table to say that they don’t want to recommend one 
way or the other, well they don’t have to… I don’t even know what they’re saying, 
that they don’t want you to support European Working Time Directive shift patterns, 
it’s a disgrace.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Conference. Motion 7, all those in 
favour please show. All those against, please show? That’s carried.  

<Applause>  

Now we move on to Hollesley Bay motion 10(f) which again Hollesley Bay is an 
explanation required, so I won’t be going for a vote. I will ask for a seconder though 
for the purposes of debate, is there a seconder for the motion? Featherstone.  

MOTION 10(f) 
The NEC to explain to Conference and the membership the agreement made in 
regard to motion 72, 2014. The motion was enacted on 16th March 2015; the 
membership gave notice to stop working PP from Sunday 19th April until Sunday 17th 
May. The NEC on the 25th of March entered into an agreement and advised that 
motion 72, 2014 be set aside, the membership to rescind their notices, to withdraw 
from Payment Plus for 28 days, the motion having not been achieved.  

HOLLESLEY BAY   

ROB SMALLWOOD – BRANCH SECRETARY, HOLLESLEY BAY: Chair, NEC, Conference, 
coming up here I feel a little bit like the why bird, why me, why now? But one of our 
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members asked me why when circular 29 had been brought out, the NEC said that 
Conference had the opportunity to endorse what had been agreed in the agreement 
2015, the week before Conference there was nothing on the order paper why we’d 
have that opportunity, so that’s why this motion’s here today.  

The NEC to explain to Conference and the membership the agreement made in 
regard to motion 72, 2014. The motion was enacted on 16th March 2015; the 
membership gave notice to stop working PP from Sunday 19th April until Sunday 17th 
May. The NEC on the 25th of March entered into an agreement and advised that 
motion 72, 2014 be set aside, the membership to rescind their notices, to withdraw 
from Payment Plus for 28 days, the motion having not been achieved. When motion 
7thing, 2014 was moved, several branches urged rejection saying that membership 
wouldn’t back the motion up with action. Steve Gillan galvanised this by saying, ‘Yes, 
of course, there will always be people who wish to break the policy and go against 
it.’ He went on to say that when asked why the RMT was so successful in getting pay 
rises, ‘It’s because their members held their line. If you want to achieve you’ve got to 
get off your knees and make life difficult for NOMS. Call branch meetings, tell our 
members we’re not going to work PP until we start getting decent pay rises.’ Steve 
Gillan ended by saying, ‘So Conference, you want leadership, you’ve got leadership 
from this Executive, but it’s up to you now to deliver.’ I don’t think anybody can 
accuse the lay members or the rank and file of this union of not attempting to 
deliver. The vast majority gave notice of their intention to withdraw from PP, when 
we informed our governor that members were withdrawing, he said, ‘You’ll not get 
people to do that.’ Well he was wrong. As a union we stood united thinking that as a 
result of our sacrifice we’d achieve proper overtime rates of pay, which were what 
the motion was actually all about.  

On Wednesday 25th March the NEC had a meeting with the Secretary of State for 
Justice and raised several issues, some of which the Chair explained to us in his 
opening address. What didn’t emerge was an undertaking for proper overtime rates 
of pay which the motion had actually asked for, however the NEC advised our 
members to rescind their earlier notice. On the 1st April the NEC issued Circle of 29, 
2015. The last paragraph stated: ‘We do recognise that this agreement may not be 
universally welcomed and at our annual conference in May there will be opportunity 
for delegates to raise the issue and determine the future direction.’ I’m sorry 
Conference, but there is nowhere on the order paper before we brought this motion 
where we could discuss our future direction.  

As I say when a member of the branch brought this motion to me I thought why does 
it have to be me that has to stand up here, but that’s what it’s come to. The feeling 
at Hollesley Bay and I’m sure branches up and down the country is that we caved in. 
I was on leave at the time when the agreement was made, I went back to work 
thinking we’d actually achieved something, only to find that members thought we’d 
got NOMS on the ropes and our corner chucked the towel in. I know we’ve got 
collective bargaining, but we’re out to get proper overtime rates of pay. Are they in 
effect being paid off with £300? Steve Gillan said last year, ‘We’re not going to work 
PP until we start getting decent pay rises.’ As we just heard about the Pay Review 
Body we got no pay rises.  
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Can the NEC please explain to Conference and the membership why we failed to 
achieve what we set out to deliver when we were in such a position of strength? 
Thank you Conference.  

 PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Hollesley Bay. Steve Gillan for the 
NEC.  

STEVE GILLAN – GENERAL SECRETARY, NEC: Thank you very much. Chairman, NEC, 
Conference, I will attempt to explain it as best I can. Absolutely right, motion 72 of 
2014 was absolutely specific in that we attempted to get an increase with a view to 
introducing proper overtime rates. In our submission to the Pay Review Body we put 
in that we wanted £30 an hour. On the run up to Christmas we were into direct 
negotiations with NOMS on the so-called crisis gaols and managed to get an increase 
outside the Pay Review Body to effectively £30 an hour for some gaols, not all gaols, 
we weren’t able to achieve it for all gaols in respect of Christmas time, etc. We 
believed that we’d pushed the door open in respect of that and we gave 
supplementary evidence to the Pay Review Body to say that it would appear that 
NOMS had accepted the rate of pay for PP should have been £30 an hour. That fell 
on deaf ears with the Pay Review Body and we all know the outcome of what they’ve 
done. They didn’t put any recommendations to government of an increase in the 
rate of PP whatsoever, so the reality was and we’ve outlined it in POA circular 27 of 
2015 and 29 of 2015 as well, and the National Chairman made remarks in his 
opening speech which I’m not going to go into great detail on, because he’s already 
said it and there’s no point in me up here repeating what he’s already said. Yes, we 
had a meeting with Chris Grayling; yes, Michael Spurr was present, there was a time-
bounded period where that door was unlocked for us to have a dialogue and we 
pushed at various avenues to achieve on behalf of the membership outside the Pay 
Review Body. It’s called collective bargaining, which we’re trying to achieve on behalf 
of this membership. Was the outcome brilliant? Probably not, but we unlocked some 
money for our members.  

And I want to come to the bit in a second about Hollesley Bay and I commend 
Hollesley Bay actually if they’re saying that their branch was rock solid on a ban on 
PP that this Conference had mandated the Executive to achieve, then fantastic. But 
I’m going to be honest with you Conference, not every branch had the same view as 
Hollesley Bay, because the Chairman outlined it in his opening remarks. He said that 
there was branches that were having votes of confidence in the Executive for 
enacting POA policy. I received numerous emails from individuals, effectively telling 
us that it was disgraceful that we were stopping PP, even though Conference had 
directed that, so they were resigning their membership. We also had branches 
emailing in saying they were going to ignore the NEC directive and of course those 
emails were on the employer system so when we were sitting doing the negotiations 
with NOMS, they were reading them out to us and quoting what they’d been told by 
various branches. Now let me just tell you as well, ‘cause we put a circular out as  
well, asking for information on people that were breaching the Health and Safety at 
Work Act and the European Working Time Directive. I commend the branches that 
took the time to be so honest with us, to tell us what was going on in their gaols. But 
I think it was a lot wider than that, because I’m not going to embarrass any branch 
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here, but we’ve got details of people working 26 hours non-stop, people going in on 
an L-shift, stayed for a night-shift and then completed an E-shift the following day. 
Conference, I’ve got a whole host of them, so that diluted, actually, our position, but 
do you know what? We still achieved an increase on Payment Plus to £19.50 an 
hour, albeit that it was not called Payment Plus, it was called something else ‘cause 
only the Pay Review Body can make increases to Payment Plus. So we still actually 
achieved. They say that the motion, having not been achieved – well, we’ve only set 
the motion aside, and during the period of collective bargaining that we’re going to 
have up to September/October, it may well be that we can achieve what we want 
and we want to apply pressure on government and NOMS, and we may well be back 
saying that you withdraw from Payment Plus, but let me tell you, it ain’t no use one 
branch doing it; every branch in the country should be abiding by POA policy. It’s not 
the NEC that get that policy done; it’s you delegates on behalf of your branches. If 
you can’t deliver, don’t come to the rostrum and put your rants up for action. We 
need a bit more honesty in this union because members in their droves, literally, are 
emailing direct, ripping their membership cards up, saying, ‘We’ll do what we want. 
We will continue to work it’ Branches having votes of confidence, we even had one 
branch where an ex branch official had put round an email to everybody in the 
branch including non-members, saying ‘Ignore the Executive, we need to keep the 
prison service running.’ Well Michael Spurr couldn’t have done a better job if he’d 
done it himself actually. So the reality is, is it perfect? No it’s not. But if we do want 
to achieve, then we’ve got to stick together as one to achieve it. So I hope that that’s 
the explanation, colleagues. We now go into the future, looking for collective 
bargaining, looking to achieve motion 72 of 2014 through collective bargaining, and 
yes our starting point will be a higher rate than what it is, and we hope to be able to 
achieve, but for any branch out there thinking that the Payment Plus was our jewel 
in the crown that was going to have NOMS quavering in their boots, are simply 
wrong. I’ll tell you what did make NOMS sit and think was the Health and Safety 
aspect, and we had meetings with our legal team, barristers etc. and we had a 
strategy, and I’ve got to say, Conference, that strategy worked. That’s the 
explanation, thank you. 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Thank you Steve. That’s the explanation, 
Helmsley Bay. I will be breaking just a about after three but we’ll get a couple more 
motions in. Don’t discard, I’m sure you won’t the booklet, ‘cause there’s still another 
two motions in that booklet we will need to come back to. By my reckoning we’re on 
motion 11, Standford Hill.  

MOTION 11. 
That Conference mandates the NEC to challenge NOMS on the amount of subsistence 
given to staff, that are out of the establishment for over 5 hours and make it in line 
with what offenders receive which is £5.65 when on day release of a duration of over 
5 hours. 
Then pro rata over 10s and over 12 hours accordingly. 
STANDFORD HILL 

RALPH VALERIO – CHAIR OF STANDING ORDERS COMMITTEE, NEC: Standford Hill 
haven’t attended, Chair. 
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PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  I’m informed by Standing Orders that 
Standford Hill have failed to attend today. I’ll consider that as formally moved. Have I 
got a seconder for that? Liverpool, thank you.  

Glyn Travis for the NEC. 

GLYN TRAVIS – ASSISTANT SECRETARY, NEC: Chair, Conference, whilst we fully 
understand the sentiments of where Standford Hill are coming from, the motion is 
simply unachievable. HMRC changed the tax rules in 2014 and it is their intention not 
to increase your daily subsistence and your overnight subsistence, colleagues, but to 
reduce it. Through negotiations we have managed to extend the overnight 
subsistence rate of £26 from April ’14 through to October 2015 when the tax people, 
not NOMS, the tax people, are going to reduce it to £25. And any more moneys that 
you pay over the current rates that are in place will leave you liable for personal 
taxation, and if any of you want to trust shared services to take 24 pence or 25p or 
40p out of an overnight that you’d done every so often, my advice, colleagues is we 
shouldn’t be touching it with a barge pole. It’s a disgraceful act, we are in 
negotiations with NOMS, we have told them that this will not be another bitter pill 
that you want to swallow, because we realise that it’s no-where near enough the 
current rates that you’ve got, but it is simply unachievable, Conference, and it’s no 
point saying to you that we’re going to go and (inaudible) What we certainly will be 
doing is raising the issue of the prisoners’ subsistence rates, ‘cause if one rule’s good 
enough for us, it’s good enough for them as well. So with that, Conference, I’d urge 
you to reject the motion, thank you. 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Glyn. I got the feeling there you 
wouldn’t have achieved it anyway but motion 11, all those in favour please show. 
Those against. That motion falls.  

12, Liverpool? Do Liverpool have Conference’s permission to withdraw motion 12?  

MOTION 12. 
Subsistence payments should be increased to the following rates: 
Overnight subsistence should be increased to £30 per night 
Over 5s should be increased to £7.50 
Over 10s should be increased to £15.00 
Over 12s should be increased to £25.00 

LIVERPOOL 

 Please show. Any against? That motion is withdrawn.  

MOTION 13. 
When OSGs are asked to attend over their allotted hours in one week, a payment of 
1½

 for week days up until 21.00 and after 21.00 hours and weekends double time is 
paid.  If this is not agreed by the Pay Review Body, a national ban comes into force 
immediately on the Monday after Conference finishes. 

DURHAM 
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Motion 13, Durham. Formally moved, Durham. I’ve still got some Executive members 
saying to me shouldn’t that fall? I’ve made a decision due to the wording I think it 
stands. Andy Darken for the NEC. 

Sorry Andy – seconder for the motion? Haverigg? Thank you Haverigg.  

ANDY DARKEN – DEPUTY GENERAL SECRETARY, NEC: Speaking for the NEC against 
the motion. There’s two parts. While we would be against it on the first part, it does 
make significant changes and looks for significant changes to prison service 
instruction 42 and 97, talks about working after 2100 hours, the agreement is quite 
clear, the working day is 6 in the morning till 2200 hours, so we’d have a slightly 
problem there, but the second part of it, ‘If this is not agreed by the Pay Review 
Body’ well first of all, following the adoption of motion 10(b) we won’t be asking the 
Pay Review Body anything, ‘cause we’ve withdrawn from them and we’re not going 
to speak to them. But it also asks, if by some chance we did put this to the Pay 
Review Body, the national ban comes into force immediately on the Monday after 
Conference finishes. Is that this Conference or next Conference, and if it’s next  
Conference, what do we do in between times? I think the sentiment of the motion is 
right and indeed it is policy of this union from previous motions for OSGs to increase 
the rate of overtime for OSGs, but it’s unachievable and it’s a badly worded motion, 
and again in light of 10(b) I can’t quite see how I get this to the Pay Review Body. But 
it may be in our collective bargaining with NOMS, and we were speaking about OSGs 
and improving things for them, they can put it to the Pay Review Body, but then that 
would be … would it be in Conference 2016 that immediately after that if they reject 
it, we have a national ban on overtime for OSGs? I would also caution, if we ban 
overtime for OSGs, let’s not forget in PSI 42 and 97, management can still get round 
the problem by having compulsory shift extensions and converting shifts. So we may 
not have overtime and we may withdraw from that, but it may leave management 
open, instead of giving overtime to OSGs, bringing in the options to meet a shortfall, 
which is compulsory shift extensions and conversions. So we urge you to reject the 
motion, Conference.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Conference, motion 13, all those in favour 
please show. Those against. That falls. Let me just say something as the National 
Chairman. Yes, we’re not giving evidence to the Pay Review Body, but yes, we will be 
persuading, through collective bargaining, NOMS, who will be giving evidence to the 
Pay Review Body, to put in there a consolidated pay award, to put in there an 
increase in the Payment Plus rate. So that’s why it stands as a motion, because it 
doesn’t actually ... there will be a push from the Executive to put the pressure on 
NOMS to accept the positon. Thank you Conference.  

14, Liverpool. Is there a seconder for the Liverpool motion? Hatfield? Thank you 
Hatfield.  

MOTION 14. 
All staff who are subjected to Operation Tornado should be paid the Tornado rate of 
pay. 
LIVERPOOL 
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MARK FAIRHURST – BRANCH CHAIR, HMP LIVERPOOL: Chair, NEC, Conference, 
Colleagues, motion reads: All staff who are subjected to Operation Tornado should 
be paid the Tornado rate of pay. Colleagues, this motion has been brought forward 
due to the discrepancies that exist when Operation Tornado is called. At Liverpool 
over the past nine months we’ve had more Tornados than the RAF.  

<Laughter> 

We don’t think it’s right that staff who respond to Operation Tornado are paid an 
enhanced rate of pay, yet the staff who are on duty in establishments that call for 
mutual aid don’t receive anything at all. These staff still have to run regimes, they 
still have to face the wrath of prisoners who’ve been banged up for prolonged 
periods due to a disturbance elsewhere in their establishment, they’re in just as 
much danger as those of us who don the kit to give them assistance. If you’re on 
duty you should receive the Tornado rate of pay when it’s called. It doesn’t just have 
to be a riot. Operation Tornado can be called to ship a load of trouble-makers out. 
Don’t let NOMS fool you that this can’t be done. They can call it a bonus. Why don’t 
they call it a retention bonus? Sorry, they’ve already done that one, haven’t they? If 
Tornado was called at your establishment, every prison officer and OSG on duty 
should receive the Tornado rate of pay. And what’s the basis of this, Conference? 
Fair pay. We think this is fair, it’s achievable and we’d like you to support this 
motion. Thank you. 

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Liverpool. Jackie Marshall for the 
NEC. 

JACKIE MARSHALL – NEC: Chair, Conference, speaking in support of the motion with 
a qualification. There are three elements to Tornado: call outs, the on-call standby, 
the travelling and dealing with the incident, and we have to acknowledge the 
different grades involved and the different roles those grades carry out, so to get 
everybody the same rate of pay may be unachievable, but we believe that all staff 
involved should be rewarded and paid an appropriate rate of pay. Please support the 
motion. 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Liverpool to come back? No. All those in 
favour of motion 14 please show. Those against please show. That motion is carried. 
Motion 15, Liverpool. Is there a seconder for the Liverpool motion. Thorn Cross, 
thank you.  

MOTION 15. 
The allowance for dirty protests should be increased to £30.00 per shift. 

LIVERPOOL 
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MARK FAIRHURST – BRANCH CHAIR, HMP LIVERPOOL: Chair, NEC, Chair, NEC, 
Conference, colleagues, motion reads: The allowance for dirty protests should be 
increased to £30 per shift. Colleagues, in the worst conditions and most inhumane 
conditions that anybody could ever face and be forced to work in, NOMS think we 
are worth a paltry £10 per shift. I can’t recall the last time this was even looked at. If 
they want us to work as professionals then they’d better start paying us as 
professionals. This rate has not been increased for a while. There’s no plans to 
increase it and NOMS, once again, are treating us with contempt. It’s not on. It’s got 
to change. We deserve a better rate of pay for dealing with prisoners in these 
conditions. £30 is not enough but it’s a start. It might get your uniform dry-cleaned 
to get rid of the stench you have to put up with. Please support this motion. Let 
NOMS pay for what we do. Thank you. 

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Jackie Marshall for the NEC. 

JACKIE MARSHALL – NEC: Chair,  Conference, speaking against the motion. 
Conference, we have different lengths of shifts in every establishment. Is it right that 
somebody on an early shift receives the same amount as somebody on an A-shift or 
a night shift? Surely the longer shift should get more. What if for some reason you 
don’t complete a full shift in the area that the dirty protest is on? If this motion is 
carried, then you won’t get anything. We agree with the sentiments of the motion, 
we do believe dirty protest allowance is not sufficient and should be increased, but 
this motion is too prescriptive. Please reject the motion. 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  I can see you coming back, Liverpool.  

MARK FAIRHURST – BRANCH CHAIR, HMP LIVERPOOL: Conference, I’m not 
interested how long your shift lasts, I’m interested in the conditions you are forced 
to work in. It’s not on. It doesn’t matter how long your shift is. £30 for each shift, 
whether it’s 5, 10, 15 or 20 hours, NOMS could afford to give you this. £100 million 
they spent last year on detached duty and overtime, and you’re telling me that 
despite your length of shift, we’re not going to support a payment of £30? Let’s get 
this motion carried or I’ll tell you what, I’ll take it forward for you when I’m up there.  

<Applause> 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Liverpool. All those in favour of 
motion of 15 please show. All those against? I’ll call that as carried. Before we break 
for tea and coffee I have an announcement to make. There will be a bucket 
collection which will take place at the end of today and it will be taking place with 
staff who organised the 25th anniversary of the Strangeways Riot, in April this year. 
All monies raised will be donated to the Frances House Hospice for Terminally Ill 
Children. The POA will also be selling the last of the badges commemorating the 
event at £2.50 throughout and at the end of Conference. Conference, that’s the tea 
and coffee break. Shall we say 30 minutes? Back in your seats please for half-past-
three. Thank you.  
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<Coffee break>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Conference. We’re joined on the 
platform by Ian Lawrence, General Secretary of NAPO. Prior to taking up his current 
position with NAPO, Ian was a national officer with the PCS, where he undertook a 
variety of senior negotiating and management roles, including a period as group 
secretary to the 80,000 strong revenue and customs section. A job’s a job after all. 

Ian has all represented members working across a number of agencies forming part 
of the criminal justice system. Ian has extensive experience of negotiations and  
representation within the commercial sector, having engaged with senior 
management in companies such as Siemens and Electronic Data Systems, and has 
been heavily involved in negotiations involving market testing, outsourcing and 
benchmarking. He’s also a very good friend of the POA, so I’d ask Conference to 
welcome Ian as he gives fraternal greetings. Thank you. 

Guest Speaker  Ian Lawrence – General Secretary NAPO 

IAN LAWRENCE – GENERAL SECRETARY, NAPO: PJ, thank you for that warm 
welcome, Brothers and Sisters, Conference, firstly thanks for the invitation to be 
here again. I’ve already heard from the debates that I listened to before the lunch 
break, you’ve got major decisions to make, and therefore I’ll be as brief as possible. I 
bring you greetings from our members in the Probation and Family Courts Service, 
and like you, we now look forward with some trepidation to what are undoubtedly 
going to be five tough years for your members and mine, and the movement in 
general. Our members and yours were at the front face of the Criminal Justice 
System and never, never, never before have we needed to stick together in the face 
of the onslaught that we know is coming our way. It’s a Criminal Justice System that 
is under pressure because of the prisons crisis, it’s been fragmented in terms of 
probation service, where if you remember what I said last year, we’re facing the 
prospect of outsourcing of nearly 70% of our work, and that has now happened. And 
I have to laugh – or is it I have to cry – when I engage with the likes of Sodexo, now 
replacing Mr Grayling as the great Satan, when they tell me about the wonderful 
working relationship they have with trade unions, and then in the next breath 
announced 600 redundancies across the six community rehabilitation companies 
that they now own. It’s a fight that we’re well into in NAPO and already we’ve been 
able to apply pressure to make them halt their plans, so we won the skirmish, but 
there clearly are battles ahead.  

So we now have, as you’ll have heard, a new Justice Secretary, Michael Gove. I’ll 
reserve comment on Michael because I haven’t yet met him, I can only go by 
reputation. As far as Chris Grayling is concerned, I think we can all say good riddance 
and bon voyage.  

<Applause> 

I hope we can forge, and you, I hope you can forge a working relationship with 
Michael Gove that allows him to actually engage positively for once, that actually 
listens to the views of the experts at the front line in the Prison Service and 
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probation. We now have an Under Secretary announced, one Dominic Raab who I 
know little or nothing about. I hope it’s not a Hobson’s choice between something 
like Jaws, just when you thought it’s safe to go back into the water, when Andrew 
Selous departs the scene, we have someone else who snaps just as hard. I hope not. 
Let us just see. 

Comrades, we face massive challenges going forward. We know that. My message 
today in bringing greetings to all of you, we faced those challenges with courage in 
the past, we’ll face them again. This movement has outlived all of those who would 
do us down, for decades and decades and we’ve come through and survived, so we 
will remain strong In the face of the problems ahead. The Labour movement, the 
trade union movement, has little time, I suggest, for introspection and navel gazing. 
We need to get up, we need to get on, leading the fight back for equality, respect, 
dignity and a progressive approach to society’s problems.  

I heard your General Secretary say earlier, in relation to the big issue you had over 
pay, that perhaps the POA should get back to being a fighting union. I know he didn’t 
quite mean that. What I really think he meant was your union has always been a 
fighting union, in the past, now and in the future, and I’ll tell you more; NAPO will be 
proud to stand with you, as we have, and stand with you in the future as we face our 
enemies and those who would do us down. I think we’re making good strides 
together, I’m hoping that we can announce shortly that we’ll be part of the credit 
union that you have signed up to with the Police Federation, we’re waiting for formal 
decisions on that, but that’s good progress, brings our members closer together in 
terms of some common aims, but like you we intend to remain an independent, 
strong trade union in the future, but we can work together, as we have, and I know 
we’ll work together in the future, so it’s a pleasure to be here again, Comrades, I 
wish you well over the next couple of days, I wish you well with your decisions and I 
wish you well most of all for the future. Thank you very much.  

<Applause> 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Conference, and as Ian Lawrence 
pointed out, we share many platforms as diverse from the party political 
conferences on the platforms there through to the Shop Stewards’ Network and 
beyond, and that will continue. We support NAPO and NAPO support the aims of the 
POA. Thank you Ian. 

We’ll move forward, back to the agenda. Motion 16, Durham. 

MOTION 16. 
A payment of £30 per hour be negotiated for constant watches and bed watches 
outside of conditional hours. If this in not agreed by the Pay Review Body, a national 
ban comes in to force immediately on the Monday after Conference finishes. 

DURHAM 

Do we have a seconder for this motion? That motion falls. 
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Motion 17. Durham. Do we have a seconder for motion 17? Littlehey, thank you 
Littlehey. 

MOTION 17. 
A payment of £30 per hour be negotiated for payment plus. If this is not agreed by 
the Pay Review Body, a national ban comes into force immediately on the Monday 
after Conference finishes. 

DURHAM 

CRAIG ROBSON, DURHAM: Conference, a payment of £30 per hour, if negotiated for 
payment plus, if it’s not agreed by the Pay Review Body, a national ban comes into 
force immediately on Monday after Conference finishes. 

Just to get it clear, Conference is this conference, and we’ve had the negotiations 
with Pay Review Body this year, and it didn’t give us the £30. The NEC put it forward, 
so that clarifies that I think. 

I’ll be honest with you; I don’t know what the policy of the POA is at the present 
time. I know we’ve had £30 a month, some did, some didn’t, I now there’s 19.5 quid 
on there for some people now, but all I’ll say to you is this: if you don’t want this 
motion and you’re going to vote against the motion, please come to the rostrum and 
say why, ‘cause these people here have got to go into collective negotiations and 
they want to know what they can deliver and how they’re going to deliver it, so if 
your membership are going to stick two fingers up to the Executive, then please say 
why, tell them! I haven’t got a problem if you throw this out. I don’t do PP, I don’t do 
it – not that I don’t need it, I just don’t want to do it.  

I will say something. The forum that was running, I know it’s been taken off, I know 
it’s going to come back on again, but I must have had some inkling that it was going 
to be taken off and I printed something about the Frankland’s motion and Steve 
Gillen and I’ll read a little bit out about it. 

‘Paul, I said it would be divisive but we wanted £30 an hour. Of course we want 
every member to have it in this country. If they work PP the cover shortfalls, it 
should also stop compulsory detached duty that everyone is outraged about. As I 
said, Paul, we have put in a submission to the Pay Review Body wanting £30 an hour. 
There would be plenty signed up to it, just like they are now for £17 an hour. I was 
recently in a gaol where several members told me that they had earned in excess of 
£50,000 a year and they said they wouldn’t stop PP for anyone.’ 

Well, if you’re on 50 grand a year, you’re working 63 hours a week every week of the 
year. This is a recipe for an early grave and if you have one of these staff who are 
working next to you, they must be doubling back to get these sort of hours in. They 
are putting your health and safety in jeopardy and the giveaway to recognise these 
people, they have a sleeping bag stuck to their backs and they don’t care about 
anybody but themselves. In fact they don’t care much about themselves or their 
families, unless they have one of these strange relationships. 
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So once again, if you’re going to work PP and you’re going to vote against this 
motion, please come and say why you’re voting against it. If you can’t deliver, that’s 
fine, I haven’t got a problem. I couldn’t deliver last year. I had two members resign. I 
told them, ‘Resign, if you want to do PP, resign’ and they did. Great. And we stuck it 
out for six weeks. You’ll not have to stick it out for very long to get this. It’s 
unfortunate, the last motion didn’t get a seconder, because if this one goes through, 
the other one is a no-no, you’re going to get it anyway. Please support the motion. 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Durham, before you leave the rostrum, just 
the National Chairman seeking clarification here. When you say, ‘After Conference 
finishes’ is that this Conference or next year’s Conference? This Conference, OK. 

NEIL EARL – COLDINGLEY: Chair, NEC, Conference, I’m speaking in support of this 
motion and in doing so I’m going to refer quite extensively to the POA circular 27 of 
2015. Where we commend the NEC for bringing the Justice Minister to the table, it 
feels that the offer from the employer is, as they say, a bit too little, too late. By 
coming to the negotiating table, the Minister is sending a message that the NEC have 
failed to take full advantage of. It would appear his advisors are worried that if the 
threatened month-long ban on Payment Plus had gone ahead, there would be far 
greater consequences in our prisons, and a paltry sum of £5.2 million is what he 
hopes will buy us off. We, the workers, have in the last five years put up with below 
inflation or zero wage recommendations from the Pay Review Body. How much has 
that saved this government and previous governments? Millions! As far as the 
inability to revisit the recommendations of the Pay Review Body, there is an option 
that says, in political speak, he’s being economical with the truth. If the pressure is 
applied correctly, anything can be revisited and the NEC were only a couple of steps 
away from making us a powerful union once again. They still have that power at the 
end of their fingers. All they have to do is squeeze the throats of the people who run 
our lives at the moment. Please support this motion. Thank you. 

<Applause> 

STEWART MCLAUGHLIN – BRANCH SECRETARY, WANDSWORTH: Chair, NEC, 
Conference, I’ve got 130 members at Wandsworth doing Payment Plus, I myself have 
never done it, never done contracted hours, the last time I did any paid overtime 
was in 1992 as Works Auxiliary and I stopped it from then. Durham, you said you had 
two resignations the last time the Payment Plus ban was coming in. Wandsworth 
couldn’t survive 130 resignations and my members are doing payment Plus because 
they need it to pay their bills, they need it to pay their travel costs to work and we’ve 
still got detached duty, so Wandsworth cannot support this motion. 

RALPH VALERIO – VICE CHAIR, NEC: Thank you Chair. Conference, somewhat 
perplexed. As much as the National Executive wholly agree with the sentiments of 
this motion, and pretty much everything Craig said for the reasons he said them, to 
set the National Executive, the people in front of you right now in this hall, the 
wholly impossible task of looking at the wording of this motion, of going and 
negotiating a payment of £30 an hour by Monday, next week, and if we don’t 
achieve it, then we exercise a ban on Payment Plus and I don’t think there’s anyone 

65



in this room who doesn’t take the sentiment of it seriously and would actually 
disagree with it in the main of its principle, but we have just discussed, you had a 
report back from the General Secretary on the NOMS-POA agreement of 2015, 
which has a landmark position for the months to come, where there’s a commitment 
of collective bargaining. Something that has been taken away from us because we 
had a right as a trade union taken from us, because exempt from collective 
bargaining there’s no access to a trades dispute, we have to talk about the these 
sorts of motions, we’re not legitimately allowed to take strike action – but that’s 
never stopped us before – I quite like that wildcat element of the POA and the fear 
of what we’re going to do next, but what I can tell you is that you’ve got 
commitments already, it’s in your conference newspaper, Key Times, that was 
circulated as you all came through the hall today, the NOMS-POA agreement there it 
is, and there’s the NEC officials that have been mandated to be working on it, and 
the very first one of the commitments for collective bargaining is to review Payment 
Plus. 

It’s madness if you’re going to be asking this Executive to deliver through collective 
bargaining by Monday, because the motion talks about negotiating, it also talks 
about negotiating with the PSPRB. There’s no negotiating with the PSPRB, they’re 
not a negotiating body, they’re a body at the behest of government who makes 
recommendations based on submissions made by two parties. No negotiation. 

Colleagues, I compel you, do not support this motion and allow your National 
Executive to go and do the job that you have mandated us to do before and that we 
have promised to do from this rostrum today. Let us go forth and collectively bargain 
and if you don’t like the outcomes, then that’s democracy of this union. We are a 
democratic union. But do you know what? If you pass this, expect this stage to be 
pretty much half empty because it will be the responsibility of this National 
Chairman to appoint members of the Executive to seek urgent talks. It’s just not 
feasible, it’s wholly impractical, allow the NEC to negotiate within the terms of the 
’15 agreement as is outlined in that newspaper in front of you. Wholly agree with 
the sentiments, but let’s not restrict ourselves. Let the job be done proportionately 
and properly and responsibly. Thank you Conference.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Durham to come back? 

CRAIG ROBSON, DURHAM: Certainly will. Ralph, you’re missing the point. It states, 
‘A payment of £30 per hour be negotiated for Payment Plus. If this is not agreed by 
the Pay Review Body’ … you went into the Pay Review Body, put your submission, 
which is a negotiation that you wanted £30 an hour; you’ve already done it, the Pay 
Review Body said no, I’m saying we take action. Actually it’s taking Franklin’s motion 
from last year, and invoking it as of Monday. That’s what’s happening, that’s what 
I’m asking for. I’d like to thank Wandsworth for coming up, for being honest, it’s an 
absolute disgrace that staff at Wandsworth have got to work PP to pay their bills, 
absolutely shocking indictment on the service as a whole, but by the looks of it, this 
motion will get carried ‘cause nobody else has come up and spoke against it. 
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PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Conference, Motion 17 goes to the vote. All 
those in favour of Motion 17 please show. Those against. That motion falls. You will 
recall that 18 and 19 I announced would fall if 10(b) was carried. 10(b) was carried so 
we move to 20 under benchmarking. Holme House. Have we got a seconder for the 
Holme House motion? Parkhurst, thank you Parkhurst. I should point out that if this 
is carried, 37, Liverpool, would fall. 

MOTION 18. 
If the NEC are successful in the PSPRB report 2015 and gain an increase to the hourly 
PP rate that next year the NEC submit a claim through the PSPRB to increase the paid 
rate of payment plus to reflect a 17% enhancement for work delivered during 
unsociable (Red hours) in line with current shift disturbance remuneration. 

HOLME HOUSE 

MOTION 19. 
The NEC is to produce a standard exit questionnaire which is to be distributed to all 
branches, who will then conduct exit interviews on all members leaving the Prison 
Service and the information passed back to the NEC to be used as evidence in the 
submission to the Prison Service Pay Review Body.  As such the questionnaire must 
include questions of Pay, Pensions, Retirement Age, Working Conditions and Staff 
Safety. 

SEND 

MOTION 20. 
That the NEC inform NOMS that any compulsory redundancies or enforced transfers 
or compulsory detached duty following over recruitment above a prisons benchmark 
TSF will result in a ballot of members for industrial action up to and including strike 
action. 

HOLME HOUSE 

ANDY BAXTER – BRANCH CHAIR, HOLME HOUSE: Chairman, NEC, Conference, 
Motion 20 reads that ‘The NEC inform NOMS that any compulsory redundancies or 
enforced transfers or compulsory detached duty following over-recruitment above a 
prison’s benchmark target staffing figure, will result in a ballot of members for 
industrial action, up to and including strike action.’ 

We now have clear evidence, and please don’t think that I’m just talking about a 
prescriptive situation in the northeast. You probably no more about what’s 
happening in your own areas than I do, but when I’m referring to the evidence that’s 
been put in front of us, it relates to the northeast. We now have clear evidence that 
NOMS have begun a recruitment campaign in the northeast. They’ve announced 
they’re recruiting 98 new prison officers for the northeast region. When challenged, 
they’ve informed us that they need to recruit these staff to facilitate an identified 
benchmarking uplift at one establishment, which I believe is Low Newton, and that 
they’ve completed a staff planning exercise, and now need to commence 
recruitment in the northeast. Our members have concerns that the over-recruitment 
could lead to enforced detached duty, enforced transfers or even compulsory 
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redundancies. Holme House challenged NOMS’ use of national detached duty to 
cover long-term vacancies earlier this year. We challenged that this was an abuse of 
existing detached duty protocols and agreements. When it became apparent that 
NOMS confirmed its intention to recruit above the benchmark target staffing figure 
in certain areas, to facilitate its continued abuse of detached duty, along with the 
situation where staff were being told they would be ordered to go on detached duty, 
Holme House branch met and voted to withdraw from Payment Plus in protest 
against compulsory detached duty. Our members stopped volunteering for Payment 
Plus. Fourteen members of staff who were on duty the morning of the meeting 
walked out of the prison. They took the day off. Other branches also made the same 
protest and Holme House thanked those other branches. Their members set aside 
their own financial gain to protest against compulsory detached duty. Our NEC went 
into meetings regarding compulsory detached duty and came out with the offer that 
to date has ended compulsory detached duty at our and other establishments. It’s 
also created a mechanism for staff who are willing volunteers to make an amount of 
money in compensation for having to move 250 miles away from home and spend 
the week in a hotel room, but most of all, and key to this motion, it adds credibility 
to our argument that detached duty is now voluntary. I’m asking you for your 
support in this motion to send a clear message to NOMS and that message is, any 
compulsory redundancies, enforced transfers or compulsory detached duty following 
over-recruitment above a prison’s target staffing figure, will result in a ballot of 
members for industrial action up to and including strike action. Please support the 
motion. 

RICHARD KNOX – BRANCH SECRETARY, PARKHURST: Chair, NEC, Conference, 
mandated by my branch to come up and speak. On the Isle of Wight we are currently 
20 staff over our benchmark target staffing figure and my branch told me that they 
vote definitely for this, ‘cause compulsory detached duty is coming … with a proviso 
that the NEC, if I can ask the NEC to explain the status of the detached duty protocol 
and where that stands. It’s my belief that the NEC have not agreed the detached 
duty protocol, but our staff are getting moved on detached duty based on what it 
says in there. Now it’s my belief that they can’t change the shift pattern. They give 
you 28 days’ notice and then you can change your shift pattern, not ten minutes or 
when you go on detached duty. So I wrote a little list of things that staff could do if 
they didn’t want to go on detached duty, like … I’m going to turn up on my shift if 
they haven’t given me 28 days’ notice and I’m going to travel in their time and I’m 
going to travel in uniform, and I won’t have any money, and I want a risk assessment, 
and I want all sorts of things and I want all the money and I want my hotel booked 
and I want directions, and they’re going to have to provide it and I’m not going to 
sign for anything. And when I get there I’m going to read risk assessments, safe 
systems at work, the local security strategy, I’m going to read governor’s orders, I’m 
going to read the pay manual, and I’m going to make it as difficult as I can if they 
order me on detached duty. That’s, as I understand, my rights, unless the NEC have 
agreed the detached duty protocol … because under that guise is what my members 
are being sent on detached duty, so please support the motion. 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Parkhurst.  
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MARK FAIRHURST – BRANCH CHAIR, HMP LIVERPOOL: Conference, fully supporting 
this motion. I’m going to deal with the forced detached duty element of this motion. 
I think it’s abhorrent that our employer is forcing staff to work hundreds of miles 
away from their loved ones in order to cover their total and utter incompetence and 
failure in managing this service. They let staff leave, they left your gaols short, they 
made joining conditions unattractive, they messed up, so why should we suffer? 
Mobile grade really, even if you joined after 2001 under local recruitment terms, still 
classed as mobile. The whole ethics of any union is for the many to support the few. 
Colleagues, the few now need you: need you to stand up for them, need you to fight 
for them, need you to unite for them, need you tell our employer that this is not 
acceptable and if you continue we will strike! It comes as no surprise to me that at 
Liverpool we’ve only ever had, at the most, a commitment of three for detached 
duty. At the moment our commitment is for one. Why do you think that is? I’ll tell 
you why it is. ‘cause no POA member at Liverpool will ever be forced to go on 
detached duty, ‘cause we’ll see them at the gate. Please support this motion. 

<Applause> 

JIM MCCABE – BRANCH SECRETARY, BARLINNIE: We support this motion with a 
proviso. I’ll get to that at the end. I don’t get, or we don’t get in Scotland, 
compulsory anything on our members. Compulsory detached duty in our opinion is a 
breach of article 8 of the European Court of Human Rights, the right to a private and 
family life. Why is it not challenged under this? You’ve got the right to see your 
children, you’ve got a right to take care of your parents, it’s an article, it’s better 
than policy. This is imposition from NOMS upon our members and it shouldn’t be 
allowed. Article 4 prohibits servitude, slavery and forced labour. They’re forcing you 
to work somewhere that you’re not employed at. I don’t understand again why we 
don’t challenge it under ECHR. The proviso is this. If we’re going to take action up to 
and including strike action, then we’d better have a set of bollocks to do it, because 
we didn’t do it for pensions, we didn’t do it for privatisations at prisons, we didn’t do 
it for retirement ages and every one of them was policy with this union. So if you’re 
going to do it, grow a set. Support the motion. 

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Barlinnie. Mike Rolfe for the NEC. 

MIKE ROLFE – NEC: Colleagues, Mike Rolfe speaking on behalf of the Executive in 
support of this motion. I just want to pick up on a couple of points that were made in 
the speeches. We agree wholeheartedly with what Dick came up and said with 
regard to terms and conditions. We’ve run all this past our solicitors back in 
November 2014. We then produced a circular, circular 139 of 2014, which outlined 
the advice from our solicitors and where we stood on that issue, and the fact that 
staff need to go and they need to follow the grievance procedure as outlined in that 
circular. So I think just to clarify on that point, it puts people’s jobs at risk, and we 
didn’t want to put people’s jobs at risk. We totally agree, wholeheartedly, with the 
sentiment that you turn up and you read your instructions and you make yourself 
aware of what you’re doing at the establishment where you’re going, but equally 
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we’ve got a responsibility to put that through our solicitors and make sure we get 
the correct answer out to you guys, and the correct answer was put in circular 139 of 
2014, advising staff to follow the points that we made in that circular and to place 
your grievance in, and to do it under duress. But we are in support of this motion 
and I’ll just give you a bit of background from our side, from the NEC’s side, with 
regards to this. At last year’s conference Swaleside brought a motion, motion 57, for 
a vote of confidence in the NOMS board. The vote was lost and the Executive duly 
informed NOMS of the POA’s position with regards to the handling of the VEDS 
process, and the lack of meaningful recruitment. We informed NOMS that our 
members were unhappy and that it was placing undue stress and anxiety on the 
staff. NOMS learnt nothing from this, and during the latter part of last year sought 
quick fixes to the recruitment crisis. NOMS embarked on a campaign of over-
recruitment at establishments where the local economy allowed NOMS to exploit 
the saturated employment market. NOMS decided on this course of action without 
consulting the POA, and by the end of 2014, branches had made the NEC aware of 
the situation. It was immediately condemned by the Executive.  

The first action of the NEC was to tell NOMS in no uncertain terms that it was 
unacceptable to send any staff an enforced detached duty. The NEC outlined our 
position in circular 132 of 2014, during November, and told NOMS that there would 
be a PP ban. This position brought about the start of the bonus payment schemes. 
The NEC consulted with our retained solicitors, Thompsons, throughout the end of 
2014, on the legalities of enforced detached duty and protocols were written by 
NOMS, not by this Executive, by NOMS, we had no part in that.  

During January 2015, Wymott Branch made an unsuccessful call for an SDC with two 
motions proposed. Motion 1 was attributed to the abuse of the detached duty 
protocols, and identified the over-recruitment of TSFs in the North to supply 
detached duty, whilst motion 2 seeks to empower the NEC to take action over this 
issue. At the end of January 2015 the Executive attended a national Whitley, and 
tackled NOMS senior management over this deplorable position. Michael Spurr 
responded by saying that the NOMS board fully intended to over-recruit in every 
gaol and that it was their intention to maintain their intention to maintain their 
recruitment to allow for turnover of staff so that this enabled every establishment to 
maintain TSFs and to ensure that when all establishments are fully recruited, that 
benchmark delivery was not affected. He did, however, concede that some of the 
NOMS projections on staffing were incorrect and that certain gaols had been 
excessively over-recruited. He said that this would not reoccur and gave assurances 
that staff recruited to a particular site would not be forced to transfer and there 
would be no compulsory redundancies.  

Time will tell if this promise is reneged on. It has long been the position that this 
union is vehemently opposed to any compulsory redundancies and has worked 
tirelessly in both the public and private sector to oppose and avoid compulsory 
redundancies. This union also does not accept that where over-recruitment has 
taken place, that the employer can force staff to transfer to another establishment.  
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It is, however, important to note that many struggling establishments, 
predominantly in the South, have benefitted vastly from colleagues on detached 
duty, and perhaps without their support would have experienced much more 
difficult times.  

NOMS inform us that 1,840 new prison officers have been recruited and that they 
are on course to recruit another 1,700 prison officers during 2015. However, these 
positive figures are heavily dented by the attrition rate, with staff leaving the service 
at an alarming rate. Only a new fit-for-purpose pay policy will halt this decline, and 
the Executive will continue to seek pay improvements for all of its members, both 
public and private. The Executive thank Holme House for bringing this motion and if 
adopted by Conference, giving this Executive the means to substantiate policy on 
this issue. We fully accept that by adoption of this motion, that a ballot will need to 
commence immediately following Conference. We held a high-security meeting at 
lunchtime, Long Lartin informed me that they have been over-recruited by ten staff. 
They are now facing the prospect of, by tomorrow, having staff ordered to go on 
detached duty to Woodhill, so this issue is happening now, so if you adopt this 
motion, you will be balloting your members as soon as we finish Conference and 
they will decide whether they’re willing to take strike action or not through the 
ballot box. But don’t blame this Executive when we call for that action and those 
members out there haven’t enacted it. Please support this motion. Thank you very 
much.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Holme House, you don’t want to come 
back? No. Motion 20 goes to the vote. All those in favour of motion 20 please show. 
Those against … that motion is carried. 

Motion 21, Holme House. Do we have a seconder for the Holme House motion? 
Wayland, thank you very much. 

MOTION 21. 
The NEC should negotiate with NOMS to formalise and protect the presence of 
existing operation staff or reintroduce operational staff into central detail offices 
with the number of operational staff in detail offices linked to the SIP figure and the 
complexity of the establishment., 

HOLME HOUSE 

ANDY BAXTER – BRANCH CHAIR, HOLME HOUSE: Nice simple motion this time. I’ll 
read you the motion: the NEC should negotiate with NOMS to formalise and protect 
the presence of existing operations staff or reintroduce operational staff into central 
detail offices, with the number of operational staff in detail offices linked to the 
staffing post figure and the complexity of the establishment. The benchmark saw the 
removal of operational staff from central detail offices and saw them replaced with 
non-operational staff. A lot of establishments have taken measures and re-
introduced operational grades back into detail offices, and enjoyed an improvement 
in detail performance, gained by the operational member of staff’s experience and 
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their knowledge of working in the prison. The NEC must start negotiations with 
NOMS to formalise the return of operational staff and this should be financed as a 
new resource and the number of operational staff in detail offices should be linked 
to the staffing post figure and the complexity of the prison. Please support the 
motion. 

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Holme House. Mike Rolfe for the 
NEC.  

MIKE ROLFE – NEC: Colleagues, Mike Rolfe speaking on behalf of the Executive in 
support of this motion. F&S followed by benchmarking brought about the end of 
profiled operational staff running detail in departments, up and down the country, 
except where MTT still remains. It has long been the belief of this union, staff and 
some senior managers that central detail departments run better when operational 
staff are employed within them. Many establishments still retain operational staff 
within these departments, going against F&S and the benchmark, and in those 
establishments it is considered a practical approach to ensuring the smooth running 
of the detail. Operational staff understand the complex needs of the operational 
environment, they have authority with their colleagues, they are available during 
unsociable hours, and they lesson the workload for other operational grades such as 
OSG1s. However, it is important to note that there are many civilians in these roles 
that are also doing sterling work, some of which are our members. This union will 
always seek to maximise the amount of operational grades within establishments, 
giving greater opportunity and flexibility to operational staff, and with a wider back-
up resource that we all know we need. This motion may prove difficult to achieve, 
due to the changes that have already occurred. However, the Executive support this 
motion and we’d like to take it forward. Please support the motion.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Holme House to come back? Conference, 
Motion 21 to the vote. All those in favour, please show. Those against – that motion 
is carried.  

MOTION 22. 
Conference condemns the NEC for recommending the MOU 2014. 

LITTLEHEY 

We’re on to motion 22, Littlehey. Do we have a seconder for the Littlehey motion? 
Swaleside, thank you.  

DUNCAN WILLIAMS – BRANCH CHAIR, LITTLEHEY: The motion reads that 
Conference condemns the NEC for recommending the MOU2014. I just want to 
make it clear what I’m asking for on this. I’ve not got a problem with the NEC going 
to the employer and getting a deal, I’ve not got a problem with the NEC bringing that 
deal to us. My problem lies when the NEC recommend a yes to something that’s 
going to bring uniformed officers into the private sector. That is against what we 
should be fighting for as a union, and what our NEC should be representing. 
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We already had an MOU, 2013, I believe it still stands. The only person who’s going 
to benefit from the MOU2014 was the employer. The proposed deal was divisive and 
as the NEC will say this week I’m sure at some stage, that they can only support 
motions that support all grades, then to hang out the band 4s to potentially be 
privatised is a disgrace.  

The rules and constitution of this union set out how our NEC should operate, and I 
believe the NEC has touched on at least two of these rules. 2.1(b) Improve the 
conditions of employment of its members, 25(a) Act against the interest of the union 
membership. This NEC, and any future NEC, needs to know that when NOMS come 
to take uniform jobs and sell them to the lowest bidder, we expect them to tell the 
employer that they can take them, but they’re coming through us first. This was sold 
to us as privatisation being inevitable. The only thing that should be inevitable in this 
union is the fact that we will stand up for every single member without fret. Thank 
you very much. 

<Applause> 

TONY WALKER – BRANCH CHAIR, PORTLAND: Here we are again, condemning the 
NEC or giving a lack of confidence, every year, year on year, washing our laundry in 
public, and it absolutely incenses me every year that we have to do this, yet they 
don’t. We used to complain the NEC weren’t in touch because they weren’t in the 
prison, weren’t working; that’s changed, they are now so we’ve got no complaints 
there.  

If I go to a governor and try and get the best deal for my branch and then bring it to 
my branch and they reject it, I bring it because it was the best deal I could have got 
for them. I don’t expect my branch to then turn round and say to me, ‘We condemn 
you, Tony, that’s a load of crap,’ or ‘We’ve got no confidence in you.’ I’m pretty sure 
every year we see people, prospective NEC members get up here and speak and 
they’re eloquent, really good at what they do, got passion, that’s why they want to 
get up there. I’m pretty sure that they don’t sell their souls when they get up there 
and all of a sudden want to sell us down the river. They bring us the best deal they 
can get, and it’s up to us to take it or reject it, and each year we have a vote of 
confidence or condemn, it’s not acceptable. I don’t agree that we should be doing 
that every year.  

If people want to get out there and do a better job, there’s plenty of spaces keep 
coming round, right? Get yourself up there and see what a difficult job it is. We are 
the driving force behind our NEC. We’re the ones that tell them what we want to 
happen, not them. They don’t get up there, and I think it’s been quite apparent on 
what’s going to happen today so far, how we keep hamstringing our NEC when 
they’re going into meetings and NOMS have got emails off our members saying that 
they’re not going to do certain things. I always say to my branch, ‘Don’t send me into 
a gunfight with two water pistols. I’ll fight for you tooth and nail, but don’t do my 
legs. What are you going to do about it when they say no?’ And that’s where it needs 
to come from. We drive the NEC, not the other way round, so please reject this 
motion. Our NEC do the best for us that they can. 
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<Applause>  

GLYN TRAVIS – ASSISTANT SECRETARY, NEC: Glyn Travis for the NEC. Thank you 
Chair, NEC, Conference. No matter what you say, you can dress it up, you can do 
what you want, if you accept this motion you are condemning the NEC. For what? 
What do you want them to do? Why did you elect them? Why do your branch elect 
you to represent them at your establishment? Is it so you can be a coconut shy and 
consistently be criticised for doing what you believe is right? And look at yourselves. 
How many times have you got it right all the time? Do you expect to get it right all 
the time or do you want people to sit on the fence and say, ‘Do you know what? We 
went in there, this seemed alright, it might have been a bit rubbish, I’ll tell you what 
we’ll do, we won’t give any direction.’ Well, if you don’t want direction, what do you 
want? Chaos? Do you want propaganda? Do you want a Conservative government, 
‘cause they’ve certainly got elected on propaganda, lies and people kicking the 
Labour party, and I’m not a member of the Labour party, but you’ve got to look at 
where we are. Why do we always, always kick ourselves? Why do we not feel great 
unless we’re just doing what Tony said, let’s have a pop at somebody? Who pays 
your wages? The NEC? No! The government and NOMS. Who gives you the shy… 
lousy policies … 

<Laughter> 

Who sacks your members day-in, day-out; who dismisses people because they can’t 
go to work ‘cause they’ve got mental health problems, because they’re seriously ill, 
because they’re stressed out with the problems that they face every day? Is it this 
Executive? ‘cause if it is, none of us should be here, none of us! If the NEC got it 
wrong under the MOU of 2014, right, it wasn’t through malice, it was because they 
believed in the terms of what was coming, that it was the best that they could put 
forward. And I’ll give you an example, colleagues. You passed a motion today says do 
you know what, we want £30. If the Executive went and got £29.99, and didn’t put it 
to you, what would you all say? Be honest. I haven’t achieved Conference policy. 
Sometimes people get it wrong. You all get it wrong, and if you want to condemn 
people for getting things wrong all the time, don’t bring motions; just stand up there, 
get the tomatoes out and throw them at us all, and we’ll throw them back because 
all’s what we’re going to do is have a bun fight, and I thought that we were a better 
trade union than that. Please reject. 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Littlehey to come back? No? Motion 22, 
Conference, all those in favour please show. Those against? That motion is lost.  

Motion 23, Risley. Liverpool to second, thank you Liverpool. 

MOTION 23. 
Following the rejection of MOU 2014 this Union will take action, up to and including 
strike action should NOMS negotiate away any prison officer work in Public Sector 
Prisons to private companies. 

RISLEY 
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MICK PIMBLETT – BRANCH CHAIR, RISLEY: The motion reads: Following the rejection 
of MOU 2014, this union will take action, up to and including strike action, should 
NOMS negotiate away any prison officer work in public sector prisons to private 
companies. Colleagues, last year the membership rejected the Memorandum of 
Understanding 2014, or to give it its official title, The NOMS POA Negotiated 
Agreement 2014 Without Prejudice. Prior to the ballot the membership were asked 
via POA circular 129 of ’14, which is the most responsible act: 1) stand aside and let 
NOMS just go ahead and do what they want or 2) preserve all protections achieve 
within the MOU 2013, secure concessions that are beneficial to the majority of POA 
members, put as many barriers in the way to using agency workers as possible, 
provide as much opportunity for POA members to address the Oasis backlog 
themselves. The membership decided to reject the second option, which in the 
NEC’s opinion was the most responsible act. However, by rejecting the second 
option, this does not mean that they will just stand aside and let NOMS do as they 
want. Annual Conference Motion 32 of 2014 stated that if NOMS attempt to use a 
private sector company to deliver public sector work within the Memorandum of 
Understanding then this union will unite and give a 28-day notice period of 
withdrawal from the document. I believe that this motion goes a step further. We 
still have the protections contained within the MOU 2013. Don’t stand aside and let 
NOMS just go ahead and do what they want. Send the message to NOMS that should 
they negotiate away any prison officer work in any public sector prisons to private 
companies, we will take action up to and including strike action. Please support the 
motion.  

<Applause> 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Risley. Ralph Valerio for the NEC.  

RALPH VALERIO – VICE CHAIR, NEC: Thank you Chair. You’ve stolen my thunder in 
many respects, Mick. The Swaleside motion last year went so far and in the opinion 
of the National Executive was leaving us vulnerable. This motion gives you a toe to 
fight with, and because of that the NEC would actually ask you to support the 
motion. MOU ’14 had benefits within it. It was a negotiated document, whether you 
like it or not there were protections in there, there were avenues of extra income for 
our members to address the Oasis backlog, but of course there is that one key 
element that was a step too far for this membership and that is democracy. We 
pride ourselves as a union on democracy and the power of that democracy. Now 
you’ve just heard an impassioned speaker from Risley, as Mr Pimblett always is, he’s 
always consistent and you’ve got to give him credit for that also. National Executive 
are unafraid and are passionate, as Tony said earlier, it’s our passion that gets us up 
to here. I suppose the big question is, though, when you’re looking at casting your 
vote, think about what the General Secretary, Steve Gillen, said earlier, it’s time for 
honesty, colleagues. We can be passionate, we’re here in our own time, we’re here 
because we care. There is absolutely no fear whatsoever from this National 
Executive about pressing the big, bad button. This union has gone on strike 
nationally twice since 1939, its inception year. All in recent history that are members 
of this National Executive, were on the Executive and each of those national strike 
days. I had the pleasure of being on a National Executive that led the second one, I 
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had the great pride of leading my branch locally in 2007, and I can safely say that the 
colleagues at that branch will deliver for their committee. Can you say that about 
your committee? It’s time for honesty.  

The NEC say support the motion, and in many respects I’m actually encouraging a 
blackspot in myself, a blackspot is a defeat on a motion that I’m asking you to vote 
for, but I would hate it, absolutely hate it, as would you when you have to stare the 
whites of the eyes, when the button’s been pressed, when your own members don’t 
support. Unity is strength. So when you vote yes, which I hope sincerely you do, it’s 
action time. It’s getting ready time, because the next five years are going to be really 
sore! Michael Gove …  

Now when you go into negotiations, you don’t entirely know what the future may 
hold, but you can anticipate, you can prepare, we can organise, so that when we do 
press that button we’re ready to deliver. So Conference, I urge you, if you can 
deliver, put that card in the air and say yes. If you can’t … but you want to do it, 
here’s a challenge from the National Executive: go back and get your branch ready to 
say yes. And if you don’t want to or you can’t do it, then be honest and say no. Time 
for talking may well be over. Thank you Conference. 

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Mick from Risley, a sizable presence, you’re 
sitting down, you’re not coming back? No. Motion 23, Conference, goes to the vote. 
All those in favour please show. Those against. That motion is carried.  

Motion 24, Morton Hall. Swinford Hall? Thank you. 

MOTION 24. 
That Conference mandates the NEC to enter into negotiations with NOMS that when 
the public sector wins a contract they are on equivalent contract terms in relation to 
the length of contract in line with the private sector.  This will enable the public sector 
to have the ability to forecast long term, and also provide long term job security for 
those staff affected by the process. 

MORTON HALL 

SHARON MCNULTY – MORTON HALL: Chairman, NEC, colleagues, the motion reads: 
Conference mandates the NEC to enter into negotiations with NOMS that when the 
public sector wins a contract, they are on equivalent contract terms in relation to the 
length of contract in line with the private sector. This will enable the public sector to 
have the ability to forecast long term, and also provide long-term job security for 
those staff affected by the process. 

According to the Ministry of Justice’s own website, of the five contracts awarded to 
G4S, three were for a twenty-five year period, and two were for fifteen years. Serco 
was awarded a 26.5 year contract to run Thameside Prison. In contrast, we at 
Morton Hall are currently subject to a measly 3-year contract. In practice this means 
it is impossible for long-term planning and investment. It provides very little job 
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security for our members and offers the opportunity for private providers to bid for 
the contract every three years. A shocking example of the restraints placed upon 
Morton Hall as a result of our short-term contract is recently a new gas supplier was 
prepared to wave a £2 million charge if NOMS could guarantee them a 20-year 
contract. Needless to say, we paid the £2 million. We are now seeking that the NEC 
work with NOMS to provide parity regarding lengths of contracts awarded to NOMS 
with those awarded to private sector providers, thus providing the benefit of 
stability and job security for POA members. Colleagues, please support this motion. 

<Applause> 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Morton Hall. Ralph Valerio for the 
NEC. 

RALPH VALERIO – VICE CHAIR, NEC: Conference, on behalf of the National Executive 
Committee, I would ask you to support Morton Hall. There is nothing that I can add 
that hasn’t already been eloquently put. Very valid, purposeful motion and we would 
relish taking it on. Thank you Conference.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Morton Hall, you don’t want to come back? 
No. That goes to the vote, motion 24. All those in favour, please show, all those 
against. That motion is carried. 

Conference, I’m joined on stage by Dave Hopper, the General Secretary of the 
Durham Minors Association and Secretary of the National Union of Miners North 
East Area, which he represents on the National Executive Committee of the NUM. 
Dave has been involved all his life in mining, he began as a coal miner before 
becoming active in the union. He played an active role in the miners’ strike in 
1984/85 and witnessed the events at Orgreave on 18th June 1984. That buy-up, that 
very brief buy-up, does not do justice to the man you’re about to hear from. Can I 
ask you please to give a very warm POA welcome to Dave Hopper. 

Guest speaker Dave Hopper, the General Secretary of the Durham Minors Association 
and Secretary of the National Union of Miners North East Area. 

<Applause>  

DAVE HOPPER – GENERAL SECRETARY, DURHAM MINERS’ ASSOCIATION: Thank 
you very much Conference and it’s a great pleasure to be here, trying to assist and 
help in what I know is going to be a very, very difficult five year, especially for the 
POA. I bring the fraternal greetings of the Durham Miners. We were pretty fortunate 
in the northeast, we returned I think it was 26 Labour MPs out of 29 seats, but for 
yourselves, what a time to have an annual conference, after a result like that. The 
prison service has got massive problems, more so now by the election of a 
government which has took office this week. I don’t think people in here will be 
exactly brimming with confidence, and neither will your members, at probably what 
lies ahead. We’ve also got to say unfortunately Labour has not exactly covered itself 
with glory in its dealing with the people we had previously and I’m touching that 
issue in a few minutes’ time. The prison service is obviously, like a lot of other public 
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industries which are being stealthily privatised, in crisis. Your General Secretary, 
Steve Gillan, spoke last year at the Durham Minors’ Gala and expressed his feelings 
and apprehensions about what would happen if the Tories got back, and obviously 
they have gotten back. Privatisation in our country today is a creeping paralysis 
especially in the prison service. The Tories introduced it, but Labour also carried it 
on, probably not to the same degree but they carried it on nevertheless. And 
privatisation, I needn’t tell you, is all about profit, and getting as much money as 
possible and not worrying what type of service is being carried out by dedicated men 
and women in our prison. Prisons should be all about public ownership and run for 
safety and rehabilitation, not profit. The prison staff should be able to go to work in 
safe conditions and of course return in safety to the wives and children. There’s one 
or two jobs, I was a miner for 27 years underground, not a great job, but great 
camaraderie, great people to work with, and an industry that did take cognisance of 
safety, although we had to sometimes kick them along the way.  

You’re allowed, in my opinion, when you go to work you should have the dignity of 
having respect and you should have the dignity of knowing that you get a safe day’s 
work and you come home to your wife and family in as good a shape as you left the 
house. Safety was paramount in the mining industry because of the record. I’ve been 
having a look at a few figures in the magazine of the POA and some of the 
horrendous amounts of assaults which are going on. In this rotten capitalist system 
we’ve got today, people don’t really belong in the equation and it’s a very, very sad 
state of affairs that we’ve got a position now where people who are dedicated to 
doing a job, are subjected almost daily to threats of violence, the threat to personal 
safety is real and it’s happening almost every day in the prison service. You are 
dealing with some of the most violent people in our society and you must have 
protection, and protection should be the priority. When I went to work at the pit 
there was a big notice telling you when you went into that pit, ‘You are responsible 
for your safety’ but at least we had an employer, under nationalisation, that wasn’t 
only concerned about profit, they were concerned about safety and accident levels 
progressively came down.  

On to the coal industry after the miners’ strike, which if we’d won that I don’t think 
we’d be in the situation we are today across the board in the trade union movement, 
if we’d won to that I think we would have had much better conditions and probably 
still had coal mines in our country where we’re bringing in some 55 million tonnes of 
coal from all sorts of regimes across the world, some with child labour, some with 
slave labour, some under dictators, and here we are in Britain, in our communities, 
which are now facing, similar to yourselves, five years of more attacks by the Tory 
government. It’s an absolute crying shame when you walk into any mining 
community, be it in Yorkshire, be it in Lancashire, be it in Kent, be it in Durham, be it 
in Scotland, unemployment is an absolute disgrace, the figures are masked by 
education. All sorts of education schemes are there. We’ve got people who are 
working on voluntary schemes and they’re not down as unemployed, they really are 
unemployed but they’re not down on there. And there must be figures really, the 
real figures must be around 70% for young boys and young girls in our communities. 
Absolutely desperate. I don’t envy the teachers in these communities, that’s a job I 
wouldn’t like to have. I probably haven’t got the ability to do the job, but I certainly 
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wouldn’t like it; but the other job I wouldn’t like is a job of your own. I don’t see why 
you’ve got to go into work every day under threat of all sorts of real nutcases in 
some cases, or other people who’d be bent on violence, and I’m sure the election 
last week and the result of it will mean there will be more crime committed, there’ll 
be more people incarcerated and the problem is only going to exacerbate, so we’ve 
got a massive problem. You also have to deal with sexual problems in the prisons, 
violence, and the prisoners themselves, some of them are self-harming, they’ve got a 
myriad of problems to deal with and we should have more staff, not less, and I 
understand there’s been very, very little recruitment in the last ten years or so, and 
staffing levels currently are being eroded, so we’ve got massive problems.  

You’ve got a new Secretary of State, Michael Gove, the man who destroyed 
education in Britain. I can’t see him being any better than the fellow who’s just went, 
Grayling. I’m not a fan of his, but he doesn’t give anyone confidence about anything, 
Gove, in my opinion. If there was ever a man who was educated above the level of 
his intelligence, it’s Michael Gove. 

<Laughter and applause> 

I would say he’s wanted education privatised and he’s got all sorts of crackpot ideas 
where he thinks he knows better than what the real professionals know, and he 
obviously doesn’t, and that’s been proved in his last job. So the situation is for 
yourselves, almost unenviable, what you’ve got to face in these next five years, and 
I’m going to say here and now, I know you cannot strike, you’re under a no-strike 
agreement, and I understand the Prison Officers Association took advice in Europe. 
It’s a moral obligation to be able to withdraw your labour. How the hell do you fight 
back if you cannot, at the ultimate end of the day, withdraw your labour? You’ll 
never, ever be able to protect your conditions and protect your members’ conditions 
and you’ll never, never be able to get adequate wages and adequate pensions and 
equal remuneration for the work that you’re doing, which is a very, very vital job. So 
the situation’s only going to be worse. There’s one thing that I hope the TUC does, 
gets behind all workers in struggle and supports even them workers who haven’t got 
the right to strike, like the POA. I think we’ve got to start to fight back inside the TUC, 
because I think the Labour party unfortunately, what I’m hearing, seems to have 
completely lost its way. It was bad enough under the old regime of Blair, who almost 
caused a third world war, and Blair himself is totally discredited. We’ve got people 
like Mandelson jumping on to the TV, I don’t know what he’s doing there, but he was 
a fraud himself. He took hundreds of thousands of pounds, he was sacked or 
resigned two or three times as a Cabinet Minister, and I think it’s an insult when a 
man of his calibre comes out and tells ordinary Labour people what they’ve got to 
do, and more than that, who they want to represent us. Our representatives should 
be picked by us, the rank and file of constituencies. I drubbed out the Labour party 
when they were all in the trough. I was disgusted what happened there, and that 
might be one of the reasons why Labour, in the election, never got stuck in when the 
Tories was attacking us, and they attacked us for six weeks about the economy. The 
problems with the economy were not caused by Labour. They were caused by 
bankers, bankers who naturally support the Tory party, gambling and speculating. 
That’s where the problem’s come on the economy. They didn’t come from the 
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Labour party and they certainly didn’t come from workers. The whole press in our 
country is an absolute disgrace. Seeing what happened with Murdoch not so very 
long ago, Murdoch’s people were tapping phones, were even tapping phones of 
dead girls, you cannot get much lower than that, lower than a snake’s belly that is, 
them type of tricks. We’ve got a situation also now where we’ve got to rectify the 
Labour party. How that’s done is beyond me, but I’ll tell you now, there must be 
more accountability in the Labour party and that’s one thing that must be there. 
We’re getting people in there, some who’s just come in for careers, and quite a lot 
just coming in for careers. We’ve got, in Sunderland, three all-woman shortlists. No 
man can stand in Sunderland. I’m not anti-woman, I believe in discrimination to help 
the women where they were outnumbered, but three in one city which has solidly 
voted Labour for many, many years and it debars any local activists, any local trade 
unions from standing to represent his own city. I think that’s an absolute disgrace. If 
it had been two women and one man, at least we would have had a chance to get 
somebody in, but the worst part about it, the three that are in progress, they’re all in 
progress with a lot of other people, right-wingers who wanted to bring back the 
trials and tribulations in the record of the Blair Government, which was scandalous. 
When some of these people speak on TV, I wonder what they’re talking about, 
because at they seem to forget that the Blair government lost a 100 seat majority, 
got kicked out, didn’t get elected in, they got kicked out. And they’ve never 
recovered from that particular government and I think that was part and parcel of 
what happened up in Scotland and all.  

Scotland, traditionally a Labour stronghold, that particular area I think we’ve lost all 
the seats bar one, I think it was one Tory and one Labour. It’s an indictment. I was 
asked up to Scotland three times to address meetings and I refused every time 
because it’s not for me, I’m not going to wrap myself in the Union Jack and say I 
want to be part of the UK. The question of independence in Scotland is a question 
for the Scottish people, it’s not for Davey Hopper and it’s not for Miliband and many 
of them other MPs who have jumped up there and were running about. I think that’s 
the reason we lost so many seats, the backlash. They all went up there with an 
agenda, the agenda should have been to argue, to try and keep them in but not the 
way they went about it, and I think we paid the price for that. It was obvious we 
were going to lose most of the seats up there. Estimates were from about 30 to 40, 
but actually we lost 50 plus and that’s a blow, and we’ve got a hell of a job working 
back to bring them seats back in and get a future Labour government. I’ll tell you 
something now, if I’d been in Scotland and the things they’ve got in Scotland what 
we haven’t got, free education, free prescriptions and a much more caring society, 
and getting rid of Trident and spending some of that wasted money on the prison 
service, the health service and anywhere where it’s needed, I probably would have 
voted for independence in Scotland, and I didn’t see why Labour politicians went up 
there en masse and tried to attack them, and it’s rebounded on us very, very badly. 
So Labour Ministers, in my opinion, I’ve read what they’re talking about, who’s going 
to go into which job, I’m also hearing names which is being raised as possible 
candidates; I wouldn’t let some of them run a raffle, and they’re now in there for 
ministerial jobs. There’ll be such a battle on very, very shortly for the positions, 
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there’ll be promising us the earth. Going to be like the last time where we had a 100 
seat majority, where we had every chance to change society, and we didn’t.  

So the position is, it’s one of defence for us but we’ve also got to build during that 
defence, and the TUC has got to start leading, and leading from the front, and I’m an 
admirer of Frances O’Grady, I think she’s done a good job as a TUC General 
Secretary, and we need the Prison Officers Association and all of the unions that are 
debarred from protecting their conditions to be defended by the rest of the trade 
union movement, like we did in the past. We’re forgetting the values of what our 
party was brought about for, it was brought about against discrimination, it was 
brought about to be caring for people and societies, it was brought about collectively 
so it would fight and assist our comrades and our brothers and sisters who were in 
struggle. I remember, as a young miners’ official, bringing the mines out to support 
the health workers, and by Christ nobody needed the health workers more than us! 
But we let down across the piece by some of the other nursing unions and civil 
unions at that particular time. It’s the greatest thing every happened, the National 
Health Service, and it’s got to be protected. I remember my father telling me,  he 
were 49 year in the pits, he said the greatest thing ever happened to him in the pits 
was nationalisation. And it’s gone. And he said the best thing what ever happened in 
his lifetime was the National Health Service, and we’ve got to defend that at all 
costs, but we haven’t got to defend that and take our eye off the ball of other 
unions. We’re all in this battle together, not like Cameron was in the battle together, 
we’re all in this battle together, we’ve all got friends, comrades, relations, working in 
these industries and Durham’s got three big prisons, and I’m hoping they start to get 
out and about and campaigning and urging other unions to give them support, all 
the support they need because it’s absolute indictment on our society where the 
people who are committing the crimes are going to end up in our prisons, you are 
looking after them and they’re wanting to hurt and harm the people who’s looking 
after them. I don’t envy your job one iota and it’s time your union got together with 
every other union in the country and helped you along the way, and the TUC and the 
Labour party, for Christ’s sake, don’t leave people out on a limb like they left us out 
on a limb in 1984/85. That was fellows like Kinnock who wouldn’t, because of Arthur 
Scargill, the fact that he didn’t like Scargill, he wouldn’t support the miners. The 
strike wasn’t about Scargill, it was about the thousands of people in our communities 
and the thousands of youngsters coming through who now have got no job and are 
self-harming themselves, they’re on drugs, some of our communities are like the 
wild west, they were great communities to be in, it was a pleasure to live in the, 
people looked after everybody, there was a form of socialism and we’ve lost it all. So 
don’t let that happen to yourselves! Make sure you make plenty of noise, like your 
General Secretary did last year. He gave a great contribution and got people’s minds 
thinking, even me. I didn’t know the conditions were as bad. I’ve been in a few 
prisons but it was when the miners who were sacked was in them! I haven’t been 
locked up properly, and I’d like to thank the Prison Officers then, because we got not 
but courtesy and good wishes when our lads were sacked, many on false evidence, 
not all, many on false evidence. We were received at Wetherby, there was a prison 
at Wetherby, I was in the three Durham prisons, Wymott – I didn’t like that prison, 
Wymott, I apologise to everybody who works there. I couldn’t get through the 
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security! But anyhow, let’s not make the same mistakes twice, that’s what we’ve got 
to learn as trade unions. One mistake, we can all accept that, but don’t for Christ’s 
sake make two mistakes of the same ilk and when any workers is in struggle, let’s get 
behind them, let’s support them, roll back this tide of capitalism running under 
Cameron, but mind, mark Labour, if it’s ever elected again, accountable and 
answerable. Don’t just vote Labour, demand change, and demand change in our 
representation. We’ve got the power to do that. If we affiliate in numbers, we’ll 
(inaudible) each MP and make sure that he sticks to the line that we want. That’s 
what democracy’s all about. So I wish you well, wherever you are, I’ll try and support 
you. 

Try and get to the Durham Miners’ Gala this year. It’s on 11 July, it’s a great array of 
speakers, it’ll be a day to maybe lift you up from your troubles and tribulations what 
you’re facing in your employment, you deserve better. I wish you all the best, it’s 
great to be here, it’s a pleasure to be here with you and I hope to see some of you 
tonight and have a couple of pints. Take care, it’s a pleasure to be here and thanks 
very much, Mr Chairman and General Secretary and Executive for allowing us me 
few minutes to say what I’ve said today, and I sincerely hope things improve for you 
very, very quickly. Thank you.  

<Applause>  

 PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Dave, on behalf of the POA, the pleasure has 
been the POA’s. We’ve just had an election, as you say, that was all about fear over 
hope. You, Dave, encapsulate hope over fear. Thank you for, as ever, an informed, 
passionate address that brought feeling and experience that cannot possibly be 
bought easily anywhere. You’re not a good friend, you’re a great friend of the trade 
union movement, a great friend of trade unionists, wherever they may be found and 
whatever they’re facing, and you will be pleased to know, as I know that you know 
already, that this union hasn’t been in the past, and won’t be afraid in the future to 
take that action, that action that’s needed. Thank you very much, Dave, and I’m now 
going to present you, on behalf of the POA, with a little box with a little gift, 
goodness knows what’s in it but hopefully it will be a commemorative moment for 
you when you addressed and moved our Conference. Thank you very much, Dave. 

<Applause>  

Right, no pressure, because I said to Dave that you can make good your escape now, 
he said, ‘I want to sit here and see how your Conference runs’ … so no pressure. 

MOTION 25. 
That Conference debates potential misuse of the current sick procedures, which sees 
some Governors arranging personal “support” meetings. 

WYMOTT 

We’re on to motion 25 Wymott, which is a – 

<Laughter>   
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As luck would have it … which is a debate, so there’s no need for a seconder, and we 
have Dave here now so hopefully there’ll be some debating. Wymott? 

SIMON PILKINGTON – BRANCH CHAIR, WYMOTT: Chair, NEC, Conference … first of 
all, sorry about that, Dave, and if I’d have been there, we’d have let you in!  

I want to talk today about a debate that governors, and I think they’re doing it all 
over the country, seem to be able to do whatever they want. I’ll read out what we’ve 
actually put in the motion, and it’s that Conference debates potential misuse of the 
current sick procedures, which sees some governors arranging personal ‘support’ 
meetings. We’ve got a new governor at Wymott a few months ago. We’ve got 153 
officers, uniformed staff. He decided he was going to interview 67 of them, he was 
going to talk to them about their sick, he said he was only going to talk about the last 
12 months. I went to him with about 25 people, and he didn’t talk about the last 12 
months, he talked about the whole service, and then he sat down with a little 
calculator and he worked out a figure, and worked out their average sick and then 
said it was too much. When we talked about the PSO he just rode roughshod all over 
me and some of my other colleagues on the committee. An example of what he did, 
we had a senior officer, a band 4, 34 years in the job, and he was injured at work, 
actually injured doing C&R. Several weeks later he was finished, he was given 13 
weeks’ pay, medical inefficiency. Yeah, I’ve been in with four other people in the last 
seven weeks, he’s finished them, medical inefficiency. Our governor thinks he can do 
whatever he wants, and I know there’s other governors out there who think they can 
do whatever they want. If you read the actual policy document, and I’m going to 
quote, it says, ‘Keep in touch and maintain contact with staff that are temporarily 
absent from work’ and 2.6 actually states, ‘It is important that appropriate contact is 
maintained where staff are absent for more than 20 working days. They must be 
given the opportunity to become participants in the keeping in touch scheme.’ 
Keeping in touch scheme – I’ve never heard it called that before!  

When we challenged our governor about this, he said it was robust management. If 
you look robust management up in the dictionary, it says bullying, and that’s what it 
is, workplace bullying and intimidation by the governors who are working for NOMS. 
Our belief at Wymott is they want to get rid of us, they want to get rid of any 
experience they’ve got, they want us all on new terms and conditions, and this is a 
way to do it. 

They can do whatever they want, say whatever they want, and never mind the rules, 
so I wanted to come up here and have a debate about it, see what you think, and 
then hopefully you’ll support our next motion. Thanks very much. 

<Applause>  

LES DENIS – ACTING BRANCH CHAIR, HMP HEWELL: NEC, Chairman, Conference, 
Acting Branch Chair at HMP Hewell which is formally known as Blakenhurst. At 
Hewell our number one has embarked on a campaign of attendance support 
meetings. Some have been supportive, whilst others have been intensely oppressive, 
resulting in staff rightfully exercising their right to challenge through the grievance 
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procedure. He makes a point of stating that this is a legitimate meeting between a 
manager and staff, and the fact he’s allowed branch officials in is a ‘favour’ as he’s 
such a nice person.  

The impact this has had on our members at Hewell is a reduction in motivation to do 
the work they do and in respect for the management process, which really adds to 
the negative perception of the prison service to not only our friends and family, but 
the prisoners that we deal with on a daily basis. The meetings are minuted. Hmm, so 
he can use it, which he says, in evidence in capability. This also increases the risk of 
spiral into further ill health, especially mental health and depression. The current 
process presents itself as a concerted effort by our governor to scare and frighten 
already vulnerable individuals and as I said before, potentially exacerbate medical 
conditions. At a recent grievance hearing brought on by this policy at a different 
establishment the governor there stated that he had a member of staff who’d just 
completed 30 years’ service without a day’s sickness – how fantastic is that? Well, in 
reality it’s how lucky is that? Staff will be ill and staff will become sick, we should not 
be penalising and punishing people for the facts of life. People don’t choose to be ill, 
it chooses them. Please join the debate. 

<Applause>  

JIM SHAW – BRANCH CHAIR, WANDSWORTH: Conference, NEC, Chair, yeah, our 
governor’s quite fond of these supportive meetings. I went into one recently with 
him and it started off as all the pleasantries and platitudes, and it was a supportive 
meeting – very quickly turned into an interrogation. Got to a point where he asked 
why this member hadn’t been to an appointment and it was simply ‘cause the 
underground, the tube was closed, he wasn’t expecting it to be closed but it was, 
and by the nature of that, it was unexpected, he wasn’t going to make the 
appointment on time. So he said, ‘Well, you could have got a taxi.’ A taxi would not 
have got him through London to his appointment on time. He’d phoned the centre, 
he’d explained what the issue was and didn’t make the appointment. So he then 
asked him … oh, he pointed out he couldn’t afford a taxi anyway, we’d have probably 
been looking at £60 each way, and so he asked him how much money had he got in 
his current account. Now … I thought this was a supportive meeting, I certainly think 
that a question like that was beyond the bounds of decency. The other thing that he 
did was he pointed out that he’s responsible for how much compensation, should it 
come to a capability hearing. He will decide and he has influence on how much, so 
he was threatening with his compensation. At the end of the meeting I spoke to the 
member and his view was that he’d had his capability hearing, the governor had 
already made his mind up, so we sent an email to the governor and cc’d the DDC into 
it, one, to let the DDC know how one of his governors was behaving. This caused 
outrage by the governor, apparently. I’m not going to go into what happened after 
that, that all became quite personal.  

The end result though is that that particular member is not having his capability 
hearing with our governor, because our view is that by that meeting the grievance is 
that by having that meeting, by threatening him in there, he was in fact incapable of 
being impartial at a capability hearing, so somebody else has been commissioned to 
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do that. That hasn’t stopped him, he’s still carrying on doing this, but clearly the 
email to the DDC, the grievance process is something that made him uncomfortable, 
so with that, Conference, thank you very much.  

<Applause>  

MICHELLE ATKINS – BRANCH SECRETARY, HMP WAYLAND: Chairman, NEC, 
Conference, we faced in the last year a systematic removal of staff that have been 
sick for a whole number of reasons. Our governor has eroded the staffing numbers 
through consistent capability hearings, ill health retirements. Having done that, he’s 
now, apparently on the direction of the Centre, going through every member of 
staff’s sickness record, and any member of staff that has more than ten days of sick 
per year of service is being put under scrutiny and being invited to these care and 
support meetings. He also, off his own back, has 50-day support meetings for anyone 
that’s on long-term sick, supposedly for support. I fail to see how it’s supportive 
when he sits and goes through an individual’s sick record at that meeting.  

At some point we have to get together and we have to start fighting back. When I’ve 
been across the table from him, he just quotes the regular and effective service line 
from the PSO. That is his catch-all. And I’m sure he’s not the only governor. Regular 
effective service is damaged by what’s been happening to us over the last three 
years and before that.  

It is difficult, when you go up in front of these governors and those people on the 
floor that have worked with my governor, and if I say the man and [inaudible] they’ll 
know who I mean, he comes with a reputation but he is making our job consistently 
difficult and he is consistently devaluing what our staff achieve for him, day in, day 
out. Please come up and join this debate and vote for the next motion, we have to 
stop this and we have to start protecting our staff. Thank you. 

<Applause>  

JAMES EVANS – BRANCH CHAIR, THORN CROSS: Chair, Conference, NEC, the 
governor at Wymott, he’s well liked, very well liked … by his pals. They had a 
meeting a few weeks ago and my governor come back and was speaking very, very 
highly of the governor of Wymott, how he’s done this wonderful thing that he goes 
out and he visits on the eighth day. That’s cutting that really short, as soon as your 
sick-note, your self-cert’s over, he comes and visits you. My governor thinks it’s 
great, every other governor in the country will be thinking it’s great. If we sit down 
and we let this happen, they’ll be coming to all of you. Please support the next 
motion. Thank you. 

<Applause>  

JACKIE BATES – BRANCH CHAIR, BUCKLEY HALL: NEC, Conference, Buckley Hall 
governors have been doing attendance support meetings for round about two years 
now. They’ve not all been bad, they’ve given physio and things like that, so some of 
them have been alright. However, we do go down the ATOS route and everything 
else with them. The first set of attendance support meetings, you’ll all be pleased to 
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know that that cut, copy and paste button on the machine, if you want to work at 
Buckley Hall you all have to be alcoholics. Then, when you go and say, ‘Well I haven’t 
got a drink problem,’ because they’ve cut, copied and pasted it from someone else, 
ATOS say, ‘Well, it’s on the form, so it stays on it.’ Maybe you could clarify, PJ, am I 
right in thinking that people don’t have to attend them because it’s outside of the 
PSO? 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Sorry Jackie, I didn’t catch that. 

JACKIE BATES – BRANCH CHAIR, BUCKLEY HALL: Am I right in believing that when 
they send you a letter saying, ‘Come to an attendance support meeting,’ if you’ve 
said to them, ‘No, I’m not coming, it’s outside of the PSO/PSI … 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: That’s absolutely right. Absolutely right. 

JACKIE BATES – BRANCH CHAIR, BUCKLEY HALL: Thank you. Please support the 
motion.  

<Applause>  

NEIL ROSS – BRANCH CHAIR, GARTH: Chairman, NEC, Conference, we’ve seconded 
Wymott’s motion. Like Wymott, who are next-door to us, we at Garth, for the last 
couple of years have also been subject to a document entitled Public Sector Prisons 
Northwest, Attendance Support Meetings. This document was introduced to run 
alongside PSO 8404 and it contains its own independent stages and sanctions, some 
of them made up by individual governors. Although the employer is entitled to offer 
support to its staff who are off sick, I think most of us can read between the lines 
here and know this is a deliberate tactic to confuse staff, scare staff and put 
unnecessary pressure on them not to go sick in the future, just to reduce individual 
prisons’ sick statistics. In my experience there seems to be a massive difference 
when staff attend these meetings alone, as opposed to when they attend them with 
a POA rep who knows the difference between this Northwest policy and the official 
Attendance Management Policy. This shows to me that the purpose behind these 
meetings is not always staff support. We have PSO 8404 as the official Attendance 
Management Policy and governors should be sticking to it in all areas of the country. 
Using multiple policies at the same time is surely bad practice, stressful for the staff 
involved and wholly unfair. Please support Wymott’s motion for the NEC to 
challenge NOMS in stopping the abuse of deviation of the official sick procedures. 

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Garth, I think you were probably 
jumping ahead a little bit there but I understood the sentiment. 

JOHN HANCOCK – NEC: Chair, NEC, Conference, so it’s not just happening at 
Wymott. I thank Wymott for bringing the ‘debate’ to Conference today, but as we’ve 
heard, it’s endemic throughout the country. Hewell, Wandsworth, Wayland, Buckley 
Hall, Garth, the list is endless. And it’s got to stop. The so-called ‘support’ meetings, 
they don’t exist, they’re not in 8404. There is a section in there, ‘Keeping in touch’ 
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and it’s at 7.1 and 7.4 of the document, where it says that if people have been off 
sick they should be informed of opportunities, jobs locally and nationally. It doesn’t 
say anything about bringing them back into the prison to give them a rollicking and 
say if you don’t improve your sick record, you’ll be out. It’s a disgrace. It shouldn’t be 
happening, and I fully agree with Wayland, when they say that they are undervaluing 
our members’ contributions to the running of the prison. Very often people go to 
work when they’re not quite fit, because they don’t like to let people down, but 
NOMS, if you look at their policy, the very first thing it says on there is that NOMS, 
and I’ll try and quote this correctly, ‘NOMS make the assumption that all sick is 
genuine’. Well, if it’s all genuine, they shouldn’t be putting pressure on our members 
to go to work when they’re ill, they shouldn’t be putting pressure on our members to 
return to work or else they’ve got the threat of dismissal hanging above them. 

I thank you very much for that debate and as I probably … as I won’t be part of the 
next NEC, I think I can commit the NEC <laughs> to ensuring that this is brought up at 
all the appropriate Whitley councils, and I hope that sometime in the very near 
future, this policy that some of these governors … will be eradicated for good. Thank 
you very much for the debate. I appreciate it. Thank you Wymott. 

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Conference, thank you for the debate. I think 
it wouldn’t be appropriate if we didn’t hear 26 this evening. This will be following on 
from 25 effectively. This will be the last motion of the evening, but once we’ve 
disposed of this motion, I’d ask you just to remain seated because the Finance 
Officer has an announcement to make. So it’s 26, Wymott, and I already have a 
seconder identified as Garth. 

MOTION 26. 
That Conference mandates the NEC to stop the disgraceful abuse of sickness 
procedures, which in some instances is tantamount to bullying.  If “support” meetings 
are required, they should be to a national standard, in line with the PSO on managing 
attendance. 

WYMOTT 

SIMON PILKINGTON – BRANCH CHAIR, WYMOTT: Thank you Chair, NEC, 
Conference, thank you John, for that, and thanks to everybody for the debate and 
the support. Just to add on, before I actually read out the motion, our governor has 
actually decided, I should have told you before, after eight days he’s going to send a 
governing governor, not a first-line manager, not a band 4, not a CM, a governing 
governor, to our members of staffs’ house and speak to them about their sick, and 
that’s after eight days, and where is that in 8404? It isn’t there. They’re making it up 
as they’re going along. You do a really hard job, we have enough stuff to put up with 
and they’re just making it even harder to come back to work when quite often you’re 
off work through an injury, an assault, stress … personal issues, and all they’re doing 
is exacerbating that problem. So please support this motion. And the motion is that 
Conference mandates the NEC to stop the disgraceful abuse of sickness procedures, 
which in some instances is tantamount to bullying. If support meetings are required, 
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they should be at national standard in line with the PSO and not managing 
attendance. Please support the motion. Thank you. 

<Applause> 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: I just want to check, Garth, you’re seconding 
the motion, did you want to speak on it? No? OK. Thank you. 

GERRY LENNON – BRANCH SECRETARY, FULL SUTTON: Chairman, NEC, Conference, 
colleagues, we’re a professional body of workers who give an outstanding service to 
the public and to our employer. We’re also human and the human mind and body, 
while marvellous in nature, will occasionally fail temporarily. When this occurs it’s in 
the interests of both the worker and the employer to restore that person to full 
fitness as soon as possible. It’s also vital that management of the recovery take place 
in as humane a manner as possible. Last July a member of our branch was diagnosed 
with a cancerous tumour in his neck. A moment for anybody to pause and consider 
his future, and he was understandably worried about what was to come. He was 
sent home from work because his mind just wasn’t on the job. A senior manager 
summoned him to, and here’s a different spin on it, a wellbeing meeting, where he 
was asked what work he felt he could do while awaiting treatment. Given that this 
member was awaiting confirmation of test results which would reveal the extent and 
progress of his cancer, and was staring down the barrel of what he’d already been 
told would be a harrowing course of treatment, his answer was that his current 
issues were more concerned with whether he should be buying Christmas cards or 
indeed if green bananas were a wise purchase. At no point in this meeting did the 
manager ask ‘How are you?’ Forward now to early December, member has now 
been found to have quite minor early-stage and completely eradicable cancer on his 
tonsils, he’s had his treatment, it appears to have been successful, the treatment has 
been intensive radiotherapy and chemotherapy, finishing in mid-October. After-
effects have been a blistering of the throat inside and out, destruction of his taste 
buds and a 90% reduction in saliva production. He’s lost over 2.5 stones in weight. 
Time for another wellbeing meeting then. This time the manager notes that it has 
been two months since the end of treatment, surely time to be coming back to work, 
or is the prospect of having Christmas off too tempting? Member explains to the 
manager that while treatment has, on early assessment, been successful, his 
oncologist has told him recovery from the treatment will not really start until three 
months or so after the end of the course. While he’s now strong enough to be 
leaving his house unaided, he’s suffering from fatigue and cannot predict on a daily 
basis how he’s going to feel. A specialist has told him not to expect a return to work 
in any capacity for at least three months, and given the nature of his job, six months 
is a more realistic return target for a full return to duty. The member stated 
repeatedly he was eager to return to work as soon as possible, but medical advice 
ruled this out. The manager’s response to this information is to demand the name 
and contact details of the member’s oncologist. The member provides these and he 
feels a quick lesson in patient confidentiality might not be a bad thing for this fellow. 
Again this meeting concluded without the question, ‘How are you?’ being voiced. In 
January the member managed to get his consultant to fit in part with the work, with 
the rider he would not be fit for full duty for at least another couple of months. 
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Happy to be on the road to recovery, he arranged the details of a phased return with 
his line manager. This plan was refused by the manager’s manager, same person 
who’d conducted the wellbeing meetings. His words were, ‘He’s had his chance of a 
back to work plan. If he’s fit, he’s fit.’ In liaison with the governing governor, this 
decision was quickly overturned, and the member returned to work on a phased 
return. A month later the same manager asked why he couldn’t do landing duties, 
seemingly unaware of the health and safety aspect of staff having to be physically fit 
when dealing with prisoners, not only for their own protection but for their 
colleagues and the prisoners in their care. Again, the phrase, ‘How are you?’ 
conspicuous by its absence.  

Colleagues, some of you may already have known, or might well have guessed by 
now, that member was me. Now I’ve supported many other members through 
illness and most times return to work, and have often been dismayed by the callous 
attitude once you get to the level where you’re dealing with someone who has their 
eyes on the KPIs. In all cases members have said they wanted to get back to normal, 
and put this unsavoury chapter of their lives behind them. Most of me feels the 
same, but why should anyone else have to go through this bullying at a time when 
they’re at their most vulnerable? It stinks. Over the last couple of months I’ve been 
working with our governing governor to formulate a better method of managing 
staff and referring to 8404, those staff who are unfortunate enough to be absent 
from work. They will no longer be summoned to attend wellbeing meetings at the 
establishment. The option for meetings at home, work, by telephone, will be 
dictated by the member of staff not some manager, who, and I quote, ‘Doesn’t like 
doing home visits’. In the event there is a suspicion the medical note has given an 
inaccurate picture of an individual’s fitness, any challenge will be made by a health 
professional. We have already agreed that a consultant oncologist with over 20 
years’ experience might be better able to assess cancer patient recovery than a 
prison service manager. We haven’t got all the way there yet but the manager 
concerned with my case has been taken out of managing absence in our prison. 
Frankly I haven’t the energy to pursue satisfaction that I have felt like, and I’m 
focussing on getting the best revenge, just living well. However, having experienced 
this first-hand, I’ll do whatever I can to ensure no one else has to go through this 
bullying. I do apologise for rambling, but it’s an important issue which has been 
brought home to me over the last year and we have to make progress on it. These 
are human beings, these are people, these are colleagues, they’re brothers and 
sisters and they’re at a low point in their life, they don’t need this. And it’s not 
tantamount to bullying, it is bullying! These are weak people, misusing power and 
they have to be stopped. We’re making a bit of headway at Full Sutton, but 
nationally we need to do more, we do. Please support the motion.  

<Applause>  

KEITH MCDOUGAN – BRANCH CHAIR, GRENDON: NEC, Chair, Conference, speaking 
in support of the motion. A lot’s been said today and Grendon echo a lot of what’s 
been said. This is clearly a robust management strategy to manage sick, partly 
because of the crisis we’re in with staffing levels. PSO 8404 is routinely screwed up 
and thrown in the bin, constantly being taken advantage of, in our own 
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establishment further to support meetings or absence reviews our governor chooses 
to take responsibility for all return to work interviews with staff, even if it’s one day 
sick. There’s a constant intimidation, staff are refusing to go sick, continually coming 
in to work ill and lame, and I simply urge you to support this motion. Thank you. 

<Applause>  

MARTIN FIELD – BRANCH SECRETARY, HMP BEDFORD: Mr Chairman, NEC, 
Conference, I’m coming to talk to you today because this issue is one that makes my 
blood boil on a local level. I thank Wymott for bringing this motion to Conference, 
although I would like to have said that the abuse that they have talked about is also 
an abuse of the interpretation and equally in some instances quite clearly is most, if 
not all instances, not the few that they would like to do. We’ve all had these support 
meetings, we’ve heard all about it. Following onto the support meeting off they go 
to OHP or the old ATOS 5 as we used to know it, with the governor waiting patiently 
for that document to return to him with that phrase, ‘Unlikely to be able to provide 
full and effective service’ but fortunately enough for us, ATOS have seen through 
these governors, they’ve seen their tactics, they’ve now come to realise that they 
are no longer being treated as medical experts, providing professional opinion about 
a member’s ability to perform a job; they are now being used as a rubber stamp 
whereby people can be sacked from their job for no other purpose than getting 
injured in duty. The thing that makes me the most annoyed is that these injuries on 
duties are a direct result of the escalating violence in prisons and the majority of 
these injuries are being caused by totally incompetent decisions made by governors 
who will continue to bow down before the god of regime, putting that before our 
members’ safety. They do not want to read further down the document to where 
there are phrases like reasonable adjustments, return to work programmes, 
disability, Equalities Act 2010, that to them is bad language and they will spit on the 
corridor in the same manner as if you said, ‘Restrict the regime, close the gym, 
governor, and woe, close a wing because there aren’t any staff.’ These are the 
problems that we face. This is now an on-going problem and hand in hand with the 
recruitment that is going on, you can see the formula in front of you. More staff 
through the front gate, more capabilities, more people out the other gate for no 
reason other than they wanted to do their jobs. Please support this motion! 

<Applause>  

LES DENIS – ACTING BRANCH CHAIR, HMP HEWELL: NEC, Conference, Chairman, 
speaking in support of the motion. If governors have time to conduct these meetings 
and visit staff after eight days off, then they have far too much time on their hands. 
Here’s an idea – swap them for more staff on the landings or encourage them to do 
their jobs and implement benchmarking properly.  

<Applause> 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Ian Carson for the NEC. 

Ian Carson for the NEC. 
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IAN CARSON – NEC: Chair, NEC, Conference, Ian Carson responding on behalf of the 
NEC, asking you to support the motion with the following qualification: it’s the role 
of each and every person in this hall to stop the bullying of the membership, not just 
the role of the National Executive. When your meetings are called to these so called 
support meetings, we should be there supporting our membership. How about 
saying, ‘Stop – I feel bullied and intimidated by your actions that clearly contravene 
your own policy’? How about saying, ‘I want this meeting to stop and I intend to 
submit a grievance’? How about batting the ball back over to their side of the table? 
‘cause you know, bullies don’t like that. They certainly don’t like it. I can assure you 
that we will play our part, but support meetings should never be an excuse to bully 
the membership. Never, ever, ever. Let me tell you a little story I was told about a 
support meeting that was carried out by a number one governor in a northern gaol, 
sometime last winter, when the governor and one of the CMs decided they were 
going to go and visit a member of staff on a particularly cold and wintery day. They 
turned up to be met by the member in their arctic warfare gear, to be escorted into 
the garden and sat on the patio furniture, and it was about 12 below blowing a gale, 
and the officer was talking to them through his ski mask. Well the meeting finished 
after five minutes when they decided to run away and book themselves in ‘cause 
they had hyperthermia. Now that’s a support meeting for me and that’s a bit of a 
creative way of taking charge. Please support the motion. 

<Applause> 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Ian. Wymott, do you want to 
come back? 

SIMON PILKINGTON – BRANCH CHAIR, WYMOTT: Thank you for that, Chair. Yeah, 
I’d just like to come back and say I would imagine that everybody in this room who’s 
been in on these support meetings has challenged the managers, has challenged the 
governors, and the governors are very clever and very underhanded and turn round 
and say, ‘We’re not trying to bully anybody. We’re supporting that member of staff. 
We want the best for them. We want them back at work.’ So a lot of these staff are 
in very difficult positions, really down, depressed, quite ill, personal problems, and 
they do not want you going in, guns blazing, arguing with the governor, and the 
governor knows that, so I agree with you, NEC, and I agree that everybody in this 
room, it’s part of their job to do that, but you’ve got to respect the wishes of the 
member of staff as well. And the governors are playing on that. They’re playing on 
the fact that our members are not well. So it’s always not that easy to do that. But 
thank you for supporting the motion. Thank you. 

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Conference. Motion 26 to the 
vote. All those in favour please show. Those against. That motion is carried. Before 
the Finance Officer makes a brief announcement, I would point out that Conference 
starts tomorrow at 9 am and we start with the AGM of the National Committee for 
Secure Healthcare Services. I would hope that we’d have a full turnout by 9 am. The 
Vice Chair, as per usual, will be chairing that session, and he’s not as soft as me. I 
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think we should be here to let the secure hospitals know how we value what they’ve 
been doing and to support them in the action that they carried out last year 
repeatedly.  

Before we close, the Finance Officer will make an announcement.  

PETE CHAPPLE – FINANCE OFFICER, NEC: Conference, POA Learning staff have asked 
me to remind Conference that there is a fringe meeting taking place from 17:30 over 
the road in the Ramada Hotel. A buffet is provided and attendance will get you 
entered into a free draw.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Conference, 9 o’clock in the 
morning please. Thank you.  

 
 
 
 

92



 POA ANNUAL CONFERENCE 2015 
Wednesday 13th May 2015 
Wednesday Morning 

RALPH VALERIO – VICE CHAIR, NEC: Good morning Conference, it might seem a bit 
unusual for you seeing me sat in this chair, it feels far more unusual for me than it 
probably looks for you and it’s not a seat that I intend to be sitting in for long. 
However, we have the pleasure of the Secure Hospitals Annual General Meeting this 
morning. We will be having hopefully some interesting debate and before we start it, 
I would encourage you to have a look at the motions that we’ll be moving in this 
section under the healthcare section of the order paper. And I would urge that you 
join in the debate, it’s not exclusively a debate for secure hospitals and I think you’ll 
see with those motions that those motions are not just about workers in healthcare, 
it’s about this union and what we’ve done as a union, a time to reflect, and I would 
encourage you to get up to the rostrum and to speak on it when the time comes.  

Beforehand though before I formally open the Secure Hospitals Annual General 
Meeting, sat to my right hand side (your left) we’ve got Paul Simpson who has asked 
to come and speak to you for five minutes about the Friends of the Durham Miners 
Gala, so I’d be really grateful if you’d give him a warm welcome as he goes to the 
rostrum.  

<Applause>  

Paul Simpson, Friends of the Durham Miners Gala 

Thank you very much, I’d just like to thank you for the opportunity to address you 
this morning, it’s a great privilege to get this opportunity to speak about the Durham 
Miners’ Gala. Perhaps many of you have heard of it, perhaps many of you have been 
to the Gala. For those who haven’t it is the single, biggest trade union event in 
Europe, every year over 120,000 people come to Durham to celebrate the values of 
trade unionism and to set out a vision for the kind of society we want to see so it’s 
incredibly important that the Durham Miners’ Gala continues to thrive into the 
future, especially at this time when I don’t need to remind you we have a 
government that is absolutely determined to drive trade unions and our values out 
of public life and out of political life and we have to resist that. And the Durham 
Miners’ Gala is an incredible show of solidarity, an incredible celebration of trade 
unionism, it is a show of defiance and above all, it’s a manifestation of hope that is 
so desperately needed at this time so I’ve got three things to ask of you today. First 
of all if you could find our stall in the foyer and sign up to become a Friend of the 
Gala, whereby you make a monthly contribution to make sure we have the funds to 
keep the Gala going well into the future; secondly if you could take part in our raffle, 
buy a few tickets and we’ll be announcing the winner for the prize tomorrow, so 
please do that; and finally I just want to ask you all to come to the Gala this year, it’s 
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on the 11th July. If you’ve never been you won’t regret coming to the Gala, it is, as I 
said, an incredible event and it will leave you feeling revitalised, to be surrounded by 
other people, hundreds of thousands of people, who believe in our values, it’s an 
incredible experience. And so I’d ask you to come to the Gala this year, bring your 
family and friends, organise some transport in your trade union branch and let’s 
make this year’s Gala one of the best for decades. Let’s show this government that 
trade unions aren’t going anywhere and that we will continue to come together in 
solidarity with one another and fight them every step of the way.  

I hope to see you in July, thank you very much.  

<Applause>  

RALPH VALERIO – VICE CHAIR, NEC: Thank you Paul. Paul Simpson, Friends of the 
Durham Miners’ Gala, a cause that you don’t need me to explain, because as Paul 
eloquently put it, I would urge you to give as much support as possible.  

And that leaves me now to formally open the Annual General Meeting of the 
National Secure Hospitals Consultative Committee. It’s with tremendous pleasure 
that I have the responsibility of being the Chair of that committee and goodness me, 
what a year 2014 into 2015 has been, certainly since the last Conference. Following 
the successful work of the General Secretary last year, we’ve managed to secure 
ourselves the observer status on the Joint Negotiating Council for NHS workers, but 
since then we’ve united with the number of different unions that sit on that 
committee. We have balloted our members at Ashworth at Broadmoor and Rampton 
for strike action and I shan’t be stealing the thunder of the General Secretary who 
will be following to be discussing that issue and also, of course, for the debates 
hopefully that will follow in the motions. But certainly the next five years for the 
Secure Hospitals are going to be under as much scrutiny, potentially as much pain as 
we will be facing working in the prison system. Let’s not forget that it’s a custodial 
environment every bit as much as the prison environment is, but they’re dealing 
with ill people and all the red tape, I suppose is the best way of describing it, as a 
layman would have to face in their day-to-day routine. We have a guest speaker 
today by the name of Mark Chandley who will be talking exclusively on that topic. 
Mark is an authority on that topic having worked in the Ashworth Hospital for 30 
years and I would ask you all to pay particular notice to it, because he’s going to be 
telling some real life stories of real life people dealing with real life dangerous 
people.  

But as we open up I would like to formally go on record as the Chairman of the 
Secure Hospitals Committee, I commend the members at the three hospitals, 
Broadmoor, Ashworth and Rampton, who took the brave steps of taking industrial 
action, in standing up for what they believed in. They had exactly the same concerns 
as we do when the time comes, when you’re pressing that button, will people go, 
will they not go? But at each of those establishments they set the benchmark for the 
other unions to follow and that has stood us in tremendously good stead as we go 
back round the table of the Joint Negotiating Council for NHS workers. We are a 
small fish in that very large pond, but once again, those members of those three 
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branches proved what the POA have been doing since 1939 in punching well above 
our weight. So I commend you, all of you, and thank you on behalf of the Secure 
Hospitals Committee.  

To talk in a far wider remit now I would invite the General Secretary, Mr Steve Gillan, 
to talk to us a little bit more in depth about some of the topics that I have touched 
on already. Thank you Steve.  

STEVE GILLAN - GENERAL SECRETARY, NEC: Thank you. Chair, NEC, Conference, it 
gives me great delight in moving the Annual Report for the special hospitals. Ralph 
has covered a fair amount of that, but I’ve got to say as General Secretary it gives me 
great pleasure overseeing strike action in relation to the special hospitals and those 
members who came out, it was 100% supported. I’d like to thank obviously the three 
branches involved and Carstairs for their massive support, because the Scottish 
Government have paid in full in relation to their pay award, but Carstairs gave good 
support to Rampton, Broadmoor and Ashworth. And I’d like to thank the NEC 
members who stood on the picket lines and I’d like to also thank branch officials 
from the prison service who took the time out, people like Dave Todd and others, 
who went to Broadmoor, Brian Caton, Honorary Life Member who went to Rampton 
and so forth. I think it was a good turnout and I think it’s important that if you’re 
leading a strike you lead from the front actually and you stand on the picket line and 
I was proud to stand. Obviously you can’t spread yourself enough, but I stood on the 
picket line with Rampton and it was great do so, to see hundreds of members 
standing outside fighting for a pay rise. And it’s something that sometimes us prison 
officers forget, because we don’t have the right to strike, but nevertheless it’s 
something that we may have to look at in the future and take that unofficial action in 
order to get pay review bodies or whoever, government, to accept what we’re 
putting forward. So I take my hat off to those men and women of the special 
hospitals.  

I’ve also got to say at this minute in time I don’t normally represent people on coded 
disciplines, but at this moment in time I am representing an ex-branch official at 
Ashworth, Stuart Eels, 33 years’ service. He was suspended from work and I’ve taken 
the mantle up on that one, because they’re trying to hang Stuart out to dry on a 
variety of issues and I haven’t ruled out, and I’ve threatened the Chief Executive of 
Ashworth in that Health Trust, with strike action, because what they’re trying to do is 
move away from the Code of Discipline and mix up the capability stuff with different 
policies. And I make no apologies for mentioning that here, if necessary I will ballot 
the membership of that Trust to take them out on strike, not in support of Stuart 
Eels, but in support of the policies that are supposed to be negotiated with the trade 
unions. Now Ralph mentioned that I’d fought on the General Council for years as did 
Brian Caton as did others, to get a seat on the Staff Side Council and we got observer 
status, but the reality is that’s not good enough, I want a full seat, so that we have 
proper negotiating rights in respect of the Staff Side Council and we won’t rest until 
we’ve got that. And I think it’s a shame that some of my fellow trade unionists in 
affiliated trade unions are blocking that seat. When Dave Prentis if you recall, stood 
here years ago supporting this trade union in getting that seat, yet Unison voted 
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against, which I find appalling, but nevertheless I’ll keep fighting on behalf of the 
Secure Hospitals in getting that seat.  

So the Annual Report is important, the motions that are put up are important and 
we need to take notice of that in respect of what the special hospitals have done in 
achieving, just getting the Secretary of State around the table in order to adhere to 
what the Pay Review Body said. They took two days of strike action and the reality 
was they were going to take four, but Hunt came round the table and we had a 
dialogue with the other Health Unions and we made a settlement which was 
narrowly, I’ve got to say by POA members, voted in favour of. It’s not the greatest 
deal, but it was a deal that supported the lowest paid in getting an increment. So the 
reality is we will continue to fight in the NHS; we won’t rule out further industrial 
action by our members and I, for one, matter for you Conference, we’ve voted 
through motions on the order paper yesterday in respect of prison service about 
strike action on various issues and I applaud you for doing so, but we need to deliver 
it. And you need to go back to your branches, because you all voted heavily in favour 
of strike action, if the prison service do various things, what you need to do now is 
go back to your branches, report back and make sure your members are on side, 
because I foresee over the next five years, we’re going to be calling that strike 
action.  

Thank you and I move the Annual Report.  

<Applause>  

RALPH VALERIO – VICE CHAIR, NEC: Colleagues, sat to my left we have a guest 
speaker, Dr Mark Chandley. Mark has 32 years’ experience as a nurse working at 
Ashworth Hospital, he is now the Recovery Lead at that hospital and whilst working 
as a nurse for all of those years he took the difficult step of studying, whilst obviously 
working, and is now the proud owner of a PhD. He’s a published author and has 
written The Manual for Healthcare Workers & Nurses, so if you need to have a look 
up as to who wrote the manual, it’s this fellow right here, a published author, an 
expert in the field. And he’s going to be talking to us about pioneering work that’s 
going on at Ashworth at this moment in time about recovery and what we might 
interpret in our environment as perhaps rehabilitation.  

I would ask you Conference, please put your hands together and give a very warm 
welcome to Dr Mark Chandley.  

<Applause>  

Address by Dr Mark Chandley 

Thank you. The last time I was in this particular setting, believe it or not, was about 
25 years ago at a rock night, watching Ian Gillan; Ian Gillan was on this stage, which is 
a bit weird for me to be stood here now. But like the Chair said I’ve been working at 
Ashworth for about 33 years in actual fact, I started with Stuart Eels and I’ve noticed 
some serious differences, I don’t know whether you have in your context, but it goes 
like this really. When I started at Ashworth Hospital I started and I worked with some 

96



tough, very tough men; in fact they were tough, but very kindly men. They taught me 
my trade and as I walked through it, the truth is I was more frightened of those 
people than I was the patients. Now just to make sure that you know what we’re 
talking about here, I’m talking about people to be admitted into Ashworth have to 
fulfil two criteria. The first criteria is that they need to be dangerous, violent or 
criminal propensities, so they have to have that criteria; they also have to have some 
sort of mental disorder, so mental illness, psychopathy or a mixture of those types of 
things.  

Another element of my job has me roaming round the country doing lectures and 
I’ve noticed this and I don’t know whether it’s true for you, but I’ve noticed that 
almost everywhere I go right across the country, there’s somebody on that ward that 
looks dead hard, he’s got a shaven head, he looks like he’s some sort of bouncer, a 
bad bouncer at that. And it’s really odd, because if the patients don’t want to hit 
him, believe me, I do, he’s stood there, looking hard, chewing gum and I have to ask 
myself, ‘What’s that guy doing?’ I don’t know what he’s doing. ‘What’s he doing?’ 
I’ve also noticed and tell me if this is true for you, but it goes like this for me, in 1995 
I was working with a guy who was celebrated for his contribution to nursing. In 2005 
he got disciplined for exactly the same thing, in other words, society, social norms, 
they’ve all drifted significantly. So the truth of the matter is 15 years ago I wrote this 
book The Management of Violence and Aggression, a manual for healthcare workers 
and nurses. It was pretty conventional really, because it went through all of the 
particular C&Rs, the restraints, the seclusions, all the usual stuff that you would 
predict I might say. 15 years on from that I’m thinking, ‘Do you know something,’ as 
I’m walking to a seclusion room door, this is me talking as a nurse, as I’m walking to a 
seclusion room door and I look behind me, those people, you know those tough or 
kindly men, they’re not with me a lot of the time, they’re just not there. And I’m 
thinking, ‘When I open this door, can I contain this, is he going to burst out and am I 
going to be able to manage it? Am I fulfilling my duty of care to everybody behind 
me as well as the patient that I’m trying to get up?’  

To cut a long story short about three years ago I was taken on one day a week to go 
and have a look at this idea of recovery. Recovery to put it in a nutshell was written 
by a guy, in fact the master of recovery I suppose, is a guy called Anthony. He wrote 
a number of things, he wrote the idea that you need to see the person not the 
illness. In other words, take the stigma away from all that sort of stuff. You know as 
well as I do that people with some sort of mental illness or mental disorder are 
stigmatised in a variety of levels. Everything hung on relationships. Now I’ve noticed 
that in actual fact whilst violence and aggression and managing people hangs on 
relationships, it’s all because it hangs on hostage negotiation as well, it hangs on our 
security ideals, so a third of what we do is based on the relationship, getting to know 
people, knowing when they’re not right, knowing when things are going to work out. 
It instils hope into people, the idea that you may as well look forward, because the 
past is so bad, there’s no good reason to look back, there’s no good way to reframe 
it in that particular way, not least for the people who I work with, I don’t know about 
you. It means creating some form of opportunity for people to behave well; in other 
words, the devil makes work for idle hands, so to speak. It means, and this is hard for 
some people to get, but it means treating a man like the man he could be and not 
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the man he is. So being a bit of a nerd I read this stuff by an author called Goethe, a 
German author from years gone by. And then I read it again in a management 
handout by Charles Handy, a guru from the seventies and he’d said almost exactly 
the same thing. And I thought, ‘That’s interesting, because if you treat me,’ and I 
think I have been treated badly sometimes, ‘If you treat me badly, you get a bad 
man, I’ll do nothing for you, I’ll work exactly to my job and I’ll do nothing else. Treat 
me well on the other hand and you get a lot.’ And I wondered what the implications 
of treating patients in those particular ways could be. I also noticed the idea of the 
Para Olympics, I don’t know if you saw that, but there was all those people 
celebrating the idea that people could do this sort of stuff, noticing what people 
were doing well in other words, not necessarily looking at the physical disability, and 
if I was to put recovery into a nutshell in terms of mental health, that would be a 
really good metaphor.  

I’m going to use a couple of cases just to illustrate my point really. I mean real, 
tough, forensic cases. One case in particular was of a guy who was a rapist, I mean a 
20-odd stone rapist and he’d rape anything, males, females, didn’t really matter. And 
if you’re in charge of that particular guy I think that there’s some serious, sober, 
questions to ask yourself. The first I would know about that is when he was raping 
somebody. Now put yourself in that situation for a minute, because the next step is 
how do you get him off? He’s 20-odd stone, he doesn’t respond to your usual C&R, 
how do you get him off? I don’t want nurses in that moral dilemma, because I 
believe with CCTV that would not look good. On the other hand in playing this 
recovery, I was looking for some form of strength, if you like, what did he do well? In 
this particular instance he couldn’t help but tell the truth, is the response. And so we 
put him on this scale - dead simple - a scale of 1-10. Anyway, every morning we got 
him up, we were doing the medication, ‘How are you?’ ‘1-2-3.’ 1-2-3, like this. 
Believe me, one morning about three months in, we said, ‘How are you?’ and he 
said, ‘9.’ We already had a plan sorted with him, with him, that’s the point. Now I’ve 
read all sorts of prison diaries and I’ve thought, ‘That’s interesting,’ because when 
you’ve worked with this guy most often, it’s worked quite well, so we worked with 
him. We took him to his room, locked the door and as soon as he was ready, we 
opened it up again. It was a bit of a gamble, but not half the gamble it was trying to 
get him off, in other words we were managing it as opposed to not managing it.  

The next example is of a guy who would impulsively punch people, just impulsively 
or apparently impulsively. And it wasn’t usual for me to make a cup of tea, but I had 
four cups of tea in my hand, walking down the corridor, which was odd, really odd. 
And this guy’s coming down the corridor, coming the other way, and he comes up to 
me and the other thing that gave him away was he’d have a bead of sweat, I saw the 
bead of sweat with four cups of tea in my hand. And he came up to me and he said, 
‘I want to hit you.’ And I said, ‘Go to your room.’ Now his usual modus operandi 
would be to hit you as hard as he could and run to his room so you never had the 
opportunity to restrain him. He ran to his room. In that particular instance I had to 
notice that he’d done something at least better than he usually would have done. So 
I noticed it, but he also had to respond in a way that would make him do it again and 
again. So I went down to see him and asked him, ‘How did you manage to do that?’ 
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‘Do what?’ he said. The point is, he didn’t know what he’d done well and that’s a 
really useful idea to pick up on and reinforce and reinforce.  

The final one is the most sobering, I think, because it was of a guy who’d been 
detained in Ashworth for 17 years. He went to a tribunal and at the tribunal they 
said, ‘You can go if you want.’ So his dad came, was on his way from the middle of 
Wales in his Jag, and in his Jag in the boot was a crate of lager. We’d got his 
medication ready in a little, brown bag, he was skipping round. 17 years, shaking 
everybody’s hands and the phone rang. I picked up the phone, Friday afternoon, 
‘Can you tell this patient that he’s not going, there’s been a judicial review and he’s 
not going.’ On a Friday afternoon there was nobody else around, so this guy when he 
got bad news, had the strongest punch I’ve ever known. You’ve got to suss out how 
we’re going to manage this. Unfortunately in this particular case the person who got 
on best with this fella was me, so I had to work out some form of plan for genuinely 
working through this. I mean genuinely, because this guy will pick up on your tone of 
voice, he’d pick up on any level of attitude whatsoever. If he did, he’d punch you 
dead hard and you’d have some serious incidents. It might be a bit selfish, but I 
didn’t want to be punched, so I worked particularly hard to sort this out. We sorted 
out advocacy, legal stuff, phone calls and then I engaged him. I engaged him and to 
be honest with you, I got a sense that he thought he wasn’t going to go, there’d be 
some sort of issue, but he hadn’t been particularly well and subsequently got out six 
or seven months later.  

What I’m saying is in each of those three incidents there was the propensity for 
some level of serious violence and we avoided it. There’s also been situations where 
we’ve handled it wrong, where we haven’t done so well, where there’s been a crisis. 
I’ve highlighted those three particular points and I could highlight a lot more as well 
to say I think that we need a grown-up, more sophisticated approach to managing 
violence and aggression.  

I think that’s about me done, but if anyone wants to contact me, I’ve left my details 
with the guy who introduced me, who’s name I can’t remember!  

<Laughter>  

So thanks very much! <Laughs>  

<Applause>  

RALPH VALERIO – VICE CHAIR, NEC: <Laughs> At least I know his name, thank you 
very much Mark Chandley. As Mark said, he would invite any enquiries, queries or 
even just information that might help him with his future research and if you’d like 
to email him, it’s mark.chandley@merseycare.nhs.uk. Once again on behalf of the 
POA, Mark, thank you for coming, taking time out of your busy schedule. Conference 
once again, thank you Mark Chandley.  

<Applause>  
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Right Conference, now to the order paper, if I can bring your attention to the 
healthcare section, I’ll invite Broadmoor to the rostrum, to move motion 73.  

MOTION 73. 
That Conference and the NEC recognise and congratulate the POA members working 
in the Special Hospitals for their continuing professionalism, whilst taking industrial 
action as part of their hard fought battle against fair pay. 

BROADMOOR 

CLIVE BRYAN – BRANCH SECRETARY, BROADMOOR HOSPITAL: Good morning, 
motion 73: That the Conference and the NEC recognise and congratulate the POA 
members working in the special hospitals for their continual professionalism whilst 
taking industrial action, part of their hard-fought battle against fair pay. During the 
strike action members across the Special Hospital took part in industrial action for 
the right for fair pay. Although the picket lines were placed and well supported, the 
safety of other staff was never compromised, due to staff carrying out their work 
and obligations. The POA at Broadmoor Hospital believe that prison services and 
nurses are entitled to fair pay, working in our dangerous environment; the fact that 
the deal was placed on the table as a take it or leave it, a bad taste in the mouths of 
all the members was left. Thank you.  

<Applause>  

RALPH VALERIO – VICE CHAIR, NEC: Conference, I am remiss in the Chair, I didn’t ask 
for a seconder for that motion. Before the next speaker, can I have a seconder 
please? Carstairs, thank you.  

TREVOR CHAPLAIN SMITH – CHAIR, BROADMOOR HOSPITAL: I’m going to save 
talking about the strike action. After listening yesterday to the motions that are 
going on in the prison service, I thought it was only fair that I got up and spoke about 
the comparisons that we have with yourselves, the special hospitals and the prison 
service.  

So if I could start with Liverpool’s motion about dirty protests. At Broadmoor 
Hospital staff regularly deal with dirty protests, but staff get no pay as an additional 
extra for the work that they do, all they get supplied with is a boiler suit made to 
look like they’re dealing with toxic waste from a foreign land, but they do have a 
specialist clean team that get paid £50 for each dirty protest that they clean. The 
patients at Broadmoor Hospital after a new scheme that’s been advised, they get 
fined £250 out of their own money to pay towards the cleaning up process. Staff on 
the wards, we encourage patients now that if they dirty protest, that we pass them 
cleaning products and cloths and mops to clean up their own faeces. So that’s how 
we deal with that situation.  

I was a little bit confused about the tornado team, I thought they were the same as 
our PPE team which do the shield work, perhaps there’s some similarities, but our 
PPE team if you’re out of work hours and you get called in to deal with a patient 
that’s smashing up his room or using weapons, they get paid three hours overtime 
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for coming in, whether they get used or not. But one thing that we are, or personally 
I’m very proud of at Broadmoor, is that we’ve agreed that all members of the PPE 
team - they used to get £250 a year to be part of the PPE team - they were called out 
regularly to administer drugs to people that were on T3s so they had to have 
enforced medication. Working alongside with the Directors of Broadmoor, we’ve 
increased that; the POA, I’m pleased to say, have increased that to £1,000 a year for 
each member of the PPE team.  

I heard people say yesterday about sickness. One of our members of the POA who is 
part of the PPE team last year was very, very seriously injured with a fluorescent 
bulb out of one of the long lights, a patient smashed up a room that he was in and 
the guy got stabbed in the shoulder, the top of his shoulder near his neck and it very, 
very nearly killed him, he was a very lucky man. The glass went down to the bone 
and he had to have a couple of operations to deal with the situation. On his return to 
work afterwards which was quite a long period of time, his line manager after two 
days decided that he was going to put him on sickness monitoring for the amount of 
time that he’d had off and we had a chat with his line manager and basically he saw 
the errors of his ways and he retracted it. But it does go ahead quite a lot at 
Broadmoor, we have the same issues as you, people go off sick, because they have 
work-related injuries and they’ve come back to work and the first thing they get is 
pulled up in front of their manager about their time off.  

Some good things. At Broadmoor we’ve got a purpose-built Violence Reduction 
Centre, the very first one in the country, which we’re training up all our staff and also 
members of the community, the MSUs, RSUs and obviously the police force as well, 
so we’d like to offer out the invitation if there’s any prisons out there that want to 
come and view it, where we do all our PPE training, there’s purpose-built rooms with 
beds in so we can relocate and do PMVA techniques on them, you’re more than 
welcome to come and visit us and have a look at it. We’re very lucky to have a 
Violence Reduction Specialist called Peter Turner who unfortunately couldn’t come 
to speak today, because he’s got pneumonia, but he has been part of creating the 
national manual for PMVA techniques across the country, so we’re very proud at 
Broadmoor to be leading in that as well. 

Bed watches, once again, I plead my ignorance, I presume that’s very similar to what 
we do when people are on suicide watch or LOAs where people have to take 
patients out to hospitals, because they’ve self-harmed or they’re obviously ill. The 
current rate for LOAs at Broadmoor Hospital is £16.50 from 7 o’clock in the morning 
until 9.30 at night, so if you’re sent out, that’s the payment that you will receive, but 
unfortunately they don’t tell you when you’re going out. So you arrive for an a.m. 
shift at 7 o’clock and they tell you you’re going out for the rest of the day on an LOA 
and you’ve got no food, no money, nothing, but they give you the £16.50 at the end 
of the month, so that’s a bit of a bonus.  

I’d like to thank Mike Rolfe and Duncan Keys for their support on the strike action 
and to confirm that Duncan Keys did not hurt himself while holding up a placard 
outside Broadmoor, it has no relevance to his shoulder injury or his neck injury.  
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Last couple of bits, the Broadmoor rebuild is going on at the moment, you might 
have seen it, they’re completely rebuilding a lot of the sections of it. Some of the old 
buildings are staying there, they’re not going to come down, because they’re Listed 
Buildings, so they’re going to remain as they are. One myth that we would like to 
dismiss is the rumour that they’re going to turn part of Broadmoor into a hotel, that 
is not true, people are phoning up and asking if they can book rooms in the Sutcliffe 
Suite, it doesn’t exist.  

<Laughter>  

And lastly, I’d like to pass on my condolences to everybody listening yesterday to the 
fact you have to deal with NOMS on a regular basis, because from what I can 
understand from what I’ve heard over the last day, it’s obviously run by Noddy and 
Big Ears. Thank you very much.  

<Applause>  

GARY LYON – ASHWORTH: Ralph asked me yesterday if I’d prepared a speech. I 
thought, ‘It’s 10 yards from where I stand to the podium,’ so no, I did, as I walked 
across. I recognise and congratulate the POA members working in special hospitals 
for their continuing professionalism while doing the industrial action. The whole 
committee spent weeks before we went out on strike working with managers to 
make sure that our patients and the staff that went in, including our managers, 
stayed safe. We provided exemptions. This is counter-intuitive to me, we’re going on 
strike, we’re walking out, we’re trying to make a point and yet we’re exempting 
members so we can keep the place safe. The members didn’t like it and we came 
under a massive amount of criticism that safety is paramount. We had an agreement 
that if there was a major disturbance we’d come back in off the picket line. Safety’s 
paramount.  

We went out twice, the first time we were on our own because of a mismatch in 
timings between the unions, that wasn’t down to the POA dragging its heels, it 
wasn’t down to anything, it was just how life is. I follow on social media an awful lot 
of criticism of this NEC and all I can say is in my experience when we needed them 
they were there. That’s to thank Mike Rolfe for coming up for our second strike and 
Joe Simpson who came up and spent some time with us on the first one. The 
members really, really were pleased to see national officials being bothered to come 
out and they don’t see what these people do on a day-to-day basis. We do, because 
we work more closely with them. I don’t understand the criticism of this NEC, 
because I’ve got nothing to criticise them for. When we needed support we had it 
and the other Special Hospital branches I know echo that.  

I too listened to some of the debates yesterday and we’re talking about us going on 
strike and we are different, we do have a right to strike, you don’t, although I’d 
argue everybody has a moral right to withdraw their labour. One of the things that 
inspired me when we were going into the November action was HMP Maidstone. It 
was on social media, HMP Maidstone had gone to the gate over health and safety. 
You might not be able to strike, but health and safety is our biggest weapon as 
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workers. We’re encouraging our members to look at Section 44 of the Employment 
Rights Act, let’s use it while it’s still there, a nice bit of Tory legislation from 1996, 
let’s use it while it’s still there, let’s keep ourselves safe, but let’s do it properly. Mark 
Chandley used to use the term, he used to talk about Job Safe, he used to talk about 
your decisions being Job Safe and Section 44 allows you all, us all, to be Job Safe. You 
can’t be disciplined for it, you can’t be sacked over it, you’re Job Safe. I’m not saying 
it won’t be a battle.  

Risley yesterday talking about Working Time Directive and my colleague Mike 
Nordmann from my committee, he was absolutely horrified. I’ve heard it before, I 
follow it on social media, people coming in for a late shift, doing a night, then coming 
back on an early shift. How safe is that? It’s not safe for them, it’s not safe for the 
people that they’re dealing with, the prisoners, it’s not safe for the colleagues that 
are having to… It shouldn’t happen. The Working Time Directive, use it. How you’ve 
got shifts that aren’t Working Time Directive compliant, I don’t know? Health and 
safety, that’s it, we work together, we’ve got similarities and as I say, we deal with 
the same things.  

I’ve got nothing else to say, thank you.  

<Applause>  

RALPH VALERIO – VICE CHAIR, NEC: Speaking on behalf of the NEC, Steve Gillan.  

STEVE GILLAN - GENERAL SECRETARY, NEC: Thank you very much. Chair, NEC, 
Conference, of course we support this motion and to be fair I think the Chair’s given 
licence for the speakers to deviate a little bit from the actual motion itself, but I think 
it’s important that they did deviate a little bit, because they’re a very integral part of 
this trade union movement within the POA. And I’ve got to say I think the continuing 
professionalism of taking industrial action in the hard fought battle was one which 
we should applaud and we should do, because they were tremendous, our 
members, within the special hospitals. But I’ve also got to say I want to pay tribute to 
Duncan Keys as well, I missed him out in the Annual Report, but I asked Duncan to 
prepare the ballots along with Helen at North Regional Office and along with 
Thompsons Solicitors, Neil Johnson, and that was a difficult task, because when 
you’re preparing a trades dispute you’ve got to be spot on, otherwise you get 
challenged in court for not having your membership lists correct. So that was helpful 
to us to organise in the way that we did and we weren’t challenged in respect of the 
trades dispute that obviously we put forward in relation to the anti-trade union 
legislation, which isn’t helpful. And it’s going to get worse by the way, because as 
you know that there’s going to be a Queen’s Speech on the 27th of May and there’ll 
be a raft of more anti-trade union legislation in relation to ballot thresholds. The 
Tories are quite clear on that, they want to stop public servants whether it’s 
firefighters, railway workers or whoever from taking legitimate industrial action. 
Again I’ll speak more on that in my closing speech to Conference about how we need 
to stand up collectively, not just the POA, but collectively within the trade union 
movement against this onslaught. So I’ll deal with that tomorrow in my closing 
speech to Conference.  

103



But yes, Broadmoor are absolutely right in bringing this motion to our Conference 
and I think we should celebrate our successes; of course as I’ve said in moving the 
Annual Report, it was a minor victory, because the reality was as always we were 
fighting for justice. The Pay Review Body if you remember made a recommendation 
for NHS workers to get 1%, that’s what it was about, 1% and the government 
reneged on that recommendation. They’d done a U-turn and the NHS Staff Side 
Council managed to negotiate with the help of the POA, a minor victory. I’m not 
shouting from the rooftops about it, because in many respects it’s still a pay cut. 
That’s what it is, it’s a pay cut, because of the pension increases that they’re 
suffering as well, but there are similarities, of course, in respect of the NHS and the 
way that we’re treated in NOMS and it’s not gone unnoticed in their speeches. So 
the reality is I would like to congratulate the POA members who delivered their 
strike action without any fuss whatsoever, not one of them have complained about 
the loss of pay in respect of taking that resolute action and I commend them for that.  

Thank you Conference, support the motion.  

<Applause>  

RALPH VALERIO – VICE CHAIR, NEC: Thank you Steve. Conference motion 73, all 
those in favour please show. Any against? The motion carries. Motion 74,  Rampton. 
Carstairs,  seconder, thank you.  

MOTION 74. 
That Conference condemns the Government for their failure to provide an 
appropriate and fair pay award for NHS workers and prison staff. 

RAMPTON 

SEAN FARRELL – BRANCH CHAIRMAN, RAMPTON: Chair, NEC, Conference, we ask 
that Conference condemn the government for their failure to provide an appropriate 
and fair pay award to the NHS workers and prison staff. When I listened to prison 
colleagues yesterday and it’s the similarities again, we are so very similar in the 
problems that we face you could be forgiven for thinking that you were working in 
the other service. It’s the same shenanigans. When I spoke at Conference last year I 
quoted many facts and figures on the lack of pay rises that we’ve had, lots of zero 
percent over several years, a few years 1% and the likes, and over the last 10-11 
years if you recall, I spoke about the cumulative total effect of that against the RPI 
and the fact that we’d probably taken in the region of about a 16% pay cut for our 
staff. And as Steve said just a moment ago, the minor victory, but chaps, a win’s a 
win, the minor victory we had in the 1% is actually a pay cut, but it’s a win.  

Compound that with the attitude of the government last year that we were not 
worthy, that’s all of us, we were not worthy of a pay award and we had to register 
and resort to strike action together with other unions to secure a paltry 1% increase. 
This is the same government that like to give themselves 10% pay awards and over, 
the same government that treat us as a third emergency service. We are protecting 
society, we’re the essential workers, we’re working in conditions of unprecedented 
numbers of assaults on our staff in potentially unsafe working environments, but we, 
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we’re not valued enough. Not valued enough to be given fair pay for that very 
challenging work that we do. If you believe what they say, we, the staff, are their 
most valuable asset. It doesn’t always seem that way, does it, listening to our 
brother yesterday from the Durham mining community when he talked about the 
abolition of mining in the UK and the alternative that’s now in operation, that’s now 
being mined, under slave labour in poor and unsafe conditions and for low pay. I 
thought he was talking about the prison service and the special hospitals for a 
moment when he was talking about all those things, because at times it seems to 
reflect our very own experiences in the workplace.  

Interestingly also I noticed when I listened to the Lord Mayor of Sefton’s opening 
address, he told us that Sefton had the natterjack toad. I don’t want to disillusion the 
honourable gentleman, but my understanding is that the natterjack toad is in 
London, well certainly for the next five years anyway.  

<Laughter>  

You had Fresh Start, we had the Clinical Regrading Restructure; we had Agenda for 
Change, you had Fair & Sustainable; the similarities are very noticeable. They want 
us to work for less, do more for less, pay more for your pension, to get less, pay 
longer, work longer as well. 68 Is Too Late. We should have a fair pay rise this year 
too, a fair day’s pay for a fair day’s work. My friends and fellow workers we deserve 
more, much, much more, I’m not saying 20%, no. But we have to be realistic don’t 
we? We don’t want two Jags or two kitchens, but what about 2%? I notice in the 
news this morning Cameron declares war on you, oh sorry, that’s EU.  

Colleagues, support the motion and condemn the natterjack toad, sorry, I mean 
condemn the government. Thank you.  

<Applause>  

TREVOR CHAPLAIN SMITH – BRANCH CHAIR, BROADMOOR HOSPITAL: Chair, NEC, 
Conference, one of the things I forgot to talk about on the topic of fair pay was all 
new staff at Broadmoor are started under new contracts, which are different to the 
ones that are currently in place. Currently all staff receive a payment which is called 
a Special Hospital Lead, the equivalent is about £4,000 a year. The Trust has now 
decided that they’re going to try and take that away from us in 2016. All new starters 
don’t get that Special Hospital Lead, so they’re on roughly £420 a month less than us, 
how can that be fair? They’re working in the same conditions as us, they’re working 
with the same dangerous patients, so hopefully the NEC can jump on board and try 
and fight for the POA members at Broadmoor Hospital and say this isn’t fair, because 
at the end of the day we’re all doing the same job and we all deserve the same rate 
of pay. Thank you.  

<Applause>  

GARY LYON – ASHWORTH: Chair, NEC, Conference, condemn the government for 
failing to … a pay award. We got our pay award eventually after two days of strikes 
and a lot of pressure. We had an independent Pay Review Body as independent as 
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yours and then Jeremy Hunt disregarded it. Sean spoke about the MPs giving 
themselves a pay rise, technically incorrect Sean, because they have an independent 
Pay Review Body that they can’t ignore, so they get a 10% pay rise. It’s amazing how 
ours can be ignored unless it says the right thing, as in your case, where you don’t 
get anything.  

So we should condemn this government, we do deserve to be paid properly, we do a 
difficult job, all of us in the prison service, in the special hospitals, in the Regional 
Secure Units, the Medium Secure and Low Secure Units around the country. Trevor 
spoke about us losing Leads, it’s happening at Ashworth as well, it’s happened for 
new starters from April, that’s £4,000 less. A newly-qualified staff nurse starts on 
£21,500, that rises to the grand sum of £27,901. On top of that we get a shift 
allowance, it works out around about 15% on days and 25% on nights. The grand 
plan, because I’ve been going down with Duncan to the NHS Staff Side Council, the 
grand plan is that we lose that. They’re not saying that we’re going to lose it, what 
they’re saying is they want 7 day working which has to be funded from our existing 
budgets. You do the maths, the only way to fund that is out of staff’s pockets, the 
unsocial hours payments are on their way out as well unless we fight, so that’s 
another pay cut. Substantive staff are going to have to fight for their Leads as well, 
existing substantive staff are going to have to fight. Our strike for 1% wasn’t the end, 
it’s the beginning, it’s the beginning of a long road and we have to stand together.  

If any of my prison colleagues are out on strike I’ll be stood there alongside you and 
so will members of my committee. We’ll come out with you, we’ve had Kennett 
support us, we’ve had people from HMP Liverpool come and support us, we’ve had 
this NEC support us, we’ll support you. Thank you.  

<Applause>  

RALPH VALERIO – VICE CHAIR, NEC: Responding for the NEC, Steve Gillan. 

STEVE GILLAN - GENERAL SECRETARY, NEC: Thank you very much, Chair, NEC, 
Conference, and I think it’s absolutely right that we condemn the government for 
their failure to provide an appropriate and fair pay award for NHS workers and 
prison staff. I think as David Hopper said yesterday the only people that are in it 
together is trade union members and I think this is a good motion from Brampton, it 
unites this union in the condemnation of government. But simply for me and this 
Executive it can’t just be condemning people, I think it’s got to be taking action 
against these people, because what we’re seeing is public sector workers’ pay being 
eroded and the reality is we’re £1,600 a year worse off since 2010. NHS workers, 
prison officers, prison staff, we can’t continue with this and we’ve got to fight it and 
resist it and I think the inroads that we’ve made this week in withdrawing from the 
Pay Review Body might start to help that with collective bargaining, but we’ve got to 
be braver than that if collective bargaining doesn’t get us anywhere, we’ve got to 
enact some motions that are meaningful and Conference we’re going to have to be 
brave in fighting. I’ve always believed and I’ve stated it time and time again in every 
arena that I’ve been in that one single union won’t be able to take on this 
government, it’s got to be a collective action where necessary by the whole trade 
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union movement and I will continue to argue that with the TUC, because we’ve got 
nothing to lose now, but we’ve got much to gain.  

And I think by the will of the people we can take on this government and we can be 
successful, we can change the direction that they’re going to move us in, because 
they’re going to come for the jugular and I think we’ve got to be up and ready for 
when they come. No excuses, we’ve got to be ready for that, we’ve got to fight it and 
as long as I’m General Secretary of this union that’s what I’ll be encouraging our 
members to do. Be brave, be bold and the best form of defence sometimes is attack 
and I think that’s what we’ve got to do, we’ve got to attack this government, but we 
can’t do it alone, we’ve got to build alliances and already you’re going to hear from 
speakers today as well that we’re starting to build alliances with. You heard 
yesterday from NAPO, Ian Lawrence, we’ll build alliances with them. We will build 
alliances with the Police Federation, you’ll hear from Andy Fittes later on today or 
you’ll probably hear from him about half past 10 or 11 o’clock. We will join forces 
with them and try and engineer the best that we can for the Criminal Justice System, 
because the cuts that affect the police, that affect us, that affect probation, that 
affect civil society, we can’t just keep ignoring, Conference. We’re going to have to 
stand up and fight and that is why we condemn the government on the pay issues. 
And I think we’re on the front foot.  

People keep saying trade unions aren’t relevant, but let me tell you they’re more 
relevant today than they were in the last five years and I’ll tell you why, because in 
the last five years if it wasn’t for trade unions standing up to the cuts, they would 
have been a lot deeper and a lot more painful. So go back to your establishments, 
organise, get people involved in the trade union movement, campaign against pay 
and I think together we can achieve, so rightfully we do condemn them. I support 
Rampton as do this Executive wholeheartedly. Let’s get that fighting spirit back and I 
think together with the NHS, our members with the private sector, public sector and 
different trade unions, this government won’t have an easy ride over the next five 
years.  

Thank you Conference, support the motion.  

<Applause>  

RALPH VALERIO – VICE CHAIR, NEC: Thank you Steve. Conference motion 74, those 
in favour please show. Those against? Motion carried.  

That leads me now to close the Annual General Meeting of the National Secure 
Hospitals Consultative Committee, but before I do just quickly to go on record, it was 
mentioned earlier, thanks to Helen Whitaker and Duncan Keys in name in particular, 
because the legislation of TULCRA which, goodness me, who knows what they’re 
going to do with it in this next government, it was already difficult to do, at times it 
feels like you’re trying to plait fog and as Chair of that Committee, trying to get 
through all the red tape, Helen and Duncan in consultation with Neil Johnson from 
Thompsons, I thank you personally, because we couldn’t have done it without you.  
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Jeremy Hunt is going to be the next, not the next, the continuing Minister for Health. 
He did such a good job in the last government, he’s going to have a real ball with the 
full weight of a Tory government behind him. So just to finish I’m echoing the words 
of Steve Gillan, this new government is coming for us, they’re coming for every single 
person who dare say there is power in the collective, they dare attack anyone that 
might have a socialist view. Well Conference, if ever we’re looking for inspiration, 
let’s close this AGM upon reflection of the members of those three branches, for the 
difficult work they do and for leading the way that legally or in our case in prisons, a 
wee bit cheekily, illegally, this POA are not for lying down. We’ve been shown the 
light. Thank you, Ashworth, Rampton, Broadmoor, and Carstairs you keep fighting 
the good fight, they’ve shown us the way, let’s get ready for the next five years.  

Thank you very much Conference. I now formally close the Annual General Meeting 
of the National Secure Hospitals Consultative Committee. Thank you very much.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Conference, good morning from me and 
thank you Ralph for chairing that section of our Annual Conference. We started off 
with a busy morning and it will continue to be a busy morning as you would expect. 
Later on this morning we have our awards section and in a moment we will hear 
from Andy Fittes, General Secretary of the Police Federation. After lunch we will 
have a DVD presentation, it’s the 30th year since that terrible, and terrible doesn’t do 
it justice, tragedy at Bradford, so there’ll be a DVD presentation this afternoon. We 
have an update on the new Justice Secretary, Michael Gove, whose appointment 
was announced earlier in the week, we understand that he’s visiting tomorrow or 
planning to visit tomorrow Belmarsh and Isis. Now we welcome that of course but 
we have suggested to his office that he come here. I wouldn’t necessarily put any 
money on that at the bookmakers, but we’ve said that if you’ve got a day in your 
diary to visit prisons, which is absolutely important going forward, of course it is, but 
here’s an opportunity to speak to all of branch representatives. The offer’s been 
made, but as I say we’ll see where that one bounces.  

But before we hear from Andy Fittes you will notice, alongside Jacqueline of course, 
there is some more glamour arrived here and many of you will know that this is June 
Robinson, Assistant Secretary in Northern Ireland, who has worked for the POA for 
too many years probably to remember and I’m going to hand over now to Steve 
Gillan, the General Secretary.  

STEVE GILLAN - GENERAL SECRETARY, NEC: Conference I’m very pleased that June 
has joined me on the stage. June joined the POA in Northern Ireland in July 1985, she 
now celebrates 30 years’ service, she was 5 when she joined the POA.  

<Laughter and applause>  

She joined in 1985 as the Personal Assistant to John Hull who was there as Secretary 
at that particular time. June went on to become the Regional Administrator for the 
POA in Northern Ireland and the NEC decided in February 2004 to amalgamate the 
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roles of the Regional Administrator and Area Secretary, generating substantial 
savings to the union. June temporarily filled the position of Area Secretary as PJ 
outlined whilst the position was advertised throughout the POA membership. June 
was the only eligible candidate with the required qualifications and she was 
appointed to the position of Area Secretary with effect from 26th of July 2005. Now 
over June’s 30 year service to the POA in Northern Ireland, she’s proved to be a 
committed and dedicated member of the team at Castell House, on many occasions 
going the extra mile to help families who were intimidated out of their homes. It was 
June who came to the rescue in helping to relocate them and get their children into 
new, local schools. It was through June’s dedication and vision, along with Finlay, 
that the charity called The Prison Service Trust was established in 2003 to look after 
the widows and children of our murdered colleagues in Northern Ireland, the 
widows of officers who died in service and medically retired staff. To date the prison 
service Trust has managed to obtain for the Northern Ireland prison service 
approximately £3.6 million to spend on our colleagues. In recognition of June’s 
commitment to prison officers past and present she was awarded the MBE in 2008, 
in recognition of her services.  

Now I think that’s quite astonishing and I don’t think we celebrate our staff enough, 
quite frankly. June behind the scenes has been absolutely outstanding, whenever 
I’ve gone across or the NEC have gone across to Northern Ireland, she looks after us 
extremely well, she’s dedicated to our safety, the practical details are always looked 
after with the hotel accommodation, the visits to branches and as far as I’m 
concerned she epitomises everything that the POA stands for. So June as part of your 
30 years, here’s a small award for you in recognition of the outstanding 30 years that 
you’ve given us and thank you very much, I really do appreciate it and I understand 
someone from the Northern Ireland Area Committee, I think it’s Paul Hardy, wishes 
to make a few words on behalf of Northern Ireland as well. So thank you very much.  

<Applause>  

PAUL HARDY - POA, NORTHERN IRELAND: Chair, NEC, Conference, don’t you just 
hate it when Steve speaks first and takes your whole speech away? Just a few words 
from ourselves in Northern Ireland, the work that June does isn’t seen, it’s what 
Steve has just mentioned, it’s the officers who are made homeless through terrorist 
threats and end up in emergency accommodation, I was one of them; the widows 
who June looks after, the PST, the time and effort that she puts in. She’s not in the 
front line, you’ll see her behind the scenes doing work, you’ll not see her on the top 
table the whole time at Conference and just on behalf of the members and the Area 
Committee from Northern Ireland, we just wish her a long and happy time in the 
POA, lots more work from her hopefully and lots more support, because she is 
invaluable to Northern Ireland. Thank you very much.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: June has just asked if she can address you.  
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JUNE ROBINSON – ASSISTANT SECRETARY, POA, NORTHERN IRELAND: I’m not used 
to being this side of the stage, you feel a surge of power up here.  

I just want to say a quick thank you, I can’t believe where the 30 years have gone. I 
want to thank everybody for all their support and all the guys at Cronin House, 
Castell House; the Northern Ireland team is a great team and we do work as a team, I 
think that’s why the Northern Ireland membership are so appreciative. And I just 
want to say a quick thank you to Finlay Spratt, I’m sure most of you here know him, 
his dedication to the membership of Northern Ireland is an inspiration; and a quick 
thank you also to the Area Committee, Paul, of course, you’ve just heard, Nigel, 
Davey, Kieran and John, a lovely bunch of guys and just a pleasure to work with,   

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Conference, as I said earlier I’m joined on my 
left by Andy Fittes, the General Secretary of the Police Federation of England and 
Wales. Andy joined the Metropolitan Police in 1987 as a constable working in the 
East End of London. In ’96 Andy was promoted to sergeant and 3 years later he 
became a Federation representative. In 2011 he became the Chair of the 
Metropolitan Sergeants’ Branch Board, where he became the Lead for the 
Metropolitan Police Federation on promotion matters. He also became the Secretary 
of the Promotion & Training Sub-Committee, sat on the Training Sub-Committee and 
the Operational Policing Sub-Committee which dealt with issues encountered by 
officers on the beat and helped to provide better equipment to ensure their safety 
on that beat. Andy has represented officers at all levels and believes that 
representation is fundamental to the service provided to Federation members. In 
2013 Andy became a member of the Joint Central Committee and in May that year 
was elected as the Sergeant Central Committee Deputy General Secretary. He then 
became General Secretary of the Police Federation and other accomplishments in 
Andy’s career include working on the London Olympic Games as the Lead Planner for 
one of the live sites and assisting in the development of a Festival Drugs Strategy for 
the Met. So keep yourselves clean, the police are in the building, please give a warm 
welcome to Andy Fittes.  

<Applause>  

Guest Speaker Andy Fittes – General Secretary of the Police Federation of England & 
Wales 

ANDY FITTES - GENERAL SECRETARY OF THE POLICE FEDERATION OF ENGLAND AND 
WALES. Chair, Conference, thank you for the opportunity to be able to speak to you 
today. I’ll delete the first bit of my speech, it was telling you about myself, I don’t 
need to do that, seeing as Steve’s done it for me now. I am the General Secretary of 
the Police Federation and so I represent the 123,000 federated rank police officers 
and it’s my job, like Steve’s, to negotiate with the government, the official side and 
chiefs as far as pay and conditions go, including pensions. I’m glad you’ve got it on 
your slogan, I shall talk about pensions as we go through.  
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For those of you who don’t know, I’m sure a lot of you do, you know your own 
history, we do have a shared, common history. You’ve got to go back a few years to 
1913, but we used to be in the same union, that lasted until 1919, when we split 
away through the General Strike and the government imposed upon us, after sacking 
half of us and putting the rest in prison, the Federation, that was their thing, ‘You 
can no longer be in a union, you will be in the Federation and everyone will be 
saved.’ That has existed up until last year, when Teresa May made announcements 
about opening our closed shop up. That was how she described it, she seemed to 
forget that she was the one who closed it in the first place or her predecessors did, it 
was a Tory administration in 1919, I checked. There are still links between our 
organisations, I’ll skip forward a little bit in time.  

When I was out for dinner, kindly looked after by PJ and Steve last night, it turns out 
that in 1989 when I was a young constable, I crossed the picket line where PJ was on 
at Wandsworth Prison during the dispute then. It was all done on overtime in those 
days and as you can imagine police officers are keen on the idea at any opportunity 
to earn money. But I found out entering Wandsworth Prison exactly what a job it is 
to be a prison officer and within two days no officers were volunteering to do 
overtime anymore, which shows me the task that you face every day doing your job, 
but it actually shows the government the difficulty they had in dealing with that 
particular industrial dispute, because the commander in charge of the policing 
operation in the end had to go to the Home Secretary and say, ‘You need to sort this 
dispute out, because my police officers can no longer control or were never 
controlling the wings which they’re operating in, we’ve got no idea what’s happening 
within the wings and you need to sort it out.’ And I think it was within 7 days the 
dispute was ended in your favour, which is exactly why I think I personally 
understand what you do and why we do need, and I echo every comment that Steve 
made earlier on, it’s why we need to build bridges between ourselves and make sure 
we have a united front when we deal with as many matters as we can. Because we 
both do the same job, you representing your members, mine representing officers, 
we are trying under very difficult circumstances to get the best we can or to at least 
mitigate the damage that the government has been doing for the last five years and 
look as though they will be doing for the next five, to our members’ pay and 
conditions. Our fight is exactly the same. And there’s a lot of similarities between our 
various bodies as we go through.  

I listened with interest today as you talked about various pay and conditions issues 
and I’ll just, if you’ll indulge me, summarise some of the things that we’ve been 
through for the last five years. Of particular interest, because we talked about it last 
night, was last year we lost our right of negotiation. We used to have something 
called the Police Negotiating Board, which was our official method of dealing with 
the government regarding pay matters. We lost that, it was abolished and was 
replaced with the Pay Review Body. I listened with interest to your motion yesterday 
to how you’re getting on with that one and I’m grateful to Steve and PJ who’ve given 
me personally a lot of help around how I deal with the Pay Review Body. We’re in 
the first cycle at the moment, we’ve done our written submission, we did the oral 
evidence a little while ago, our result comes out next month. Again exactly the same 
situations as you’ve discussed today, we then await to see whether the Home 
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Secretary will honour that award, whatever it is, or decide to go our own way. It’s 
worth saying I cannot believe we’ve got the same Home Secretary again, I’m still 
somewhat numb from that announcement, but still, I’ll leave that. So anyway pay 
review bodies, I’m keen that we learn from your experiences in that, your approach 
to it we will monitor with interest, we don’t have exactly the same abilities as 
yourself to step outside of it, because we have no other method of negotiating pay, 
we don’t have collective bargaining, we’re not allowed to operate in that 
environment.  

Over the last five years through various reviews, the government seemed very keen, 
as with yourselves, on dealing with what they saw as an overpaid public sector. 
Police officers’ starting pay has been reduced to £19,000 in some areas, in London 
that’s just under £22,000, it’s discretionary on chief constables, but as more and 
more have come under pressure, more and more have fallen into the lower starting 
pay bands and that’s very close to the sort of pay bands that community support 
officers are offered, so the distinction between ourselves as a group of warranted 
police officers and other people who work in policing has started to get very narrow. 
And that’s going to cause us problems moving forward exactly the same as 
yourselves, dealing with various aspects of this government deciding they want to 
privatise various aspects of the public sector.  

More and more of our pay is being linked to what they perceive to be performance. 
Personally I see that as a cynical attempt to cut the wage bill. It is very difficult as 
with yourselves, what is performance to people like us that work in the public sector 
delivering a service? You keep people safe, the people you work with are incredibly 
difficult, how does someone put a grade on that to say whether you’re performing or 
not? They’ve never managed it in policing before, they are making inroads into it 
now and of course what they’re saying is if you don’t reach a certain standard which 
they determine, they will either cut or refuse access to higher levels of pay for 
officers.  

Again and I’ve heard you talk about it this morning, officers who have been injured 
or are sick for longer than 12 months, there’s powers being introduced just at the 
end of the last parliament which allow their pay to be cut by 8% of their pensionable 
pay and there’s more legislation in the pipeline which now this government will 
obviously proceed with around being able to dismiss officers without access to ill-
health pensions, because they can no longer perform the full role of duties. That is 
an absolute disgrace, if you can’t do the job anymore no matter what service you 
work in, then you deserve to be treated with dignity and exited from the 
organisation with proper recompense. Just to be able to say, ‘It all seems a bit 
expensive now, so we won’t bother doing that,’ just cast people onto the rubbish tip, 
and it’s not fair.  

I said I’d talk about pensions so I will. I’m sure you as representatives get a lot of 
feedback from your members, as I do from mine, regarding the pension reforms and 
since 2010 we have gone through the same pension review that everyone within the 
public sector has with the exception of MPs. On 1st April this year a new scheme 
came into existence which replaced our two existing schemes, both of which were 
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final salary schemes and it’s been replaced with a career average scheme. I would 
say that within the public sector that career average scheme is probably one of the 
better ones in existence, but it is not the pension schemes that a lot of officers, over 
60% of the officers in England and Wales signed up to, and they are feeling very 
aggrieved that those terms and conditions have been changed. It’s changed their 
entire life plans and like yourselves in exactly the same position of finding 
themselves having to work for longer to receive less in their final pensions. Officers 
are in that care scheme from the 1st of April are now paying 13.44% as their 
contribution rates; there is a group of officers who are in a protected band who 
remain within the old schemes, if you have less than 10 years’ service left to do, they 
stay in those schemes, they’re now paying 14.25% compared to the 11% they were 
paying in 2010. When this government says we’ve all got to share the pain, I think 
you would agree that your members along with ours have done their bit on that. The 
last time I looked it was a set of bankers who caused this problem, not people who 
work in the public sector and we have done our bit as far as that is concerned.  

Again the age bit is similar to yourselves, officers now have to work at least the age 
of 55 to be able to access the pensions at a reduced rate; if they want to receive the 
pension at full rate they have to work until they’re 60, which is a big shift in where 
we’ve been in the past, where we had final salary based on 30 years’ service and a 
lot of us joined young, so that has added a lot of years onto some officers 
prospective careers. And exactly like yourselves, you tend to get a bit tired once you 
do those 30, 35 years plus and you’re approaching the age of 60, I’m not there yet, 
but I can imagine I’ll feel fairly tired if ever I get to that bit. And again we’re slightly 
different, because there is the Police Federation that cover two different 
Federations, which cover Scotland and Northern Ireland, but I work closely with 
them and part of the issues that I face at the moment is the nationalist tug that you 
feel from those separate, political bodies looking to differentiate between pay and 
conditions, between the constituent parts of the UK. It won’t be good for public 
sector service delivery, no matter what they say, it might be filling an agenda about 
devolved powers, but if you’re paying a police officer in the Lowlands of Scotland 
more than someone who works in say Northumbria or Durham, you’re going to get 
drift of people, people won’t want to work in those areas, they’ll move where the 
money is and for policing like the prison service, that is not a good idea, we can’t 
recruit people. I know you already have hardship areas where it’s difficult to get 
prison officers to work in high cost of living areas, you’ve got to deal with these 
issues properly, not just come up with a silly, simple solution in the eyes of 
government.  

There’s a lot of challenges for organisations. As I said at the beginning, because I 
support Steve in all that he says, our members paying their £21 a month in subs to 
the Federation, a lot of them don’t see the benefit all the time in what they’re paying 
that for, but it is really important that we give them value for money, we continue to 
fight. To give you an example the Hillsborough Enquiry which is running at the 
moment, a long running Enquiry, it’s cost the Police Federation now £6 million to 
represent our retired members and some serving members who are part of that 
Enquiry process. Legal bills as you all know are very expensive and that is why our 
members are paying for the protection that we give them, but they also pay for 
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people like me to try and do the best I can negotiating with government to make 
sure they get treated fairly and that’s a common challenge that all of us have.  

I said a bit at the beginning about some of the restrictions we are subject to and 
picking up on some of the themes that you’ve already debated, we can’t go on 
strike, it’s against the law for a police officer even to talk about going on strike. If I 
were to stand on this stage, I caveat that with ‘if’, and encourage officers to take 
industrial action I’d be breaking the law subject to a criminal offence. If you’re going 
to modernise workforces and a lot of the government seem to be keen on that, then 
you modernise it throughout and some of these restrictions do date back to 1919 
and again, if you’re going to modernise, let’s do it for the whole lot. We can join 
political party but we can’t take active part in politics, again that seems a fairly not 
modern way of dealing with things, if I want to make a political statement I should 
be able to do it. If it conflicts with my role as a police officer then I can be held to 
account for that, but you don’t need a law to tell me that I can’t even take an active 
part in politics, that’s wrong.  

What you can’t stop people doing is to have a voice and this is where I totally agree 
with Steve that we must start to find a common voice in as many ways as we can. 
We’ve got another five years of a government who don’t seem to particularly like 
the public sector: private, good; public bad, I think is their simple message and we’ve 
got to get our message across that that is wrong. We deliver a fantastic service for 
the public and this is us both together, we keep the public safe from the elements of 
society they probably would never like to have any contact in or even know that 
much about and for that we should not be ashamed of the fact that we work in that 
part of the public sector. We should all be proud of what we do every single day. I 
have police officers now who no longer tell people that they’re police officers, that is 
utterly wrong, we should all be able to stand up and be utterly proud of what we do 
for the public sector and that is where five years of the last government have 
brought us to and that is shameful. The duty of the state is to protect its citizens, as I 
just said we do that on a day-to-day basis, it’s not some abstract thought for us, we 
actually do it day-to-day. In order for the state to do that they have to look after us, 
our end of the business is people, we deal with people and we are people, we’ve got 
families, we’ve got homes, we’ve got children, so in order for them to get a quality 
service out of us protecting the public, they need to pay us a decent wage. We’re not 
asking for the Earth, I’ve heard realism today from what people were saying, people 
on the floor who came up, are we asking for something totally unrealistic? No. We 
just want to be treated decently, fairly and given a decent living wage.  

Thank you Conference.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Conference, I think you’ll join with me in 
thanking Andy as I do on behalf of the POA for addressing our Annual Conference 
and I think it came out loud and clear that there’s very little differences between the 
police and prison staff, frontline staff both of them, both engaged in the essential 
protection of the public. We know it, we’ve just got to get it out there and it’s been a 
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long battle. I think we are beginning to turn that tide and Andy and I have spoken 
and compared our media presence when we’ve been on the media together and it’s 
quite sad, but we text each other and self-criticise each other on whether it was the 
right approach. We do work well together, we attend each other’s fringe meetings 
and occasionally sit on the same panels at difficult conferences to get that consistent 
message out to politicians and indeed, the public. Andy comes and addresses our 
Executive, updates us on what’s happening in the world of the police and it’s 
become increasingly important as Andy said, now that you’ve had a Pay Review Body 
imposed on you. And you may not know this Conference, but at one time Francis 
Maud wanted to abolish our Pay Review Body and put us in with the police and it 
would have been done to save costs. The Executive were initially interested in that, 
but then when we made the comparisons on what the Pay Review Body would be 
looking at, we began to become concerned. As it was that never came as a formal 
offer, but as we see the police have many of the same problems that we have.  

On behalf of Conference Andy and I’ve absolutely no idea what’s in it, but if you 
could take this away with you on behalf of the POA I would be extremely grateful. 
Andy thank you very much.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Conference we’ll be heading up at about 11-
ish for a well-earned break for you, but we’ll get a few motions up and running 
otherwise the Standing Orders Committee will be upset with me. By my reckoning 
we’re on 27, Chelmsford. Do we have a seconder for the Chelmsford motion? 
Rochester, thank you Rochester.  

MOTION 27. 
That an appeal process is put in place by NOMS when staff are not referred by the 
Doctor for consideration for medical retirement when attending an occupational 
health assessment. 

CHELMSFORD 

DAVE COOK - CHELMSFORD: Chair, NEC, Conference, Colleagues, before I read out 
Chelmsford’s motion, I’d like to personally thank members of the NEC; in particular, 
Ian Carson, Ralph Valerio and Jackie. I’m brand new to the Chair at Chelmsford, I was 
always in the POA Committee, but wasn’t interested in it. So I decided to put my hat 
in the ring and put my money where my mouth is and it’s bloody hard, it is really 
hard and not knowing anything I’ve had to draw upon their knowledge and I’d like 
personally to thank Mark Fairhurst as well. Mark and I joined the job together, we 
trained together and he has been a font of knowledge for me as well, so I’d like to 
personally thank Mark from Liverpool.  

Moving onto Chelmsford’s motion, the appeal process has been put in place by 
NOMS when staff are not referred by the doctor for consideration for medical 
retirement when attending an occupational health assessment. Simply the doctor at 
the assessment makes the decision whether the individual meets the criteria for a 
case to be put forward to a Capita. However, there is no appeal process currently in 
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place if you wanted to challenge the doctor’s rationale or decision. This came to light 
when during a capability hearing at Chelmsford we asked to see the medical 
retirement refusal certificate from Capita, to be informed that no referral had been 
made. We believe that a number of staff in the future will not be referred unless we 
can appeal. Colleagues please support the motion.  

<Applause>  

ANDY BAXTER - HOLME HOUSE: Chair, NEC, Conference, I’m asking you to reject the 
motion. I fully understand why Chelmsford have brought the motion, but I feel by 
asking for an appeals process you’re granting legitimacy to a dispute at PSI. That PSI 
is PSI 10 of 2014. What PSI 10 of ’14 does in effect it attempts to alter our terms and 
conditions as members of the Principal Civil Service Pension Scheme. The rules of our 
pension scheme, all of the pension schemes, including the new Alpha scheme, are 
quite clear and unambiguous. They state that only the pension scheme medical 
adviser, Capita, can make a decision on ill health retirement. Instead NOMS have 
brought in PSI 10 of 2014 introduced as a procedure to speed up the process of 
dismissing people, they’ve brought in a policy of referring, like Chelmsford quite 
correctly said, our members to an occupational health practitioner for a decision on 
if the member is likely or not likely to meet the criteria for ill health retirement. Now 
I’m sorry that’s got nothing to do with that, your pension scheme rules say that 
decision should be made by the pension scheme medical adviser, the pension 
scheme medical adviser is Capita. What they’re doing, they’re denying our members 
access to the ill health retirement benefits as laid down in the pension scheme. I 
currently have two members awaiting employment tribunals, we’ve had two 
members dismissed. We took the appeal to the DDC, the DDC ruled out the NOMS 
standard answer about PSI 10 of ’14. What they’ve done they’ve introduced a rule in 
the PSI that goes against our pension scheme. The rules of the pension schemes are 
laid down as acts of superannuation, they can’t be changed by the prison service just 
introducing a PSI. There are minutes of the HR meeting where NOMS agreed to 
review the PSI and I believe as we stand that the NEC are actually taking legal advice 
on the legality of the PSI. 

I fully understand why Chelmsford have come and brought this motion, but us taking 
forward a motion that asks for an appeal process for a motion that we’re in dispute 
and that we’re challenging, I think it just adds too much legitimacy and I’d ask you to 
reject the motion.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Ian Carson for the NEC. 

IAN CARSON – NEC: Chair, NEC, responding on behalf of the Executive, asking you to 
reject this motion, but firstly I’d like to thank Ricky for bringing it, because it’s a 
vitally important matter. But the motion calls for NOMS to introduce an appeal 
process to address their failings and that’s unrealistic, because NOMS are the 
architects of this failure. This appeal process would be put in place by the authors of 
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the failure. Andy Baxter’s stolen most of my thunder, so I’d ask you to reject this 
motion.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Chelmsford indicated he didn’t want to come 
back, so it goes to the vote. Motion 27, all those in favour please show. Those 
against? That motion is lost.  

MOTION 28. 
Conference mandates the NEC to challenge the ethics and legality of the mandatory 
fitness test, regarding members aged over 60 years old.  The present test based on 
the ability to carry out Control and Restraint when our employer fails to recognise 
Prison Officers as “front line” staff. 

HOLLESLEY BAY 

28 Hollesley Bay. Do we have a seconder for the Hollesley Bay motion? Wakefield, 
thank you.  

ROB SMALLWOOD – BRANCH SECRETARY, HOLLESLEY BAY: Chair, NEC, Conference 
mandates the NEC to challenge the ethics and legality of the mandatory fitness test 
regarding members aged over 60 years old. Given that the present test is based on 
the ability to carry out basic C&R when our employer fails to recognise prison 
officers as frontline staff.  

We last brought this motion to Conference in 2012, there were a number of similar 
motions on the order paper and they all fell to motion 41, 2012, from Rochester. 
Rochester asked that fitness testing be replaced by health screening as is the case in 
Scotland. As a union we’ve not been able to achieve health screening and it’s also 
been reported that when you look at the actual benefits of health screening they 
might be dubious, that you can have a registered nurse saying that if you’ve got an 
underlying medical condition and you take medication on a daily basis, that you’re 
not capable of carrying out the duties of prison officer, even though you might well 
be able to carry out the fitness test. If this motion is carried we believe that motion 
41, 2012 will be set aside and this union will pursue a policy of excusal on the 
grounds of age.  

As our political masters keep telling us we may be living longer, but let’s face the 
facts, the process for aging hasn’t been reversed, it’s medical science that’s keeping 
us alive longer and when you get into your 60’s you’re not as fit as you were when 
you were a young man or young woman. As prison officers we’re expected to still 
carry out our duties into our 60’s, admittedly it’s going to be several years before a 
lot of people are going to have difficulties in their 60’s and for the majority of our 
members who’ve joined before 2001, fitness testing isn’t a problem. What we can’t 
allow to develop is that our members can be effectively dismissed, if you can’t pass 
the fitness test you can’t be a prison officer. NOMS shouldn’t be expecting us to 
carry out C&R in our 60’s. We heard yesterday how attendance management will get 
rid of people who don’t turn up to work easily enough, that isn’t the issue, it’s 
actually expecting people to carry out a duty that by anybody’s interpretation is 
frontline.  

117



In years to come we’re going to have a dire situation, we’re going to have capability 
hearings, we’re going to have people dismissed, we’re going to have people not able 
to earn a living, can’t draw a pension, can’t earn a living. Please support this motion.  

Thank you.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Hollesley Bay. Chris Donovan for 
the NEC.  

CHRIS DONOVAN – NEC: Chair, NEC, Conference, responding in support of this 
motion brought by Hollesley Bay, but with a qualification and that qualification being 
that we believe that the mandatory fitness test discriminates against all staff as they 
get older, not just those over 60; a fitness test that is used as a management tool to 
sack staff who can’t pass for whatever reason, as this test as little or no bearing on 
the ability of our members to carry out the job of a prison officer. Please support 
Hollesley Bay’s motion with that qualification.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Hollesley Bay you’re sitting down, you don’t 
want to come back? 28 to the vote then Conference, all those in favour please show. 
Those against? That motion is carried. I think we’ll do 29 before the break as I see 
Swaleside there eager to come up. Is there a seconder for the Swaleside motion? 
Elmley, thank you.  

MOTION 29. 
The NEC pursue the employer in an attempt to remove a bullet point from the work 
life balance and flexible working guidance, this bullet point is under the paragraph 
titled “Can a request for work life balance be refused”.  The bullet point reads  

• Inability to recruit additional staff 

SWALESIDE 

DAVE TODD – BRANCH SECRETARY, SWALESIDE: Conference, Chair, NEC, the motion 
reads: The NEC pursue the employer in an attempt to remove a bullet point from the 
Work/Life Balance and Flexible Working Guidance. This bullet point is under the 
paragraph titled: Can a request for work/life balance be refused? The bullet point 
reads: Inability to recruit staff.  

Conference, this bullet point if not challenged or suspended could damage our 
members’ ability to be granted work/life balances or flexible working agreement, 
because the employer cannot recruit in certain areas of the country. It could also 
affect the membership in areas that are potentially forced into detached duty. 
Swaleside branch feel that if left unchallenged this could be detrimental to the 
membership up and down the country by unscrupulous managers who will look to 
refuse staff submissions purely on the bullet point mentioned. Will the chronic 
staffing issues ever be addressed in the Southeast or will the North be expected to 
support the staffing shortfalls for the next couple of years? It’s reported by NOMS 
that they have recruited and gave offers to employment to around 2,000 potential 
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new officers. Swaleside has seen very few of these officer numbers and they have 
been neutralised by the current staff who have left to find alternative employment.  

Colleagues, the Swaleside branch accept that the policy is written around statutory 
requirements, we however feel that it is morally wrong and would like the employer 
to suspend the bullet point until each establishment reaches its target staffing figure. 
Conference for the sake of the membership, please support. Thank you.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Chris Donovan for the NEC.  

CHRIS DONOVAN – NEC: Chair, Conference, the NEC fully supports this motion 
brought by Swaleside for all the points that Dave has explained to you. Please 
support.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Swaleside you don’t want to come back? 
Motion 29 to the vote, all those in favour please show. Those against? That motion is 
carried. We’ll go Conference to the morning break, I’ll give an unusual time, twenty-
past-eleven please. 

<Break>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Conference. Conference, we’ll 
shortly be moving into the presentations stage of Conference but we do have an 
opportunity, while we organise the recipients and speakers, to do a few motions, so 
30, Morton Hall. Morton Hall permission to withdraw – do Morton Hall have 
Conference’s permission to withdraw? Please show. Any against? Motion 30, Morton 
Hall, is withdrawn. 

MOTION 30. 
Conference mandates the NEC to enter into negotiation with NOMS to allow staff to 
sell back any ad hoc leave should they wish, for a rate of pay greater than or equal to 
that of payment plus.  This should also include the ability to purchase extra leave if 
available at the same rate. 

MORTON HALL 

MOTION 31. 
Conference to debate the issue of introducing minimum educational entry 
requirements of 5 GCSEs of minimum grade C to include Maths and English 
Language, as a pre-requisite for all non-service personnel to join the prison service. 

SEND 

Motion 31, Send, which is a debate, so no seconder required.  

PHIL BIRCH – BRANCH CHAIR, HMP SEND: Chairman, NEC, Conference, the motion 
reads: Conference to debate the issue of introducing minimum educational entry 
requirements of 5 GCSEs of minimum grade C to include maths and English language 
as a pre-requisite for all non-service personnel to join the prison service. The reason 
we brought this forward is we’ve been under strategic attack for some considerable 
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time by at least the last two governments. NOMS and the private sector are 
recruiting by the lowest common denominator, which then results in the pay 
situation we have now. This strategic campaign over the last 20 years to devalue and 
undermine us, and to a large degree we have been tactical in our response. We need 
to put the government and NOMS on the back foot, be strategic ourselves. Ask 
yourselves, what are you going to do to say to your members when you feed back 
from Conference? Did you empower this union to be strategic and put the 
government on the back foot, or did you stand by? We are meant to be a 
professional trade union. That is what it says there. Well, let’s put the money where 
our mouth is and let’s look at getting professional qualifications in order for people 
to join the service. NOMS and the private sector are struggling to recruit. Let’s 
reinforce that so that our pay becomes highlighted and becomes the big issue. if we 
need to have qualifications to join the service, pay will have to be driven up because 
NOMS and the private sector will not be able to recruit. They will struggle even 
more. Therefore, in order to staff the service, they are going to have to increase the 
pay.  

Now all the time that the new starters’ pay is at such a low level is leading to more 
time where staff on the old terms and conditions will suffer pay freezes. This motion 
gives us, as a union, the power and ability to fight that. 

Please join the debate. 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Ian Carson to engage in the debate on behalf 
of the Executive.  

IAN CARSON – NEC: Thank you Chair. NEC, Conference, Ian Carson responding on 
behalf of the National Executive and we thank Send for bringing this debate. When 
considering this response, I looked for some evidence of where any organisation had 
changed direction, reduced or implemented minimum educational requirements, 
where there’d been any real benefit, and unfortunately I had to use an organisation 
with questionable tax arrangements to do that research, but I couldn’t find any … 
and I worry how such changes would impact on existing staff. Some political parties 
had, in their election manifestos, policy to professionalise our service and one in 
particular looked at introducing a chartered prison officer, and this may be 
something for the future. So once again I thank Send for the debate.  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Ian. Thank you Conference for 
the debate. Motion 32, Send, is there a seconder for the Send motion? Hewell, thank 
you Hewell. 

 
MOTION 32. 
All non-emergency service or military personnel to have minimum educational 
qualifications of 5 GCSEs grade C or above (or equivalent) including Maths and 
English Language as minimum educational standard to join the Prison Service. 

SEND 
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PHIL BIRCH – BRANCH CHAIR, SEND: Mr Chairman, NEC, Conference, well, thank you 
for the debate!  

<Laughter> 

Motion reads all non-emergency service or military personnel to have a minimum 
educational qualification of 5 GCSE’s, grade C or above, or equivalent, including 
maths and English language as a minimum educational standard to join the prison 
service. 

As I’ve already said, we’ve been under strategic attack and our pay is devalued, 
which devalues us as a service, and how can they claim that we’re a professional 
service if we’re being continually devalued and having our pay devalued? This 
motion does give us the opportunity to be strategic. Let’s put the government on the 
back foot for a change, let’s put NOMS on the back foot for a change. Please support 
the motion. 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Ian Carson for the NEC. 

IAN CARSON – NEC: Thank you Chair. Chair, NEC, Conference, Ian Carson responding 
on behalf of the NEC asking you to reject this motion. There are real concerns if this 
motion is passed and accepted by the employer – what would the impact be on 
existing employees, because they certainly wouldn’t be given time to do and achieve 
the qualifications. Prison officers need many skills, some of which cannot be 
measured through the GCSE system. I don’t know of a qualification that includes 
bottle, the ability to think on your feet and suffer poor managers. And if our 
members want to achieve qualifications in the future then I’m sure our colleagues at 
Union Learning would be happy to assist. Please reject this motion. 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Send, do you want to come back?  

PHIL BIRCH – BRANCH CHAIR, SEND: Just to clarify – this motion does not call for the 
existing staff to have 5 GCSEs minimum of C grade and above. It’s the new starters, 
and it’s there to put the government in a position where they can’t recruit, and as a 
result it can only have an effect on increasing our pay. Please support the motion. 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Motion 32 to the vote, Conference. All those 
in favour, please show. Those against … that motion is lost.  

 
MOTION 33. 
Conference instructs the NEC to enter into negotiations with NOMS to establish an 
independent disciplinary process similar to that applied to the Police authorities and 
a report to be presented to Conference 2016. 

WAYLAND 

Motion 33 Wayland. I’ve got here Nottingham to second. Thank you. 
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MICHELLE ATKINS – BRANCH SECRETARY, HMP WAYLAND: Chair, NEC, Conference, 
motion 33 reads: Conference instructs the NEC to enter into negotiations with NOMS 
to establish an independent disciplinary process, similar to that applied to the police 
authorities and report to be presented to Conference 2016.  

PSI 06 of 2010, I’m guessing that we all pretty much know this document. All parties 
involved in the disciplinary process are expected to abide by it. However, it is a 
process that is absolutely reliant on senior management integrity, make of that what 
you will. In its current format, our disciplinary procedures are fully open to local 
interpretation and abuse by those who decide the fate of our members. How is it 
morally right or fair that one person can set a range of penalties, conduct a hearing 
and decide the finding of guilt and then sets the award? And as for the appeals 
process, well that depends on how well the governor gets on with your DDC. 
Ultimately the fate of our members can rest on one person’s perception of another, 
or even if someone’s had a bad day.  

No disciplinary process is watertight. However, the police, and let’s not forget what’s 
written on the back of most of our ID cards, have provision for independent 
investigations, hearings and appeals. We’re not asking for exactly the same process 
but we are asking for something similar. I firmly believe that we should be given 
access to an independent disciplinary process that can hold up to scrutiny and stop 
the local interpretation of this PSI, which allows for personal judgement and 
knowledge of individuals to drive disciplinary processes and outcomes that unjustly 
affect our members’ lives, and this is where it starts. I urge you to support this 
motion.  

<Applause> 

RICH WILLIAMS – BRANCH SECRETARY, HMP NOTTINGHAM: Chair, NEC, 
Conference, we thank Wayland for bringing the motion to Conference and would ask 
you to fully support. In supporting this motion it can only benefit all of our members 
and will go a long way to protect our terms and conditions of employment and stop 
the practice of local governors freely interpreting prison service instructions, prison 
service orders to suit. Only recently our pervious governor said that prison service 
orders were for guidelines only. There you go. Says it all. Very few disciplinary cases 
are overturned on appeal. That in itself cannot be right. On the balance of 
probabilities alone if the system was fair at least a percentage of some cases would 
be overturned on appeal. It simply doesn’t happen. Let’s have a disciplinary process 
to benefit us all. Please support this motion. 

<Applause> 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Andy Darken on behalf of  the NEC.  

ANDY DARKEN – DEPUTY GENERAL SECRETARY, NEC: Thank you. Andy Darken on 
behalf of the NEC, responding to the motion. The NEC urge you to reject this motion 
and go against it – not because the disciplinary process that NOMS apply is perfect in 
every way, not because the disciplinary process G4S apply is perfect in every way, 
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Sodexo, Serco, MITE, it ain’t, and to be honest … and what I hear from the speakers, 
it’s not the process itself that’s wrong, it’s the misuse and abuse of that process by 
management. Indeed, if they followed those processes in PSI 6 of 2010 correctly it 
would have a difference and if managers were held to account when they abused 
the process and failed to follow the guidelines, it would make a difference. So we 
would like to go back to NOMS, as we continue to do and carry on that fight to make 
managers accountable for how they abuse that process. A disciplinary process looks 
for facts and evidence. It’s not a personal judgement and should never be, but of 
course governors will make personal judgements, as we all do, but we should 
challenge those through the appeal. We should then challenge them through the 
employment tribunals if necessary. But it ain’t the system that’s broke, it’s the abuse 
of it, and indeed we heard from the General Secretary of the Police Federation, he 
would have real problems if you wanted a process similar to theirs. Government are 
continually changing police authorities and how they operate their disciplinary 
process. And don’t forget, in the police  authorities, still for less serious matters they 
don’t go to an IPCC, they still investigate internally. And of course the police have 
different powers for serious matters where they may be subject to handling of 
firearms, Tasers etc. and other weapons, that we don’t have. And also don’t forget 
there’s different grades of staff and the motion calls to enter into negotiations with 
NOMS. Don’t forget we’ve got the private sector, we’ve got different grades of staff. 
All we’re saying is go against it because it asks process similar to that to the police 
authorities. What we need is a process where management are held to account for 
their abuse of the disciplinary process. I urge you reject it, Conference. 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Wayland, do you want to come back? 

MICHELLE ATKINS – BRANCH SECRETARY, HMP WAYLAND: I understand where 
Andy’s coming from, but where I stand and from the disciplinaries  that I’ve 
represented, every time we have tried to appeal the process from the DDC through 
to Thompson’s it has gone nowhere. This PSI is not fit for purpose, we’re not looking 
for something exactly similar to the Police Federation. We are looking for some 
element of independence, some element of scrutiny and some element of where 
governors cannot use their personal perceptions. So I accept what they’re saying; 
however, my experience is challenging the managers isn’t happening, challenging 
the people that make these decisions isn’t happening and we’re not getting support 
to do it. 

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Wayland. 33 to the vote. All those 
in favour of 33 please show. Those against. I’m going to call that carried. 

Conference, we now come to our awards section of Conference, the final award that 
we give will be the Cronin Clasp, later on in this session, but could I just, in terms of 
preparation, cold I ask David Ahern of Toe by Toe to come up to the back of the 
stage and the recipient winner this year, who knows he’s the recipient winner, Irfan 
Tahir, if he’s here. And also could I ask, following Toe by Toe, the Health and Safety 
award, that David Evans, who will be presenting it, if he come to the back of the 

123



stage please, and Richard Smith of Lincoln. But before we begin with Toe by Toe, in 
the aftermath, the long aftermath of the Strangeways Riot, there’s been a lot of 
good work coming out of some terrible times for those involved. There has been at 
Conference a fund-raising effort and I’m pleased to invite on stage now Chris 
Swinton of the fund raising team of Francis House Hospice for Terminally Ill Children. 

<Applause>  

And Pete Hancock, Retired Honorary Life Member, former Finance Officer and other 
strings to his bow, who I’ve invited to say a few words at the rostrum. And Pete 
Jackson and Dave Reed, if you come on as well please, from the Manchester branch - 
retired.  

PETE HANCOCK: Good morning Conference. Conference, Chairman, NEC, on April 1st 
1990 the Strangeways Riot started and lasted for some 26 days. On April 1st this year 
it was exactly 25 years since that unforgettable period of destruction and the death 
of one our colleagues, Wally Scott, along with injuries sustained by a considerable 
number of our staff. I take this opportunity, colleagues, to thank you once again for 
all those branches who came to our aid at that time and the support you gave us. 
Without that support we don’t know what would have been an eventual happening.  

Over the last five years David Lomas and Graham Jones, two POA members at that 
time of the riots, have been organising a get-together of present and past staff to 
remember all those staff who have been involved at that time. This year, along with 
Dave Reed and Pete Jackson, who are here today and another colleague, Dave Duffy, 
who can’t be here today, all ex-Manchester staff and POA members, along with the 
support and guidance of Glyn Travis, organised a 25th reunion at which over 100 past 
and present staff shared a very emotional social evening. 

At this event we held a fund-raising activity to support Francis House Children’s 
Hospice for Terminally Ill Children, a charity which, for over 30 years, Manchester 
had always supported. I’d like to thank Pete Chapple, the Finance Officer, the 
Finance Committee, the Welfare Committee, Thompson’s, our solicitors, the NEC an 
colleagues, yourselves, for your financial support for Francis House Hospice. I’d also 
like to thank Carol Strong and Nicola Newing for their support in administration in 
organising the events and the financial outcome. The bucket collection and the 
badge purchase yesterday raised £670, tremendous! This was added to the other 
fundraising events, which started on 1st April this year. I am pleased to report that 
we have raised, and you have raised, a fantastic total of £5,000. Once again to you 
all, many, many thanks. Chris, who has come today from the Hospice, is going to be 
presented with that cheque from PJ. Thank you all. Thank you very much. 

<Applause> 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Conference, before I present the cheque I’m 
going to invite Chris Swinton to say a few words to Conference. 

Address by Chris Swinton, Francis House Hospital 
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CHRIS SWINTON – FRANCIS HOUSE HOSPICE: Good morning Conference. On behalf 
of all the families and children who attend Francis House Children’s Hospice, a 
sincere and heartfelt thank you for all of your support and fundraising. In 1991 the 
hospice first opened and we were actually one of the first hospices for children in 
the world, the UK led the world on that front, so it’s great to have a beacon 
forthcoming from the northwest and still be there to this day. Last year in fact we 
were able to expand the hospice for the first time since 1991 to accommodate 
teenagers and young people. Since science has obviously managed to get along even 
further in the time since the hospice was opened, while yes every young person 
attending there does have a life-limiting or life-shortening condition, they are 
actually living longer, which is great to see the chance they have to spend more time 
with their families. The one thing that I take away from when I drive home every day 
is that I think I’m leaving a hospice and everything things hospices are one of those 
places where well, unfortunately people go to die, and that’s not the case in our 
respect … well not like that I suppose. But the nice thing that one of our supporters 
once said, and it rings true with me every day is that Francis House isn’t somewhere 
where you go to die, it’s where you go to live, and I think that’s an absolutely brilliant 
testament to the work that the care team and everybody there does, but it would be 
absolutely impossible without the support of people such as yourselves. Every year 
we need to raise £3.8 million to keep the hospice running 365 days a year through all 
the care that all the children need. What you’ve done over the past few days, and 
your support over time, is absolutely incredible and we couldn’t carry on without it, 
so once again a massive, massive thank you to each and every one of you. Thank 
you. 

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Once again Conference, whatever our 
problems, it’s always put into perspective when we have a speaker who comes here 
and addresses you on issues in his day-to-day working life. In presenting this cheque 
on behalf of the POA I pay tribute not only to the work that you do, and this is a 
really worthy cause, but also to the Manchester branch past and present, we might 
have the past here but the present also have been heavily involved, and of course to 
Pete Hancock as well. On behalf of the POA, I’m absolutely delighted to present you 
with this cheque.  

<Applause>  

Dave – you’re giving Joe Simpson health and safety kittens on that chair. Please, be 
careful, we can’t afford to lose you or we’ll have to start paying for a real 
photographer! 

<Laughter>  

Thank you Conference. We now move on to POA awards and we’re going to begin 
with Toe by Toe. Hopefully John Hancock is here to say a few words by introduction. 
David Ahern then, of Toe by Toe, will present the trophy. He’ll also say a few words 
to the worthy recipient.  
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JOHN HANCOCK: Thank you Chair. Chair, NEC, Conference, the POA are very proud 
of our continued association and sponsorship of the Shannon Trust. I would remind 
Conference that it was the POA who recognised the benefits of the Shannon Trust 
and the Toe by Toe reading programme for inmates, and the benefits by association 
to our members. Inmates able to read, after a period of not being able to read, 
removes extra pressure from our members and I believe reduces assaults caused by 
the frustration of not being able to assist themselves. The POA embraced the ethos 
of the Shannon Trust whilst NOMS, to their discredit, ignored that potential. 
Conference, I would like to introduce David Ahern, the Chief Executive of the 
Shannon Trust, to present the Shannon Trust Cup to this year’s very worth recipient, 
Irfan Tahir. Would you please welcome David Ahern? 

Address by David Ahern – Chief Executive, Shannon Trust 

DAVID AHERN – SHANNON TRUST: My thanks to the National Chairman, to the 
Executive and also to all of the local branch chairs and branch secretaries, and also 
an extended thank you to all the officers that I know that have been so supportive of 
our programme over the years. It is always an amazing pleasure to come here and to 
make this award. I know that the single greatest factor in the successful delivery of 
our reading plan is officer engagement and support for the work we do, and 
sometimes that can be running it, and other times it can just be somebody who 
signposts people who need support to those who can actually help them, and it’s 
because of you guys, you’re out there on the wings, you live the real life and I know 
that you’ve got a nose for things that are not real, and we’ve got many officers 
who’ve said, ‘I know that this works and I’m going to see what I can do to help those 
who can’t read and get them together with a mentor.’  

This is the sixth year that I’ve had the pleasure, or the sixth year that the cup has 
been awarded and I’ve been here every single time except for last year, when I 
wasn’t able to attend, and we sent one of our young, bright managers to come and 
award it. But I don’t know what you guys did to him … something happened and I 
suspect it was at the celebration event that you have this evening … because he 
came to me two weeks later and told me, ‘I’m going to join the prison service’. So I 
thought I’d better come along this time to make sure that we don’t have a repeat of 
that because we’re only a very small charity – we can’t afford to lose people to 
officers being recruited, and I reckon I’m a pretty safe bet myself that I would not be 
recruited as a potential officer into the prison service!  

But in all seriousness, I’m delighted with the fact that he went. He went to 
something that he had experience of, ‘cause he was an operations guy, he was going 
into prisons every single week, he saw every facet of what prison life was like, 
although he had not lived it, but he just believed – and I know like many other 
officers that, in spite of the many challenges that the service has faced, there’s 
something that he could do that he could contribute to, and I know that he has a 
passion for being an officer but also he believes that there is an absolute 
fundamental role that officers can play in helping in the rehabilitation of prisoners 
who just need a little bit of a leg up, a little bit of support, a little bit of 
encouragement, and you guys are in the engine room of doing that ‘cause you live 
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with them 24 hours a day. I take my hat off to him for making that decision. I 
promise you there are no hard feelings but please don’t nick too many of them, 
because we’re a very small organisation. 

I’m aware also that this year has been yet another year that’s been deeply 
challenging to the POA, its members and to the prison service as a whole. Some of it, 
the different constraints and issues that have been imposed upon the system, 
whether it’s by the management or whether it’s by government, but it’s been a hell 
of a period for the service. But for us, we’ve continued to have support and out of all 
these issues, and I’m not going to try and belittle them because I know that they are 
major and significant, one thing that has come out of this period of austerity is that it 
was agreed that an officer in every single prison would be allocated six hours to run 
the Shannon Trust reading programme a.k.a. Toe by Toe, shortly to become Turning 
Pages, in July this year. And that has been transformational. In 2013 we saw our 
programme shrink because we just saw this falling away of support because officers 
and other members of staff were just not able to give those few moments or maybe 
a couple of hours a week to support it.  

This has now had a transformational impact. Last year, thanks to this change, and 
this has been against that background you all know so well of having significant 
under-manning issues, I know more severe in certain parts of the country. But in 
spite of that, the programme has grown by 35% and in 2014 we engaged 4,500 
prisoners who started the journey of learning to read. And that was just thanks to six 
hours of time in each prison, and we’ve seen this has given us a robust base for the 
programme. It allows us to plan for the future because there’s not that uncertainty 
as to who’s going to be supporting it in a month’s time. We know there’s somebody 
there. Some prisons are still getting up to their critical levels or their established 
levels, and that’s going to take a bit of time, but where that has happened we have 
been getting great support and we’re hugely grateful to you for that. And the other 
thing that is most important as I started with, it was a return to the reading plan 
being driven and supported by officers, ‘cause that’s where it needs to be. You’re the 
ones who know these guys better than anybody else. You know what their needs 
are, you know what their challenges are, you know what you’re facing and when 
somebody responds in a particular way you look beyond sometimes the response 
and say, ‘Well actually, I know there’s probably something else that’s going on there. 
Maybe I can help.’ And I’m just so grateful to the so many officers that actually take 
time. So as I say, it is such great news that it is now being returned, the heart of the 
programme has been returned to officers. 

The award goes to the prison officer who’s a POA member who’s made the most 
significant contribution to the reading plan, and of course because the programme’s 
been returned to officers, the number of nominations that we have got has gone up 
hugely and also the impact that these people are having has been significantly 
greater than it has been in previous years. And this year’s winner just amplifies to 
me what the potential of the programme is when an officer is just given a little bit of 
time to run it. He works in a prison where we had not run the programme for seven 
years. It had not, for one reason or another, had that support, either the bottom up 
support or the top down support to run it. So we were just wondering when was that 
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going to change, and getting the officer time was that catalyst, and so against that 
background of a prison that’s never run it, the winner, within a few months, had put 
all of the groundwork in place that needed to be done to run a significant 
programme: recruited the mentors to do the teaching of the learners; put in place or 
facilitated the training for that to happen; went round every single wing and 
workshop garnering support for the programme for those who were probably 
unaware of it or had perhaps paid lip service to it in other establishments but not 
seen it in that prison; arranged a promotional campaign and with his enthusiasm and 
just his passion, believing that it could make a difference, without actually having 
experienced it, we have seen fantastic results in this prison. We’ve got, and I suspect 
the figures are going up month by month, but regularly we’ve got 20 people each 
month learning to read, we’ve got five mentors who are delivering the programme 
so we’ve got prisoners teaching about four prisoners each to learn to read, and 
they’re getting sessions every single day, and that against the background of these 
challenges, it just shows to us what can be achieved when somebody is empowered 
to deliver the programme. We can change the lives, begin the journey of changing 
lives for people in very significant numbers across the system. So it is with huge 
pleasure that I invite the National Chairman to come and make the presentation, and 
the award goes to Officer Irfan Tahir, who’s Prison Officer at HMP Holloway. 

<Applause> 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Conference, before I present Irfan with the 
Toe by Toe Cup, I invite Irfan to say a few words to you. 

IRFAN TAHIR – HOLLOWAY, WINNER OF TOE BY TOE CUP: Hello everyone, I’m not 
the best of speakers, but I’d just like to say a few words. I’m honoured to receive 
such a prestigious award. From the start it’s been nothing but amazing, the journey, 
especially seeing change in people’s lives in all walks of life, from starting to learn to 
read a letter to learning how to read sentences and then to move on and push 
forward to reading their first book, actually even writing their first letter to their 
children that they’ve never been able to do before, even reading their first letter 
that may be sent from their child … the feeling that you get is literally job satisfaction 
to the full level. To be honest with you I’m just honoured … I didn’t realise I’d receive 
an award for the work I’m doing, because the work itself is just enough anyway – but 
the award is just something to top it all off, to be honest! Thanks anyway! 

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Irfan Tahir, the Toe by Toe Cup. 

IRFAN TAHIR – HOLLOWAY, WINNER OF TOE BY TOE CUP: Thank you very much. 

<Applause> 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  And behind every successful man, as the 
ladies know, is a supportive wife.  

<Applause> 
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I’m bound to forget, but just to remind all the award recipients, when they’ve 
finished on the stage if they could go to the back of the hall, where Canon will take 
their photographs in more plush surroundings perhaps.  

Conference we now move on to the David Evans Health and Safety Award, Joe 
Simpson.  

JOE SIMPSON – NEC: Thank you Chair, Conference, why is it as soon as you mention 
health and safety, people start to do stupid things. Isn’t that right, Canon? 

 <Laughter>  

As soon as it came out my mouth you stood on that chair, somebody’s tripped up 
and somebody’s nearly fell out the back.  

<Laughter>  

Conference, we should always award our reps every year because you do the hard 
work back in the branches, and one of the things that I hold close to my heart is 
health and safety. As the NEC call me, an anorak, and it’s always nice to present an 
award to a fellow anorak, but I’ve just been reading what his branch have put down, 
HMP Lincoln.  

At the end of December 2013 the branch asked for figures on staff assaults from the 
management, and as every good branch committee, they were convinced the figures 
given were incorrect. The Branch Chair and Secretary, it says tasked here, I think it 
was more ambushed, their new committee member with collating a correct set of 
figures for 2015, and as an added bonus they made him the new Health and Safety 
Rep. Our young, enthusiastic new rep seized this chance and collated the figures as 
asked. During a visit their NEC rep, Ian Carson, was given the number of assaults and 
times batons had been drawn in assistance for our members. Ian replied that they 
were quite high but he had seen worse, to which they replied, ‘These are just for 
January.’ And Ian took those figures to the national Whitley, ‘cause we were collating 
figures on staff assaults because we believe that management are not doing 
anything with it. When they compared the figures submitted by the management, 
they found there had actually been 52 more assaults committed than recorded by 
the senior management team at Lincoln. Armed with this information, they saw the 
governor, who not only committed to reassessing all safe systems of work and risk 
assessments, but he also challenged his SMT as to why assaults had not been 
reported correctly.  

Colleagues this somewhat simple task gives you and the membership a huge weapon 
to ensure our work conditions are safe. The data given to the National Executive to 
take to NOMS helps ensure that the correct figures and true dangers are recognised. 
In addition to this piece of work our rep has also taken and passed his Health and 
Safety Level 1 award and he has also been a key part of putting together Lincoln’s 
RMP. I hope that from this description of why he was nominated by Lincoln branch, 
that Conference agrees this award is well deserved. Conference, can I present 
Richard Smith your Health and Safety Rep of the Year 2015.  
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<Applause> 

DAVID EVANS: Mr Chairman, colleagues, Richard, when we bedded in the Health 
and Safety Act it was 1974 and it’s been a long time since the POA recognised the 
work done by our reps and I’m particularly pleased, on behalf of myself and 
Thompsons that we can do this today and reward somebody who has shown a great 
example to this trade union of how we should be working at a local level. Richard, to 
you, thank you very much indeed. 

<Applause>  

And there are some vouchers here from Thompsons as well. I couldn’t afford to give 
that kind of thing of course … because the POA didn’t pay me a lot of money when I 
was the General Secretary. 

<Laughter> 

But here you are, Richard, from Thompsons, a great trade union representative loyal 
firm, one of the best in the country, and it’s a pleasure to use their name in 
connection with you. Thank you very much indeed. 

<Applause>  

RICHARD SMITH – LINCOLN, WINNER OF HEALTH AND SAFETY CUP: Chair, NEC, 
Conference, thank you very much for this award. It would appear my branch has 
‘ambushed’ me, the first warning I had of this was when I got called to the back of 
the stage. I do believe that we all have a problem in our prisons and the little things 
can make a difference, as you’ve just heard from the speech that was said about me. 
Let’s keep up the good word. Thank you very much. 

<Applause> 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: I know I’m repeating myself, but behind 
every great man there’s a great woman, so those are for you. 

<Applause> 

OK, let’s get the beast in with the beauty – before you go, one more photograph!  

Conference, we now come to the section where we award the Cronin Clasp, and yes, 
it’s about length of time in office, but it’s much, much more than that. Yes, it’s about 
experience, but it’s about dedication, it’s about knowledge. It’s central to everything 
we do in representing our membership. You all help in recruitment and retention of 
members, because when they see you, the top of your gate, that encourages them 
to stay in our union, when they recognise what we can do for them, and sometimes, 
often times of difficult circumstances. Be in no doubt it’s a great honour to bestow 
the Cronin Clasp, let alone to receive it. Four names here and I’d ask them to come 
to the stage: Tom Doig, HMP Greenock.  
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<Applause> 

Colin Lemmon, The Bure. 

<Applause> 

Michael Shaw, Lincoln and Stuart McLaughlin, Wandsworth.  

<Applause>  

Now the next bit always comes with a health warning from me because I get to read 
something about the individuals who are getting and receiving this award. You can 
sit down gentlemen – please make yourselves comfortable, this might take some 
time! But the health warning is I haven’t written it. It’s been written by the branches. 
I don’t change it, I read it. 

Tom Doig, HMP Greenock. This award could not go to a more deserving person than 
Tom. He has given his all to the Prison Officers Association and will be an 
ambassador of the Cronin Clasp. He has been chairman of the local branch for over 
20 years. This itself tells how committed he is to this union and doing his best. He 
has been re-elected on numerous occasions, showing how the membership put their 
trust in him to do his best. Tom is recognised as having been a stalwart within HMP 
Greenock. He’s achieved a status of recognition that not many others achieve. He is 
held in high esteem by his colleagues and membership within the prison. His 
knowledge allows him to achieve the upper hand on regular occasions, leaving his 
counterparts picking up the pieces in his wake and achieving the best results possible 
for the membership. He is committed to his trade union ethos. On a daily basis Tom 
gives 100% effort, information flows, advice is fluent, leading up to the most difficult 
cases that need to be handled with care, honesty and compassion. He has proved on 
numerous occasions he is the person best placed to deal with it. That’s why he’s 
been chairman of the local branch for over twenty years. During his time at the helm 
he’s been through restructures, organisational reviews, staff cuts, pay reviews, strike 
action – to name but a few – only to come out the other end from these disputes still 
with enthusiasm, focus and dedication. He’s a strong-willed individual who was 
rightly selected as our chairman of the branch. He’s an individual who has previously 
held positions within other public service unions, even at a young age, and at the 
start of his working career, he was involved in union issues, putting himself out to 
attain greater good, taking on challenges and working to achieve enhancements for 
staff. His knowledge of trade union legislation and POA rules and constitution has 
been invaluable, and he has advised the national committee of the POA in Scotland. 
Leading from the forefront, taking part in policy-making and instilling belief in the 
local committee has kept the branch performing at the highest level. Lastly, although 
suffering recent from health issues, Tom still continues to support the membership 
within HMP Greenock. He still maintains consistently high standards in whatever 
area needs addressing. Tom is, in my opinion, a deserved case for the Cronin Clasp. 
He has proved his dedication, loyalty and devotion to the Prison Officers Association. 
Tom Doig, Cronin Clasp awardee, 2015. 
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<Applause> 

Colin Lemmon, The Bure. Colin, Jiffy to his friends and enemies alike, has been a 
member of the POA since joining the prison service in 1982, and despite rumours to 
the contrary he did not train with Harley Cronin but he did wear a blue shirt. Colin 
started at Blunderston and soon became involved with the local committee. He then 
moved to the newly opened Wayland, where he was instrumental in helping to set 
up the newly formed branch with his long-time partner in crime, Keith Kutmore. He 
spent many years at Wayland. In 2010 he moved to The Bure, and with the help of 
the giant Andy Black, set up the newly formed branch at Bure. Jiffy has a strong 
sense of right and wrong and has a vast knowledge of the code of discipline and 
capability process. He has prevented several injustices from happening and he has 
saved many members’ jobs. There are a lot of staff very grateful to Colin for his 
depth of knowledge in this area in all things to do with various codes of discipline 
manuals over the years. Jiffy is a great champion of lost causes, which explains his 
abiding passion for that well-known yoyo team, ‘Let’s be ‘avin’ you,’ Norwich City, 
and the bad habit of biting his fingernails. In Jiffy’s very, very long and varied career 
he has always been on hand to help the POA and further its cause locally. He has 
been instrumental in helping recruit new members to the union as an active member 
of the various branches, and also during a spell as a trainer at Stirling House. He’s 
also helped raise the profile of the POA by attending and running a stand in 
conjunction with his colleagues, Nick Penn and the aforementioned giant, helping to 
carry the POA banner proudly aloft every year at the Burston School Strike Rallies, 
which for those who wish to attend,  takes place on Sunday 6th September. Please 
feel free to contact the Bure branch. 

Colin Lemmon, Cronin Clasp awardee, 2015. 

<Applause> 

Michael Shaw, Lincoln. Mick joined the prison service in December 1986, spending 
his entire career at Lincoln, save for a couple of periods of detached duty at 
Liverpool. He has always bene part of the POA and has served on the committee at 
Lincoln, doing all the roles including those of Chairman and Secretary. He was part of 
the committee during the major disturbance of 2002, or riot as those who were 
there know it to be. During this time his advice and assistance to members was 
gratefully received and his knowledge came to the fore. In 2011, with a new 
committee which had very little experience, Mick came back on board after a few 
years in the background. We knew this was a good move from the look of horror on 
the faces of the SMT as we entered the first POA management meeting. His advice is 
always sought on major decisions and it has stood us all in good stead. It was from 
Mick’s suggestion that the Lincoln branch become involved in the POA Tournament 
in memory of the Bradford City fire victims, due to the fact that Lincoln City were 
Bradford’s opponents on that fateful day. Lincoln now proudly provide a trophy for 
the match between the prison service veteran side and the Bradford City veteran 
side. We also provide a man of the match trophy, which we have named after Mick. 
From our connection with the tournament, we are now becoming involved with 
Lincoln City and local organisations, raising our profile locally as a union. On a 
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personal note, I would have struggled an awful lot without the help and guidance 
Mick has given during my time as Branch Chair. [This is from Paul Wray.] And I speak 
for the Lincoln branch that we are very proud to have Mick Shaw and his POA work 
recognised nationally by him being awarded the Cronin Clasp.  

Michael Shaw, Conference, Cronin Clasp awardee 2015. 

<Applause>  

Stewart McLaughlin, Wandsworth.  

Stewart was elected onto the branch committee in January 2000 and elected to 
Branch Secretary in 2001. I note is a cliché to say that he has worked tirelessly for his 
members. In Stewart’s case it is a fact. He has worked tirelessly for the branch ever 
since he came onto the committee over 15 years ago. Wandsworth POA has a high 
turnover of committee members, making Stewart’s unbroken service a considerable 
achievement. Stewart has his Diploma in Employment Law as well as his trade union 
reps and health and safety qualifications. Many branch members have benefited 
from Stewart’s expertise at disciplinary hearings, CSABs and employment tribunals, 
where he has had success overturning governor’s penalties and achieving 
compensation for unfair dismissals. He has maintained contact with sick members, 
representing them through the sick absence process and overturning the governor’s 
decision at the CSAB for reducing compensation for those he dismissed under 
medical inefficiency. 

[I guess, Jim, that’s the governor’s sacked, not … yes …] 

On collective issues he has been to ACAS on several occasions to negotiate the best 
deal possible. On one occasion the governor said, ‘I don’t do ACAS.’ That was game 
on. Three months later the same governor walked out of the ACAS process early, 
having lost the argument. It was lunchtime and the governor said, ‘What are we 
going to do now?’ Stewart replied, ‘The Chair and I are going to make ourselves unfit 
for duty.’ He invited the three of them to join us and before long the governor noted 
that our interests were not too far apart. Life was never a bowl of cherries but we 
noted some thawing in industrial relations.  

Stewart was always a calming influence when others (well me, the Branch Chair, 
mainly) were having an emotional outburst. I know how much behind the scenes 
Stewart has done for his members. It is unfortunate that this often goes without 
recognition by the wider membership due to the very personal nature of the 
representation given. Not that notoriety was an incentive to Stewart. Just to make 
sure his workmates got a fair process from the boss was enough. His talent is not just 
put to use at Wandsworth; Stewart attends Cronin House as a scrutineer and teller, 
he is also a delegate at the LGBT conferences as well as well as a regular attendee as 
a POA delegate at the Battersea and Wandsworth Trades Union Council. There he 
takes an active interest in wider trade union issue and campaigns. He has been a 
consistent attendee at the London Mayday Trade Union Rally, carrying the 
Wandsworth POA banner and promoting the issues that affect POA members. I don’t 
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know if there’s a trade union seniority or some marching order but I do apportion 
some blame to Stewart as we were positioned one year behind the Sex Workers 
Union. 

<Laughter> 

Wandsworth’s POA banner carried proudly, showing that Wandsworth POA is truly a 
broad church. What a colourful site we were that day!  

Stewart brings a great deal of calm and good advice to the committee and his 
support, when, from time to time, the going gets tough, has made a difference to 
me. Stewart’s administrative skills need a mention. He hates it when I eat a sausage 
role over the keyboard. He used to say, ‘If it’s OK to eat sausage roles in the POA 
office, then go and eat it in the governor’s office. See what he says.’ Stewart is not 
just a POA trade unionist, he is a campaigning trade unionist. He believes in workers’ 
rights, he believes in equality for workers and does not accept an employer’s right to 
exploit workers.  

Now the downside. He won’t share a room with anyone, and despite my pleading 
always books me into the cheapest room he can find. So bad was the last one, this 
year I’m in a different hotel than Stewart as I have refused to sleep another year in 
another Conference in a condemned building. 

<Laughter> 

Stewart does not have a mobile phone so if you want to contact him, you have to 
catch him at work or at home, where he has a portable black and white TV which he 
gets out of the cupboard to watch on special occasions. 

<Laughter> 

His fashion sense is pure utility over style, preferring clothes from military surplus 
stores, completely cramping my style [Jim Shaw’s] … 

<Laughter> 

I don’t want to trivialise our trade union mission here but I can hardly post a 
conference selfie with him next to me dressed as a paramilitary! He is also into 
collecting autographs, asking me to call into a hotel one year on the way to 
Conference so he could get the autograph of some astronaut before he expired. The 
way Stewart was going on, I thought he was bed-ridden and speed was of the 
essence. He got his autograph and we continued on our journey happy. I don’t know 
what became of the old astronaut. 

Another time as a local historian, he wanted to show me where some bricks were 
being reused to build a pub from an old telescope that had been demolished on 
Wandsworth Common. Fascinating …  

<Laughter and applause>  
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As we drove past, he pointed out to me that the bricks were a different colour from 
others around them. Thanks for that Stewart. That’s another few minutes of my life I 
won’t get back. 

<Laughter> 

And as for his interest in the Sea Cadets, we don’t talk about that much. 

<Laughter> 

I have a favourite quote from Stewart, of which there were many. A governor had 
worked very hard on a profile and was proud of his efforts. Stewart took a somewhat 
different view. After scrutinising it Stewart said to the governor, who was 
anticipating a positive response, ‘This is no good. In fact, Governor, it’s awful.’ He 
pointed out the glaring shortfalls and errors. The governor looked at Stewart, 
incredulous, red-faced and he blurted out, ‘I worked really hard on that.’ Quick as a 
flash, Stewart replied, ‘I’m sure if you asked Adolf Hitler, he would say he worked 
very hard in writing Mein Kampf, and he probably did, but it’s still rubbish.’ It 
brought the house down. 

<Laughter> 

I want to thank Stewart on behalf of the Wandsworth branch membership and the 
branch committee for what he has done over the years. I’ve always, as the Branch 
Chair, found Stewart a source of comfort in difficult times and a safe pair of hands. 
He is sincere in his trade union work. There are not too many Stewart McLaughlins 
around so I consider myself lucky to have him by my side as the Branch Secretary, as 
well as being a friend and a fellow trade unionist. If anyone deserves recognition 
from his trade union peers it is Stewart McLaughlin, Wandsworth POA Branch 
Secretary.  

Conference, Stewart McLaughlin, Cronin Clasp awardee 2015. 

<Applause> 

Tom, I’d ask you to come up here and receive your award and you’re invited to say a 
few words if you want to. It’s not compulsory but I can tell you it’s a crowd pleaser! 
Let me give you the award. 

Tom Doig, HMP Greenock. 

<Applause>  

TOM DOIG – CRONIN CLASP AWARDEE 2015: It looks different from up here, it 
really does! However, every time somebody stands here, the one thought going 
through my head is, ‘God, let them be brief!’ So I’ll try and do that.  

<Laughter> 
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Thank you all for this award, and I thank my branch and my membership for the 
nomination. There is nothing else I can say on top of that. Thank you for your time, 
colleagues. 

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Let’s be ‘avin’ you then, Jiffy! 

Colin Lemmon, HMP The Bure. 

<Applause> 

COLIN LEMMON – CRONIN CLASP AWARDEE 2015: Well thank you very much for 
the award. I’d like to thank my branch for nominating me and the giant Andy Black. 
What did he say about my football team? What can he say? He’s a Birmingham City 
supporter!  

<Laughter> 

I have worked with a lot of Chairs and Secretaries and they’re the ones who 
mentored me, gave me the skills, the knowledge in negotiation and dealing with 
codes of disciplines, and this award is for some of those who haven’t received an 
award. Thanks very much. 

<Applause>   

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Michael Shaw, Lincoln.  

<Applause>  

MICHAEL SHAW - CRONIN CLASP AWARDEE 2015: I’ll try and be brief. I’d like to 
thank my branch for nominating me for this award. I’d like to thank Paul for his kind 
words. To extrapolate on something PJ said, I’d like to thank my wife who over the 
years has had to put up with me spending hours of our precious time together on 
the phone, who’s had to put up with members coming round the house night after 
night, sometimes even bringing their families, who my wife has happily entertained 
for hours while we sorted out their problems. 

I’ve now forgotten what I was going to say next. I was challenged to say something 
about the latest government, see if I could get a standing ovation, but I’ll skip that I 
think.  

I’m sure there are many of you out there far more deserving of this award than I am. 
I’d like to thank every one of you that sits out there and every one of you that sat out 
there during my 28 years on the committee at Lincoln. There as always occasions 
that arise when you’re stuck, you don’t know what to do, and it’s usually when 
you’re the only committee member on duty. I knew, especially my colleagues in the 
East Midlands, that I could have picked up a phone, phoned any one of you, asked 

136



for advice, would be given good advice and support. Therefore, I’d like to thank you 
all. 

Thank you. 

<Applause> 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Stewart McLaughlin, Wandsworth. 

<Applause>  

STEWART MCLAUGHLIN – CRONIN CLASP AWARDEE 2015: Chair, NEC, Conference, 
I’m obviously very proud and delighted to receive this award, obviously named in 
honour of our General Secretary Harley Cronin. The kind words from my branch chair 
and the nomination of my branch, again gratefully appreciated. I speak here, and 
you may have seen a few of my scribblings in Gatelodge over the years, so if I’m not 
talking I’m usually writing, the lack of a mobile phone, bad news catches up with my 
just as quickly as everybody else I can assure you! It’s getting close to lunch, but 
many thanks and thank you for your kind support. 

<Laughter> 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: I just remind the four recipients … great 
honour for you, as I said earlier, it’s a great honour for the POA to present those 
awards to you! Thank you on behalf of the POA. 

<Applause>  

Just to remind you, can you now accompany Canon to the back of the room with 
your branches, so will the branches please also go to the back of the room, the four 
branches of the recipients. 

Conference, that’s lunch. Thank you very much. Two o’clock please, back in your 
seats.  
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POA ANNUAL CONFERENCE 2015 
Wednesday 13th May 2015 
Wednesday Afternoon 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Conference, I’m joined at the start of this 
afternoon’s session on the platform here by Chris Baugh of the PCS who will be 
addressing you shortly. But first I’m joined on my immediate left by Carl Dalton. Carl 
is the Manager of children’s programmes at Bradford Council. In a few minutes we’re 
going to see a DVD of the Valley Parade Tournament, but to introduce the DVD I’ve 
asked Carl to come up on stage and say a few words by way of introduction. Carl, 
you’re very welcome to our Conference, please go to the rostrum.  

<Applause>  

Guest Speaker – Carl Dalton Bradford Council 

CARL DALTON – BRADFORD COUNCIL: Good afternoon everybody. I feel like I need a 
box, I’m not the tallest person. So who am I? I’m Carl Dalton and I work for Bradford 
Council for Sport & Leisure Service. I’m here representing at your Conference the 
Valley Parade Memorial Tournament. We do have a stand in the Conference outside, 
you’ve probably seen it with the TV and all of the trophies and the medals. So if you 
want more information on the actual detail of the tournament then please feel free 
to come and speak to us afterwards.  

So what is the Valley Parade Memorial Tournament? Well, it’s an international 
football tournament for boys and girls, it’s played at under 12s and under 14s and 
it’s to commemorate the people who’ve lost their lives in the Valley Parade Fire on 
the 11th May 1985. It was following that fire in 1985 that you had a POA Conference 
and you raised funds at the Conference and presented those to Bradford and the 
brainchild or the Living Memorial was created to obviously remember those 
children, particularly, that lost their lives in the fire.  

You’ve been involved with the tournament now for 30 years, you’ve probably seen 
this week the 11th on Monday was the 30th anniversary of the tournament and very 
kindly PJ attended on behalf of the POA. The tournament itself has been running, as I 
say, for 30 years and there’s been a number of individuals within your organisation 
that have been key to keeping the tournament running. Recently there was John 
Boddington, who’s, I think, retired from your National Executive now; prior to that 
there was Roger Bennett, sadly passed away a few years ago; more recently Jackie 
Marshall. And Jackie’s done a wonderful piece in your Key Times, it’s at the back here 
which gives you more detail on the actual tournament and we do have brochures 
with us with an anthology in the middle that gives more detail on your members that 
originally set the tournament up.  
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As I say, the tournament is a football tournament, it is a living memorial tournament, 
it does have high impact players in there that have gone on to achieve very high 
status, we’ve got John Cleverly; Fabian Delph, currently playing obviously at Aston 
Villa and sometimes for England; Mike Hanker who plays and has played in a World 
Cup for Germany. So those are a number of professional players that have come 
through the tournament through Bradford City and Lincoln City and other teams 
such as Hamm in Germany. But we also have, at the moment, roundabout 13,000 
young children have gone through the tournament, and for them it’s about building 
relationships, friendships through football and building positive things out of 
negative situations. And for you as the Prison Officers Association, as a kind of social 
impact of the sponsorship and support that you do, I think it goes a long way to 
helping young people with diversionary activities and instilling in them the idea of 
team ethic and respectfulness.  

We do have, as I say, a DVD that gives you more information that you’re going to 
watch now, which gives you the detail on what actually takes place. It starts with a 
few stills from a dinner that we had a few weeks ago to commemorate the 30th 
anniversary and then it goes into the actual football tournament over the weekend. 
So sit back, relax and enjoy the video. Thank you very much.  

<Applause>  

Video is shown 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Carl, it’s self-explanatory and the connection 
between Bradford and the POA continues and will continue, it’s seen 30th years and 
here’s to the next 30 years and that tournament produces hope, hope for the future. 
And I would need to mention here, John Boddington, who’s put years and years of 
effort into making sure this tournament is maintained and continues to be 
maintained into the future. We have Executive members going forward will take 
over that role from John Boddington, but we wouldn’t be able to do it without 
Bradford Council, who do the legwork for us to a great extent. And I’d like you to 
show your appreciation to Carl Dalton and take back our best wishes to the rest of 
the Council who make the Valley Parade Tournament work, thank you, Carl.  

<Applause>  

And it’s growing, because I know Paul Wray, the Branch Official at Lincoln, and I met 
with the Lincoln Mayor on Monday and I’d met him obviously at Bradford the other 
week at the memorial meal. They are now working closely with Lincoln Prison to 
have a sort of replication of the tournament, because I think it’s sometimes 
forgotten that, although there were 56 who died, two of those were Lincoln City 
supporters and I know they’ve got the stands named after them at Lincoln. So the 
process continues and grows and that’s with the support of the POA. Thank you very 
much.  

<Applause>  
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Chris Baugh, PCS Assistant General Secretary. He has over 30 years of Trade Union 
experience in the PCS and predecessor unions, having served as National Vice 
President and as a member of the National Executive Committee for many years. 
Chris worked for the Land Registry from 1976 and was the Lead Negotiator and 
Group President when he took up his elected AGS post in 2004. As a socialist and life 
member of Blackpool and Fylde Trades Council, Chris has been involved over many 
years in a variety of community and trade union-based campaigns. As Assistant 
General Secretary, Chris is the Union’s National Treasurer, with responsibility for 
finance, as well as a range of bargaining and regional issues, including the devolved 
administrations. Chris also leads the PCS Green Agenda and an alternative vision for 
civil and public services and promotes union involvement in arts, music and cultural 
events. Chris, you are very welcome to address our Annual Conference.  

<Applause> 

Guest Speaker – Chris Baugh Assistant General Secretary PCS 

CHRIS BAUGH – PCS ASSISTANT GENERAL SECRETARY: Well thanks Chair and 
delegates, it’s a great honour to be able to take up the invitation to represent PCS, to 
step in, always a difficult task to deputise for Mark Serwotka, who brings his best 
wishes and solidarity. And I think it’s also quite important to recognise you’re 
following such a poignant reminder, the video that we’ve just seen, what an 
important lesson that working people have had to fight for health and safety, not 
just at work places but at football and most aspects of society.  

Now, in reading through some of the Conference papers to just get a bit of a flavour 
of the agenda, I was struck by one or two of the comments in the appeals paper. 
There was a particular comment, I won’t mention the comrade’s name, because I 
suspect he’s quite a bit bigger than me, but I wasn’t entirely sure what he was 
saying. But there’s one thing that did jump out at me when he commented on the 
fact that it’s a problem in the workplace, and in society more generally, that there’s 
too many people that seem to go round this world sticking two fingers up at one 
another and arguing, ‘I’m alright Jack’. And that just sort of brought it home to me, 
when you think about the election result last Thursday and the fact that the most 
important message I think I can convey, on behalf of PCS today, is to bring the 
solidarity to a sister union that has a proud history and track record of fighting for 
your members, and I’m proud of the fact that we work so closely with you in NOMS 
and the Prison Service and MOJ. We work so closely together in developing a 
common position to the Cabinet Office and Ministers, and in particular, we work so 
closely together in trying to galvanise, not just opposition within the prisons and the 
civil service, but across the public sector, a message that I believe union members 
recognise that if the attack is coming across the piece, the best response trade 
unions can ever give in that situation is to respond across the piece. That was a 
lesson of the last five years and it’s certainly going to be the lesson over the next five 
years.  

Now, as I’ve said, we know what it’s brought, we know the impact it’s had on our 
respective members, the impact of a pay-cap and a pay-freeze, the way in which 
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your Pay Review Body has been slowly but surely undermined, what, 14/16%, on 
average, cut in our members’ living standards over the last five years. The report 
that was commissioned by your union that showed prison officers’ numbers have 
been cut by 41% since 2010 at a time of rising prison population and all the 
intolerable stress and pressure that that places on POA members, in one of the 
hardest jobs around; and again in Steve’s article in The Morning Star today, 
highlighting the fact that one of the many disgraceful aspects of the general election 
debate, if you can call it that, is the fact that prisons hardly even merited or 
warranted a mention at any point. So I’m sure all of us respond to the election result 
with a mixture of disappoint and anger. And we know what’s coming our way and I 
want to bring a commitment of PCS to work with you, and as I’ve said, to bring 
solidarity, not just as some utopian idea, some nice idea for speechifying at 
conferences, but solidarity is our most powerful weapon against all those forces 
from the city, from the bankers, the media, the mainstream parties who promoted a 
pro-austerity agenda, that we’re not prepared and we need to organise an 
opposition because our members are not prepared to pay the price of an economic 
crisis that we didn’t cause.  

Now, our conference meets next week, it’s a good time, the FBU are meeting this 
week as well, and it’s always an opportunity to take a step back, to take stock of how 
we organise as a union, what’s the best way of responding? It’s also, incidentally I 
think, an example of the unsung work that trade unions do on a day-to-day basis. 
You never see a positive message in the media; they’re more interested in 
denouncing strikes or demonising people like the late great Bob Crow. As I’ve said, 
you’ll never see an illustration or a report telling people in general the vital work that 
we do from the big and small in taking up personal cases, in taking up issues with the 
employer, the really positive role that trade unions play in our society. You look at 
any United Nations declaration, it’s supposed to be unions are supposed to be part 
of a democratic society, the freedom to organise, freedom of assembly, right to 
bargain, and yes, the right to strike are all features of a democratic society, not that 
you’d ever know it in the media that we have in this country. And yet, of course, we 
operate, to quote Tony Blair approvingly that, ‘We all operate under the most 
repressive, anti-union laws in western Europe.’ And this government are about to go 
even further. They’re about to try and… basically a scabs charter, so employers can 
draw on casual workers to undermine strikes to make it even more difficult for 
unions like yourselves, and all of us in general, to exercise our democratic right to 
withdraw our labour when the employer isn’t prepared to listen to reasonable 
representations.  

Now, the point I want to make here is that I don’t think any of us are too surprised 
by this, but it’s always worth remembering: why is it that they spend on the one 
hand telling us that we’re relics of the past, dinosaurs, irrelevant, no place in a 
modern society, and how come at the same time they spend all this time developing 
ever more fiendish anti-union laws, why they attack us so much in the media? Well, 
the answer to that of course is they know, as well as we do, that at 6.5 million the 
British trade union movement, the biggest voluntary organisation in British society 
still possesses enormous latent power. It has considerable power. They attack us 
because they fear the trade union power and it’s about time now, after five years of 
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austerity, with a further five years, that the British trade union movement 
recognised the importance of beginning to use that power to develop the common 
action that’s going to be needed.  

Now, I’m proud of the role that PCS have played and I know POA have played a very 
important role in the difficult times over the last five years, we’ve got to learn one of 
the most important lessons, what a terrible mistake it was for Unison and other 
unions to step back from the high watermark of the pension dispute. Any idea, as a 
result of that gesture, that the government were going to be any more reasonable or 
accommodating to trade unions has been dispelled in practice. Look at the way that 
they’ve loaded up the cuts in local government, look at the way they’ve accelerated 
the cuts across all of the public sector, look at the way they’ve tried to privatise the 
Labour movement’s jewel in the crown, the NHS. That’s what you get from stepping 
back from a fight with this particular government. And PCS, because of the role that 
we played, we’ve been targeted by Francis Maude and this government: 50% of our 
facility time cut by all of our reps; Janice Godrich elected 13 years on the run as 
National President of PCS; all time removed from the President, the Vice President 
and the National Executive Committee; all time removed from delegates attending 
our Annual Delegate Conference next week; the leaking of a document, one of the 
most incriminating anti-union documents you could ever read. It’s worth a read, it’s 
on our website, produced by HMRC Revenue and Customs management who should 
be spending their time chasing tax dodgers and instead spend their time and public 
money in producing documents, that yes, and I quote almost verbatim, ‘they’re 
about achieving the organisational degradation of PCS by targeting our reps and 
reducing the influence of our members.’ And if you wanted any more example of the 
vindictive nature of this particular government, it’s the attack and the removal of the 
long-standing system of collecting our subs through payroll systems known as check 
off. Well I just want to record the fact we were confronted with the mother of all 
recruitment exercises of having to recruit 160,000 members in a six-month period, 
and I’m proud of the fact we’ve recruited just short of 120,000 members. There’s still 
some way to go and that is our most effective answer to those that are trying to 
break PCS and civil service trade unionism. Because out of this threat we have taken 
the issue through our reps, through the network of reps, through all the officers and 
staff, we’ve taken the case for trade unionism, not just a right to pay subscriptions, 
to pay for the buildings and pay for my salary and to pay for the salaries of fulltime 
officers, people pay their subs because they want the unions to fight. And they’ve 
stood by their union and we’re going to emerge a much stronger union, a more 
independent union and I hope far more closer to the rank and file, and as a result far 
more powerful when it comes to defending members’ interests.  

Because, let’s face it, part of the battle that we’ve got ahead of us we’ve also got a 
challenge, one of the greatest deceptions of the modern age, and that is in the 7th 
richest economy on the planet we cannot afford decent public services; we can’t 
afford a National Health Service or education or to look after the elderly. Well here’s 
one or two facts that help us dispel that: that in HMRC we know, as a result of tax 
avoidance and tax evasion, we lose every year to the public purse to the tune of 
£125 billion. The Sunday Times Rich List, published a couple of weeks ago, showed 
that the richest 1,000 people in Britain today, out of the population of 60 million, 
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since the crash in 2008 have seen their wealth double over that time, an increase to 
the tune, over that four year period, of £185 billion which is enough to pay off the 
entire UK budget deficit and they’d still pocket 40 or 50 million. Look at the returns 
the traders are getting in the city, it is a lie to argue that we cannot afford decent 
public services. And yet at the same time, and I’m reminded of the words of Nye 
Bevan, the architect of the NHS, who once famously said, ‘The Tories never talk 
about Class War because they’re too busy practicing it.’ And look at the 12 billion 
cuts targeted now to the poorest, to the disabled, to the low-paid and unemployed 
in our society.  

So what I’m saying here really is now is the time for every individual union to step 
up, to assert our bargaining rights, not just in the prison service and the civil service 
or across the public sector, not just to support the demonstration on the 20th June 
organised by the People’s Assembly, but not just to support our members that are 
fighting in the National Gallery against a privatisation that encapsulates everything 
that’s bad in British society, where a board of trustees, led by Mark Getty, the 
grandson of the oil magnet who’s just about to handover as Chair of the trustees to a 
Rothschild, (can you believe it) who are about to push ahead with a privatisation, 
and our members have taken 23 days of strike action. And Polly Toynbee, in an 
article in The Guardian reported, quoting one of the trustees, that the CIS, a security 
company, was brought into the National Gallery in order to give our members a 
fright. We were threatened with legal action and in response our members in a 
ballot for strike action, in a 65% turnout, voted 95% in favour of industrial action. 
That’s the best way to show that our members won’t be intimated. And again, I 
make a public call that if you’re around to support our national demonstration that 
we’ve called on the 30th May in support of our members and our victimised reps in 
the National Gallery.  

I just want to conclude by saying we know, and your union knows this better than 
anybody else, part of this battle is asserting the right of trade unionism, asserting the 
right to organise and the right to strike. And of course we’ve now got to do 
everything in our power to persuade all of the other unions. I don’t believe we need 
to persuade other union members, I think the problem is with some of the other 
union leaders who need persuading, it’s union members who recognise that we need 
to be taking this fight in conjunction with one another. But the trade union 
movement has also got to wake up that we can’t just batten down the hatches and 
fight in our own individual sectors. The trade union movement has got an obligation 
to reach out to the millions of young and super exploited workers on zero-hour 
contracts in these McJobs in the service and the retail sector, and to use this as an 
opportunity to counter the austerity message, to use this as an opportunity for us to 
put an alternative based on tax justice, on bringing the Rail, the Royal Mail, the 
Public Utilities, water and the energy companies, back under public ownership in a 
way that they can be used and operated in the public interest. And in the process, 
and we all know whatever you call it, whether it’s solidarity, whether it’s looking out 
for one another, whether it’s sticking together, that is our most powerful weapon 
and it’s those principles that will help us, in adversity, see off these threats, to 
rebuild the strength of the trade union movement and to put a genuine alternative 
to that offered by the mainstream parties.  
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Thanks again for the opportunity to bring solidarity for PCS, thanks for listening and 
all the best at your Conference.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Thank you, Chris, on behalf of the POA for 
addressing our Annual Conference and we reciprocate those fraternal greetings and 
warm wishes for the future, and yes, we do have many of the same challenges that 
we face with a government that will be hell bent on reducing the size of the state 
alongside the massive reductions that they’ve got planned in public expenditure. 
And you talked about practical cooperation and I would make reference, at the back 
of the hall we’ve got, Chris Poyner, who is the President of the branch at PCS within 
NOMS, and you may not know it Conference, but Chris attends this Conference every 
year for the entire Conference. That’s the level of PCS’ interest in what we’re doing 
and obviously we attend their Conference, we send representatives down there so 
we can communicate, plan, and if necessary, plot together. And a practical example 
of that cooperation was Wrexham, it was PCS and the POA who were invited by the 
First Minister of Wales to go down to Cardiff to discuss what a coalition government 
had planned for Wrexham and he was, I’m pleased to say, 100% onside that it should 
be a public sector-operated prison. 

So, Chris, thank you very much, as I say again, for addressing our Annual Conference 
and good luck with your Conference next week. Thank you, Chris.  

<Applause>  

Conference, we now will move back to the agenda, by my reckoning again we are on 
34 which is Risley: calls for a vote of confidence; I would like a seconder for the 
purposes of – 

MOTION 34. 
That a vote of confidence is taken in the NOMS Board for their projections regarding 
the prison population and the amount of staff allowed to leave on VEDS. 
RISLEY 

Liverpool, thank you.  

I’m sure Mick will probably explain himself but just to point out on this, it’s calling for 
a vote of confidence, so when we get to the vote if you put your hands up in favour 
of it then you’ve got confidence. I don’t want to influence how you go on this… 

<Laughter>  

… but just a reminder. Mick.  

MICK PIMBLETT – BRANCH CHAIR, RISLEY: Chair, NEC, Conference. The motion 
reads that a vote of confidence is taken in the NOMS Board for their projections 
regarding the prison population and the amount of staff allowed to leave on VEDS. 
Colleagues, recent analysis in prison service figures revealed that two-thirds of 
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prisons are so crowded that they cannot provide the decent standard of 
accommodation. Several of the country’s biggest prisons are running at 50% above 
their certified normal accommodation. More than 80 prisons are above the baseline 
figure, meaning that most prisoners have to double up in cells designed for only one 
prisoner. At the same time many prisons are operating without a full complement of 
staff; cuts have led to redeployment of staff in prisons up and down the country. We 
are at crisis point in certain establishments because of shortfalls. The prison 
population is neither justifiable nor sustainable. The number of prisoners has gone 
up far in excess of the number of staff. At the very best a prison service can do is to 
run a holding system, so much for stopping the revolving door of re-offending.  

The staff cutbacks have had a detrimental effect on the level of rehabilitation which 
prisoners receive. The reduced staff numbers have resulted in staff being taken off 
offender management programmes to cover duties on wings. Staff reductions have 
had a detrimental effect on safety and decency in prisons, and prison overcrowding 
has become institutionalised. Assaults on staff, self-harm and escapes from 
contracted escorts have all increased and more prisoners are reporting that they 
don’t feel safe. Yet this is just not be saying this, a parliamentary report has said 
exactly the same thing. The cross-party House of Commons Justice Committee 
voiced grave concern over increases in assaults on both staff and inmates, suicide, 
self-harm and in discipline in prisons. They said that government cuts and reforms to 
the prison system in England and Wales have made a significant contribution to 
deterioration in safety over the past two years. It said that it was improbable that 
the decrease in safety was unconnected to government reforms and a fall in staffing 
levels caused by redundancies and increased turnover of prison officers.  

The committee said that the government and NOMS had failed to plan adequately 
for the risks likely to result from staffing shortages, which have in some cases 
resulted in severely restricted regimes, education and work opportunity for 
prisoners and they responded sluggishly when problems became apparent. Reduced 
staff numbers have led to low morale and problems in retaining officers, and the 
pressures prisons are under risk undermining rehabilitation programmes, said the 
report. It warned that there is a very real danger of unmanageable growth in the 
prison population, which would limit the system’s ability to prevent crime. 
Furthermore, evidence from Her Majesty’s Inspectors of Prisons, the government’s 
own performance data, independent monitoring boards and the Prisons and 
Probation Ombudsman all indicate deterioration in standards of safety and 
performance across the prison estate over the last two years, with fewer 
opportunity for prisoners to undertake purposeful work or educational activities.  

The Committee added, ‘In particular we conclude that the fall in staffing levels 
stemming from redundancies and increased turnover’.. ‘they are most acute’ have 
resulted in severely restricted regimes are bound to have reduced the consistency of 
relationships between officers and prisoners and, in turn, affected safety. We 
express concern that despite the government’s efforts to supply sufficient prison 
places to meet demand, the proportion of prisons that are overcrowded is growing 
and the proportion of prisoners held in crowded conditions remains at almost a 
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quarter.’ It added that staffing levels may need to be increased to restore earlier 
performance levels.  

Colleagues, this devastating report is a powerful indictment of this government’s 
complacent and dismissive attitude for rapidly deteriorating standards and safety in 
our prisons over the last two years. Dangerously low staffing levels and plummeting 
staff morale reveal a prison service under unprecedented strain. There is a threshold 
beneath which it is no longer possible to maintain a safe and decent environment. 
The report reveals that we are at that threshold. Colleagues, this is not about prison 
officers moaning about our working conditions, independent evidence is stacking up 
concerning the prisons’ crisis caused by NOMS and the policies of David Cameron’s 
government. Please reject the motion and let the NOMS board know that you have 
no confidence in them for their projections regarding the prison population and the 
amount of staff allowed to leave on VEDS.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Terry Fullerton for the NEC. 

TERRY FULLERTON – NEC MEMBER: Thank you, Chair, Conference, speaking on 
behalf of the NEC fully endorsing everything Risley have pointed out in this motion. 
Mystic Meg must be thankful for the secondary employment she’s achieved as an 
advisor to NOMS National Executive Management Committee because its crystal ball 
policy on trying to predict the prison population has resulted in the catastrophe and 
the crisis that we have currently been operating in for the last three years. This 
insane policy, colleagues, in turn has led to a prediction that the prison population 
would drop to somewhere roundabout 80,000. We all know what happened to the 
prison population, colleagues, it didn’t go anywhere near 80,000, it continued to 
climb northwards of above 85,000. But having had a prediction of 80,000 that led to 
the decision, by NOMS, to go to the Minister and decide to embark on a prison 
closure programme.  

This union warned NOMS of the folly of going head-to-head with the Prison Closure 
Programme based on trying to predict the prison population in a society where we 
currently have one of the worst prison populations in the western world. But they 
are going to go ahead with the Prison Closure Programme based on a guestimate of 
our prison population. That in turn, colleagues, when they embarked on this Prison 
Closure Programme, we all know it led to worry of prisons being closed and the VEDS 
scheme that they brought in. That VED scheme was absolutely not supported by this 
union. In fact, it was exactly the opposite, colleagues. NOMS and the Justice Minister 
were warned by this union of the folly of that policy, and guess what, we were 
absolutely right. All of us in this room know what the after effects of this ridiculously 
stupid decision has had on our members up and down the country: the prison 
service in crisis; no staff to run the prisons; compulsory detached duty; escalating 
violence and an increase in the serious assaults on our members; the cost of £100 
million to the public purse from a detached duty in Payment Plus; a huge rise in the 
number of incidents requiring the deployment of Tornado; staff suffering higher 
levels of stress and burnout and staff, in some establishments, actually frightened to 
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go into work. This mismanagement of this situation is absolutely beyond belief. And 
let me tell you, colleagues, if NOMS had been a private company, the Chief Executive 
Officer of that private company would’ve been drawing job seekers allowance by 
now.  

Conference, for all of these reasons and all of the reasons that the Risley branch 
have outlined we ask you to reject this motion. Thank you, colleagues.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Conference, I was a little generous there on 
the timings allowed, but I think it’s important to get the Risley contribution and the 
NEC contribution on the verbatim report so that can be shoved in front of certain 
people’s noses. Just to repeat, we’ll go to the vote, if you vote for the motion you 
have confidence in NOMS. If you vote against the motion you haven’t got confidence 
in NOMS. All those in favour of the motion, please show. Those against? I think we 
can say that is a unanimous falls.  

We now go to that booklet again, the emergency motions booklet where we’ll find 
what is now, Standing Orders have decided, 34(a). Number 5 in your books, an NEC 
motion but it’s 34(a). Is there a seconder for the NEC motion? Huntercome, thank 
you. Steve Gillan. 

MOTION 34(a) 
That Conference condemns the government for failing to reappoint Nick Hardwick as 
Chief Inspector of Prisons for another term of office. The POA believe it is 
fundamental to the safe decent and secure operating levels of all prisons to have a 
Chief Inspector of Prisons who is not politically motivated. Furthermore, Conference 
place on record their thanks to Nick Hardwick for his honest and robust reports 
identifying prisons in crisis and in need of support. 

NEC 

STEVE GILLAN – GENERAL SECRETARY, NEC: Chairman, NEC, Conference, the motion 
reads that Conference condemns the government for failing to reappoint Nick 
Hardwick as Chief Inspector of Prisons for another term of office. The POA believe it 
is fundamental to the safe decent and secure operating levels of all prisons to have a 
Chief Inspector of Prisons who is not politically motivated. Furthermore, Conference 
place on record their thanks to Nick Hardwick for his honest and robust reports 
identifying prisons in crisis and in need of support. Now it’s not often we come to 
Conference praising Chief Inspectors of Prisons, and after, I suppose, a dodgy start 
with Nick Hardwick where, on behalf of the Union, I had to make a complaint to the 
Permanent Secretary about his conduct in relation to HMP Wellingborough where I 
believe he was being political, we sort of ironed it out when I went and spoke to him 
and since then we had regular meetings. And the importance of those regular 
meetings where myself and Pete McParlin went and met him, was very, very fruitful 
for this Union because we managed, in those discussions with him, to start to look 
why prisons weren’t operating properly. And I think in the majority of cases the Chief 
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Inspector of Prisons was saying they were cutting too deep, letting too many prison 
officers go, in fact, I won’t go into detail on some of the things that he’s told us 
because we sort of operated under Chatham House Rules. But he was scathing, in 
many respects, about some establishments and I’ll give you an example of one: he 
had inspected HMP Leeds and said that HMP Leeds was operating at what he 
believed was a gold standard, it was absolutely best practice anywhere. He then 
went back and was told they were losing over 100 staff and he could not believe the 
destruction that it left behind.  

Now, he raised it time and time again in the media on our behalf, and I think Chris 
Grayling obviously took exception to it, because most Chief Inspectors get a second 
term, but because he was a thorn in the side of government by producing robust 
reports that put the blame at their door they got rid of him, it’s as simple as that. 
And I think actually they’ve got rid of a decent, honest man to be honest with you, 
so’s that they can maybe put a puppet in place who’s going to tow the line and do 
what they’re told. I hope I’m wrong, but Conference, I think Nick Hardwick does and 
had been a credit, an assistance to prison officers up and down the country and I 
think he will be missed. I think his honesty and his integrity will be missed and I think 
we should put on record our thanks for Mr. Nick Hardwick. 

Thank you, and please support the motion.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Thank you, Conference. Motion 34(a) to the 
vote, all those in favour please show. Those against? That motion is carried. We now 
go back to the booklet and we’re on motion 35 which is a debate so no seconder 
required – Wymott.  

MOTION 35. 
That Conference debates the use of detached duty. 
WYMOTT 

MOTION 36. 
That the NEC informs Conference of their involvement with the deal made with 
NOMS regarding the package on detached duty. 
WYMOTT 

MOTION 37. 
The NEC should hold a workplace ballot of all members calling for strike action if any 
POA member is forced against their will to attend Detached Duty. 
LIVERPOOL 

MOTION 38. 
If NOMS continue to force members on detached duty and over recruiting in certain 
jails, the NEC will respond by instructing branches to withdraw from local agreements 
that cover regimes.  These withdrawals must be co-ordinated by the area rep. 
LITTLEHEY 
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UNKNOWN SPEAKER – WYMOTT:  Chair, we’d like to withdraw 35 and 36. 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Thank you, Wymott. Do Conference give 
Wymott permission to withdraw 35 and 36, please show. Those against? Those are 
withdrawn.  

You will recall at 37 Liverpool fell if 20 was carried. We’re now onto 38 – Littlehey. 
Permission to withdraw? Do Conference give Littlehey permission to withdraw 
motion 38, please show? Those against? That motion is withdrawn. 39 – Wakefield. 
Do we have a seconder for the Wakefield motion? Hollesley Bay, thank you.  

MOTION 39.  
That the NEC enters into meaningful negotiation with NOMS to negotiate an 
enhanced payment for members not involved in the special bonus payment scheme. 

WAKEFIELD 

DAVID HARMER – BRANCH CHAIR, WAKEFIELD: Mr Chairman, NEC, Conference. 
Before I get into the nuts of the motion I’d just like to extend my thanks to the NEC, 
both me and my Secretary, Andy Nolan, were only elected last autumn and our 
learning curve, as you can imagine, has been very steep. So I would like to extend my 
gratitude for the help, guidance and assistance that they’ve given us, but more 
importantly our area rep, Terry Fullerton, thank you very much.  

The motion reads that the NEC enters into meaningful negotiations with NOMS to 
negotiate an enhanced payment for members not involved in the special bonus 
payment scheme. Wakefield is one of the high security establishments that’s been 
hit, I believe, relatively hard by Detached Duty. It may not sound like a lot of people 
that were asking to be sent but it’s five ... all the way down the bottom of the 
country to our colleagues down at Woodhill, who are having a torrid time may I say 
and they have my greatest support in maintaining the regime that they have. With 
that said I wish to put forward this motion so I’ve got an opportunity and a platform 
to register my distain and my disgust at NOMS of how they’ve managed, 
monumentally, to destroy, disrupt people’s lives, people’s prisons, their work base. 
They should hang their head in shame that they allowed so many staff to depart and 
then expect the rest of us to pick up where they left off. It’s shambolic, it’s a disgrace 
and it’s a shame and I’ll make no bones for saying it or repeating it.  

What I’m asking, if we have to go, and I caveat if we have to go, and there is a lot of 
debate. I’ve been in numerous heated discussions with my governor and my area rep 
about this, and Richard Fince, that a definition of somebody who volunteers against 
the definition of somebody that’s forced to go. When you’re told you’re going but 
you can pick your time when you’d like to go, that’s not volunteering, that’s 
someone being pressed into going.  

Now there is the Advanced Bonus Scheme which a number of staff have taken up, 
and good luck to them, I’m not one of them. However, for those staff that do have to 
be sent down there, for whatever period of time, while they’re working in an 
establishment for the shift period, whether it be an early, late, main, aid shift, 
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they’re being paid. While they’re not they’re sitting in a hotel miles away from their 
family, their friends, their rest time, their occupations and they’re getting no 
remuneration at all for that. The crux of this motion is that because you are sent 
away, doesn’t mean you only get paid for the time that you work, it means you get a 
payment for the time that you’re not working while you’re being forced away from 
your family, your friends and your loved ones.  

Colleagues, thank you very much for your time and I commend this motion to the 
Conference.  

<Applause>  

CRAIG ROBSON – BRANCH SECRETARY, DURHAM: In support of the motion, 
however, I would like to ask the NEC if IG88 of ‘95 is still around and is it still live, and 
also POA Circular 135 of ’96, because if it is nobody needs to go on Detached Duty 
anymore.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Craig, Steve Gillan will answer that.  

STEVE GILLAN – GENERAL SECRETARY, NEC: Thank you, Craig. I have got Instructions 
to Governor 88 of ’95 in front of me, and the difficulty of course with this is it’s out 
of date, it’s been replaced because it refers to the Industrial Relations Procedural 
Agreement. We don’t have an Industrial Relations Procedural Agreement anymore, 
so you can’t register that failure to agree in respect of the Detached Duty. There are 
other ways round it, Craig, that you can do, it’s the effects on Detached Duty at your 
establishment and I think you’ve got to mount those arguments with your governor 
about why you shouldn’t be sent on Detached Duty.  

Do you want me to go into the body of the motion, Chair? 

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Yes. 

STEVE GILLAN – GENERAL SECRETARY, NEC: We are content to support this motion, 
because we are going in to an area of collective bargaining, as you well know, we’ve 
rehearsed those arguments earlier in the agenda, and we will do our very best to 
support the Wakefield motion the enhance payments for our members. Wakefield 
are absolutely spot on about the disgraceful and deplorable way that Detached Duty 
is being run and it’s absolutely no way to run a modern day prison service. In fact, 
when myself and Pete McParlin spoke to the Prisons Minister, Andrew Selous, we 
put that forcibly to him and he accepted it was no way to run a service, and we will 
keep pushing that with the incoming ministers. I understand that Michael Gove is 
going to Belmarsh tomorrow and he’s going to Isis as well. I sent a message to 
Employee Relations this morning to say, ‘Don’t send him there, send him here’ but 
he has declined. But hopefully we’ll be able to get a meeting with him very shortly 
and push this agenda on behalf of Wakefield and Conference, so please support the 
motion.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Wakefield, do you want to come back? 
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DAVID HARMER – BRANCH CHAIR, WAKEFIELD: No, thank you.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Motion 39 to the vote, Conference. All those 
in favour, please show. Those against? That motion is carried.  

Motion 40 – Liverpool. Is there a seconder? Wymott, thank you,  

MOTION 40. 
The NEC should inform NOMS that unless all staff are offered contracted hours 
including bonus payments the membership will withdraw immediately from all 
contracted hours agreements and all payment plus shifts until such a time as NOMS 
agree to this request. 
LIVERPOOL 

MARK FAIRHURST – BRANCH CHAIR, HMP LIVERPOOL: Chair, NEC, Conference, 
colleagues. Motion reads: the NEC should inform NOMS that unless all staff are 
offered contracted hours, including bonus payments, the membership will withdraw 
immediately from all contracted hours agreements and all payment plus shifts until 
such a time as NOMS agree to this request.  

Colleagues, is it right and fair that staff in establishments that are not subject to 
recruitment difficulties should be paid less for doing the same work as our 
colleagues who are subject to such issues. I don’t think that’s right. I think all staff 
throughout the country have a right to be paid the same rates and the same amount 
of bonus payments. I call on Conference to force NOMS to subject all their staff to 
the same offers that a select amount of gaols currently receive. We should all receive 
the same bonus payments if we agree to perform contract hours, payment plus or 
whatever else NOMS wish to call it. They can afford it, colleagues, Harry Enfield 
would be proud ‘cause ‘they’ve got loads of money!’ £45 million on PP; £65 million 
on Detached Duty; they’re telling us they’re skint. I don’t think so.   

Pay us what we are worth. We all get the same or we all withdraw from overtime 
schemes. Please support this motion, thank you.  

<Applause>  

STEWART MCLAUGHLIN – BRANCH SECRETARY, WANDSWORTH: Chair, NEC, 
Conference, giving you what happens at Wandsworth. Withdrawal from any kind of 
PP would be detrimental to my membership, any bonus payments would also be 
detrimental to my members at Wandsworth. Unfortunately, the issue is, even 
regarding Detached Duty, is that the pay, certainly for my members at Wandsworth, 
it’s not enough. Starting salary for an officer in Wandsworth £1,462 a month; 
monthly rental prices in the borough of Wandsworth £2,920 and it doesn’t get any 
better, the cheapest, even at Earlsfield £1,816 – there’s a £400 shortfall. My 
members are doing Payment Plus and taking the bonus payments, they’re doing 
additional hours and they’re not seeing their families either. Again, this isn’t money 
to buy luxury goods, this is just money to put a roof over their heads and maybe take 
their kids on holiday once a year if they can afford to do so.  
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Pay in London is an issue, and if you want to stop Detached Duty, yes, we all do the 
same job, we should all get the same money, but do we have the spending power 
when we get that money, can we afford to make sure our kids go to school are not 
poked fun at because they’re wearing clothes that are getting a bit threadbare or 
aren’t the latest or the latest games? So I have to say, from a Wandsworth point of 
view, we can’t support this motion, my members would not thank me for it.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Risley, you have motion 41 following. In my 
view, that will fall if this motion is carried. You’re going to withdraw that, fine.  

Steve Gillan for the NEC. 

STEVE GILLAN – GENERAL SECRETARY, NEC: Thank you, Chairman. NEC, Conference, 
the Executive are asking you to reject this motion for the following reasons. And it’s 
something that Stewart eloquently put; he was honest enough to get up at the 
rostrum earlier on as well in a previous debate, to say there’s 138 of his members 
that are currently working Payment Plus. Now, I told you in previous motions this 
morning that we knew the membership were divided on PP, it wasn’t our strength, 
the strength that we had was health and safety. You never show the employer your 
weakness. We’ve already got 72 of 2014 that we can use at our will, but I urge you to 
go back to your gaols and get people onside, because what we can’t do is have a 
situation where if we do enact 72 of 2014 that you’ve got 70% of the members doing 
it and 30% of the members not. Let’s be totally honest with each other here.  

The other problem with this motion is it says, ‘Unless all staff’ is that OSGs as well, 
because OSGs are on different terms and conditions; is it all staff that maybe are not 
our members? Because we don’t represent non-union members, we represent our 
members. Albeit that if this was passed then it affects everybody, including our 
members. In respect of motion 39 which you’ve just passed, it gives us the 
opportunity to try and achieve it, but I’ve got to say, through collective bargaining, 
I’ve got to say if motion 40 is accepted, straightaway if they don’t accept the position 
we are instructing our members to withdraw from all contracted hours and Payment 
Plus shifts. Conference, can you deliver that? Can you put your hand on heart and 
tell me every branch can deliver that? If you can’t, then you’ve got to reject the 
motion. Thank you.  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Liverpool, you’re not coming back? No. 
Motion 40, all those in favour, please show. Those against? That motion falls. 
Conference give Risley motion to withdraw motion 41, please show. Those against? 
That motion is withdrawn.  

MOTON 41. 
That this union reject the Special Bonus Payment for Detached Duty volunteers and 
reaffirm the policy of full staffing for all establishments within NOMS. 
RISLEY 
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MOTION 42. 
That Conference utilises whatever means are available to stop the disgraceful misuse 
of staff resources, in terms of detached duty. 
WYMOTT 

Motion 42 – Wymott. Have we got a seconder for the Wymott motion? Wakefield, 
thank you.  

SIMON PILKINGTON – BRANCH CHAIR, WYMOTT: Chair, Conference, NEC. Motion 
42: that Conference utilises whatever means are available to stop the disgraceful 
misuse of staff resources, in terms of Detached Duty. In short we’re concerned, even 
though we have talked about it previously we’re concerned that when there was 
questions being asked about Detached Duty and they were going to force people, 
there was no money available. Next minute, questions were asked, asked by 
Wymott, Mike Rolfe answered some of those earlier on in the week. Next minute 
thousands and thousands of pounds were found and we sent staff on Detached 
Duty. Now, if that money’s there it should be there all the time and it should be 
there to pay for prison officers, not Detached Duty. So we want to know, the 
question is again, that Conference utilise whatever means are available to stop the 
disgraceful misuse of staff resources in terms of Detached Duty. So if the money’s 
there for Detached Duty the money should be there for staff and the money should 
be there for people, like Wandsworth, to earn a decent rate of pay and that’s what 
we’re asking.  

<Applause>  

DAVE COOK – BRANCH CHAIR, SWALESIDE: Mr Chairman, NEC, Conference, 
speaking support of the motion. Swaleside is one of the establishments that are 
benefitting from Detached Duty, and whilst we vehemently oppose forced Detached 
Duty, we would like to extend all of the branches and membership our heartfelt 
thanks to those who have come and assisted us in trying to keep Swaleside safe. We 
fully appreciate the social penalty paid by staff up and down this country that that 
actually causes. But I also have to mention the cost to us about the Detached Duty 
that we wouldn’t receive at this moment. Swaleside are in the region of about 40 
Band 3s short. And whilst we have Payment Plus to try and backfill some of that, it’s 
not enough, it cannot be the only solution. Our staff are burning themselves out, 
they’re working inhuman hours chasing those extra few pounds. Staff sickness and 
work-related stress is rising, violence in Swaleside is spiralling to seriously worrying 
levels.  

One of the major concerns that we have and that is NOMS just seem to be sending 
us anybody from any prison up and down the country. An example of this… and in 
saying this I do not decry the professionalism of anybody that comes to our 
establishment. HMP Blantyre House has been temporarily closed. For those of you 
who don’t know, Blantyre House is an open Cat-D prison, Swaleside is a Cat B, long-
term training establishment. As a result of that we’ve received some staff from 
Blantyre House and we are very welcome of them coming and all the other 
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establishments. We have received Detached Duty staff from female establishments, 
YOYs and of course open establishments.  

I want to relay an incident that happened Saturday just gone. On Saturday a 
Detached Officer from Blantyre House was escorting nine prisoners to our 
healthcare to receive medication. Whilst that medication was being prescribed one 
of the prisons ran forward, snatched another offender’s medication and then 
swallowed it. That officer’s reactions and the way he dealt with it was exemplary. He 
immediately started to intervene in what was going on, at which point the offender 
pulled a weapon on him. This officer was in our healthcare, surrounded by prisoners, 
with female civilian nurses, no other officer was present at that time. He pulled his 
baton, bearing in mind staff in open prisons are not issued batons, he pulled his 
baton to defend himself and hold that prisoner off, and he held that prisoner off 
until such time as all the staff responded to the all available staff call that went out. 
When the staff arrived they pulled their batons because they were faced with an 
armed prisoner and they had no other PPE available to them, eventually that 
prisoner was restrained and put into a better place where he should be dealt with. 
Fortunately that person had the knowledge, the skills and everything because he 
worked in closed prisons before he went to Blantyre House and he knew what to do. 
Many of the other Detached Duty staff working in Swaleside that weekend spoke to 
me afterwards and they were worried that they didn’t have the skills and knowledge 
to have dealt with that situation in that manner.  

So, whilst we have to accept the fact that Detached Duty is going ahead, we must be 
demanding that they send staff to establishments that they are equipped to try and 
work in. Working in an unfamiliar establishment, like ours, with the type of prisoner 
that we currently hold is putting those staff into danger. Please support this motion.  

<Applause>  

CRAIG ROBSON – BRANCH SECRETARY, DURHAM: Supporting the motion. I went on 
Detached Duty January, didn’t want to go, I was told I had to go. I went. I arrived at 
the establishment, and I’d like to say thank you, Hull, staff were excellent, friendly, 
absolutely brilliant. I turned up at second detail, ‘Got no work for you.’ I says, ‘You 
are taking the mick?’ No work for us. I went and sat on a wing till about half-past-
seven, the SO phoned the gate and said, ‘Oscars goes in yet?’ ‘They’ll be in at 
quarter-to-eight’ he says, ‘if I was you, I’d go to the gate and put your keys in.’ and I 
went and that was it for that day. Another member of staff went to another 
establishment and he was detailed escorting a ladder. Is that Detached Duty, is that 
what we’re required to do? I don’t think so. My second stage grievance went in and 
the Deps knocked it back; I’m claiming the Civil Service Code, they’re in breach of it. 
Governors in the Northeast area were sent on Detached Duty who were surplus – 27 
years at Durham, I’m not surplus. We’ve asked Spurr, we’ve asked BDG, ‘Can 
Durham run to the market test?’ and they’re not allowing to run to the market test. 
We want to do it because if we can do it everybody else can do it. They don’t want it 
to happen. And I’ll tell you something, Durham can work to the market test, it’s 
difficult but we can do it. But we’re sent Detached Duty. Don’t forget, Northeast 
region recruited 10% extra staff, now they’re recruiting 98 extra staff next year, 
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that’s for six gaols. I got in touch with the Area Manager, I said, ‘Are these for 
Detached Duty?’ ‘No, they're to cover for people who are going part time’ hopefully 
myself in October, ‘for people who are leaving a job, for sickness and whatever.’ He 
says, ‘But I can’t say that they will not go on Detached but I’m not recruiting them to 
go on Detached.’ They’ll be going on Detached. I stood here last year talking about 
leaving TOIL, I said it would be affected by Detached Duty, I said, ‘This time next year 
I’ll still be talking about Detached Duty.’ Well it’s still here. The people at NOMS 
should be getting poor perform now ‘cause they said it would be away by April. It’ll 
still be here next year, watch this.  

<Applause>  

JACKIE BATES – BRANCH CHAIR, BUCKLEY HALL: NEC, Conference, in support of the 
motion. I myself, since last year, have done Detached Duty four times and I’m about 
to do another one in June. The reason I volunteer, and I did volunteer, is because I 
think that the people in other prisons deserve some help, Haverigg, Swaleside. Their 
officers are run ragged, absolutely disgraceful. However, when you arrive at the 
prisons there’s no induction for you. I walked through gates to be told, ‘You’re on 
Res 2, just follow that officer.’ You don’t know the regime, I had to ask prisoners 
where I were going, I didn’t know where things were, I got lost several times. 
Escorts, two Detached Duty on escorts, you don’t know which hospital you’re at, you 
get sent out, you don’t even have the phone number of the prison that you’re at, 
you have no idea at all. It’s dangerous and it all needs looking at.  

Redferns, most people that like to book our accommodation, 40 mile they want you 
to travel after an A shift, 40 mile and they think that’s acceptable. Well it’s not 
acceptable; in anybody’s book it’s not acceptable. Don’t get me wrong, I did 
volunteer for Detached Duty. I don’t agree with it, I think NOMS have made an 
absolute… shambles of it. 

<Laughter>  

<Applause>  

However, they’re all our colleagues, Wandsworth, Swaleside, Elmley, their officers 
don’t know which way to turn for half of it. But the prisons that we’re sending to do 
need to understand that when we get there we don’t know where we are, we don’t 
know the layout, we don’t know the regimes and we don’t know the prisoners. 
Please support the motion.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Jackie Marshall for the NEC.  

JACKIE MARSHALL – NEC: Chair, Conference, speaking on behalf of the NEC in 
support of the motion. This starts from the end of Conference, go back, demand full 
staffing and demand every job is profiled. If not, go into dispute. The NEC do not 
agree with Detached Duty, on the flipside what we also have is some of our 
members in dire need of help. Not a position they’ve put themselves in, a position 
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they’ve been put in by NOMS through poor staff management, letting too many go 
on VEDS, through poor population projection, even though we told them they were 
wrong, it was a guess job for them through pay retention in the F&S pay scales. In 
supporting this motion through negotiations we will press the employer to ensure all 
workplaces are fully staffed, all work is profiled and pay remuneration is sufficient to 
retain and recruit staff irrespective of their work. We’ve passed motion 20, NOMS 
need to listen, NOMS need to do something or we will react. Support the motion.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN:  Wymott, do you want to come back? 

SIMON PILKINGTON – BRANCH CHAIR, WYMOTT: Please. Thank you, Jackie, for that 
and thank you NEC for supporting that, thank you for speaking. I just want to stress 
again though, ultimately, Mark Fairhurst said it before, they’ve got the money; if 
they can pay millions of pounds out for Detached Duty they can pay for officers, and 
not just officers in the north, officers where they’re needed down south. And if they 
have to look at the pay and everything else to make that better that’s what NOMS 
need to do and stop just trying to bribe us and blackmail us, which is what they do 
every time by giving us a little bit of money, bit of a stick and carrot and prison 
officers being prison officers, bit like the bobbies really, we like a bit of cash. But we 
shouldn’t be volunteering, I don’t think we should be volunteering but we’ve already 
said that’s another motion. But thanks for your support.   

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Motion 42 to the vote, Conference, all those 
in favour, please show. Those against? That motion is carried.  

MOTION 43. 
That the NEC go into negotiation with NOMS regarding the unfair HR process of 
Disciplinary hearings. 
SWINFEN HALL 

MOTION 44. 
That Conference mandates the NEC to seek agreement from NOMS that when unified 
grade takes unpaid leave for any reason that this period of time is covered by 
payment plus. 
MORTON HALL 

Swinfen Hall have asked permission to withdraw motion 43. Do Swinfen Hall have 
permission, please show? Those against? That motion is withdrawn.  

Motion 44 – Morton Hall. Do we have a seconder for the Morton Hall motion? 
Swinfen Hall, thank you.  

STEVE RAWLINGS – MORTON HALL: Chair, NEC, Conference. Motion 44 reads: That 
Conference mandates the NEC to seek agreement from NOMS that when a unified 
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grade takes unpaid leave for any reason that this period of time is covered by 
Payment Plus.  

Conference, this motion is a quick and simple one. When a member of staff goes on 
unpaid leave for any reason NOMS should cover that vacancy, not from working 
staff, but with Payment Plus. Currently the unpaid line is covered by rostered staff, 
therefore reducing the availability of ad hoc leave or TOIL for any other member of 
staff. Colleagues, simple that’s it, please support the motion, thank you.  

<Applause>  

JACKIE BATES – BRANCH CHAIR, BUCKLEY HALL: NEC, Conference, supporting the 
motion. I’ll just tell you a brief incident we’ve had over the last couple of weeks. We 
got a POELT from Newbold Revel, she was sent to Gartree first of all and then to 
Leeds where she booked leave because she’d actually been picked by Team GB to 
represent the country in the University World Games in Korea. She came to Buckley 
Hall and we said, ‘Oh no, you can’t go, no, no, can’t give you that leave, no.’ We 
argued that that were pre-booked leave, but she didn’t actually know, when she 
came, that she’d been picked. Team GB have been waiting for her for a week 
because she couldn’t tell ‘em if she was allowed to be released by the prison service. 
Surely to God the prison service should be proud that somebody’s been picked, 
surely, I’m sure the press would like to know, but no, ‘You can’t have it’. Right, well, 
unpaid leave, she’ll go on unpaid leave, ‘No we can’t pay her, there’s no facility to 
pay her. We can’t pay Payment Plus, no, no. What you can do is you can cover her, 
you can cover all her shifts for that week and she has to pay you back.’ So we said we 
would, some of us for nothing. No, we’re not allowed to do it for nothing, we have to 
have an XO day on the same detail. It’s a disgrace! Why can’t we cover people on PP 
when they’re prepared to do something with no pay? She should be paid anyway, 
she should be allowed to go, she should be able to represent her country, but if she’s 
prepared to go on no pay we should be able to backfill. Please support the motion.  

<Applause>  

SIMON PILKINGTON – BRANCH CHAIR, WYMOTT: Chair, NEC, in support of the 
motion. A couple of things, Payment Plus Agreement, the Payment Plus Agreement 
says it’s for shortfalls in the detail, so if that shortfall is pregnancy, unpaid leave, 
whatever that shortfall is, the NOMS Payment Plus Agreement says that’s what it’s 
for so they should be being paid. Why are we the only people in the country who 
work for nothing? Work for TOIL that you can’t get, why do we do it? Any other job 
you do extra you get paid for it. So the Payment Plus is there, we’ve already 
discussed the shortfall on the detail, the shortfalls everywhere, we’ve got Detached, 
they found the money for that, they’ve got the money for Payment Plus so that’s 
what they should be doing. So stop working for nothing, either do it for Payment 
Plus or don’t do it and stick by your guns. Support the motion, thank you.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Mike Rolfe for the NEC.  
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MIKE ROLFE – NEC: Colleagues, speaking on behalf of the Executive in support of this 
motion. As our colleagues from Morton Hall said, it’s a very simple motion for us to 
support. When a member of staff takes unpaid leave a space in the staffing post is 
created for the period of unpaid leave. The Annual Leave Allowance should be 
unaffected, but the staff available for profiled work is reduced. The employer does 
not pay the member of staff for the absence and therefore banks the money that 
would otherwise been due. It makes perfect sense for an arrangement to be 
available locally to cover the temporary staff shortfall and with a simple amendment 
to the PP Policy that would allow these absences to be covered by Payment Plus. 
Please support the motion, thank you.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN - NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Morton Hall, do you want to come back? 
Motion 44 to the vote, Conference, all those in favour please show. Those against? 
That motion is carried.  

That’s time for an afternoon break, Conference. Can I ask you to be back in your 
seats for 4:00? 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Conference, I have an 
announcement to make on behalf of John Hancock, at the close of today there is a 
Southwest and Wales branches meeting in The Victoria pub. So expect a lot of good 
business done in The Victoria pub. 

Conference I’m joined on stage by someone who needs no introduction to you, he’s 
offered fraternal greetings to us over many years, I’d go as far as to say John that 
you’re a Conference favourite. It’s the General Secretary of the POA Eire, it’s John 
Clinton.  

<Applause>  

Guest Speaker- John Clinton General Secretary POA Ireland 

JOHN CLINTON – GENERAL SECRETARY, POA IRELAND: Thank you colleagues. It’s a 
great pleasure once again to have the opportunity to come over here to the UK to 
your Conference and I will talk slowly as I was told to do so by Jackie and give 
fraternal greetings to you from the POA and the Republic of Ireland. I would like to 
thank the National Chairman PJ McParlin and your NEC for the kind invitation to 
myself and my colleagues to attend at your Conference and I would also like to thank 
Alex from the Liverpool branch for coming down to collect us yesterday at 
Manchester Airport. I always very much enjoy coming over to this Conference, 
because it’s always a week after our Conference and because we’re naturally very 
busy in the run-up to our own Conference it’s actually great to come over here and 
not be doing all the work that has to be done at a Conference. Our Conference at 
home is run very differently to way this Conference is run over here. However, it’s 
also all about the many issues that prison officers deal with on a daily basis and all 
the issues that you deal with over here. Like this our Conference is about prison 
officers, the problems that they face working in the challenging environment that 
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the Prison Service throws up and our delegates are always very interested to hear 
from your National Chairman PJ McParlin, about what is going on over here in the UK 
in the Prison Service. PJ is always very welcome at our Conference and our delegates 
always want to know about how you deal with your work in the fight to protect 
prison officers, which is a challenging task for all trade unions that represent prison 
officers across Europe.  
 
So what has been happening in Ireland since I last spoke over here? Well sadly 
colleagues from the start of this year we have had a huge increase in violence on 
prison staff. Over the past eight weeks we have had six officers stabbed, very 
seriously injured, which has been a most worrying development for us in Ireland. Of 
course this was a huge issue for us at our Conference last week, but we called on our 
Minister for greater protection for prison officers, by seeking mandatory consecutive 
sentencing for any prisoner who was found guilty of assaulting a member of staff. 
We put that proposal to our Minister in person at our Conference. However we’ll 
have to wait and see what our government does about this matter and as the saying 
goes, the proof of the pudding is in the eating.  
 
Colleagues I know having addressed your rally in the Methodist Hall in London last 
year regarding the 68 Is Too Late campaign, violence in the workplace, privatisation 
of public services in prisons and pay, that unfortunately prison officers over here in 
the UK are well used to dealing with violence in prisons, having read about 
numerous serious disturbances that have taken place in prisons across the UK 
shortly before this event took place. So you probably, unfortunately, won’t be 
shocked by our statistic of six staff members stabbed in eight weeks. However, a 
German trade union colleague that attended our Conference who walked in and 
represents staff in the German prison system was very shocked by our recent 
statistic of six staff stabbed in eight weeks. And when he learned a bit about this 
matter he spoke to me about their system and how things operate and the level of 
serious assaults that we were having, that we witnessed over an eight week period 
would probably happen in German over an eight year period. Now there’s a 
challenge for those tasked with one of our prisons, go and research how this level of 
violence towards prison staff is so different in Germany, versus what we deal with in 
Ireland and over here in the UK. Go out there and bring back some of their best 
practise to our prison systems and protect the men and women every day who get 
up, put on a uniform and go into prisons today with the most demanding and 
challenging people that the courts saw fit to put there, because we deserve no less. 
However colleagues, I won’t hold my breath on that one. If your management is of 
the same ilk as ours, then they will be more concerned about going into the safety 
and comfort of their nice, cosy offices, to plot and think of ways of how the pay and 
conditions of prison officers can be eroded further and how prisons can be kept 
running on shoestring budgets. Sadly colleagues, all you here today know this to be 
the truth.  
 
On a more positive note talks are set to commence in Ireland in earnest next week 
following some initial engagements between our government and the public service 
unions with pay restoration high on the agenda of all our public service unions. 
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Given that we have had serious attacks on our pay and conditions resulting from the 
economic crisis brought about in Ireland by our banking sector, we’re starting our 
members’ pay as a top priority. So hopefully the next time that I have the pleasure of 
addressing you here we will have regained some of the lost ground of the past 
number of years and our members will be taking home more money than they are 
today for the weeks’ work, because they very much deserve it.  
 
We will also be facing into a General Election in Ireland next year where we will 
again have all our long-established political parties going to the polls, only this time 
we have a new political party ready to join in the fray, a political party that’s 
promising to move us away from the boom and bust politics of the past. However, 
unfortunately for people like you and me here today that represent workers, this 
move away from the boom and the bust cycle, no political party doesn’t want to give 
anything to workers either, they in fact want to keep us further down the food chain 
than our established parties do. So nothing much has changed since the birth of our 
trade union movement and now more than ever trade unions are obviously still 
required. For your commitment to your branches, to your union and to your trade 
union movement, I would like to thank you, because without you, the grass roots, 
we would never be able to keep going.  
Normally when I write out an address I would have something down about Europe 
and the work we do in Europe. I didn’t do that this year, because some things are 
better coming from the heart and I was aware of motion no. 1 to your Conference, 
with regard to your rules and being an associate of EUROFEDOP. We don’t have any 
such rule in our constitution, there’s no need for such rules in a constitution, but 
every union operates in a different way. In my view while a country’s a member of 
the EU the necessity for a trade union to be involved in Europe is immense. 
Obviously the issue of the UK and the EU will be dealt with by the people here next 
year, but I would always say and I think I’m correct in saying that if a country is in the 
EU then the trade unions of that country have to work within the EU to get what’s 
best for their members through the EU. I heard Mick from Risley speak yesterday 
here on the Working Time Directive. Every good piece of employment legislation 
that we have in the Republic of Ireland came about through EU directives, enhancing 
my point on what I’m saying about being a member of a European affiliate.  
 
Our police force at home last year got a landmark decision on trade union rights 
through the European Committee of Social Justice, that’s also a huge issue for 
people over here and I know it’s very important to all of you. Our defence force 
personnel  shortly to do something similar and I’d be very confident in saying that 
they will get something to improve their trade union rights and the rights to 
collective bargaining. We had always a great bond with the POA over here working 
through Europe, I hope that bond continues, regardless of your decision with regard 
to renewal, I would hope that the POA over here in the UK stay within the European 
family that we are in. I think when you do look at the options that are available out 
there in Europe, I think you will see that the Trades Council that we’re involved in 
through EUROFEDOP and CESI the professional Trades Council that represents prison 
officers actually will offer the best option, but that’s a matter for yourselves and I 
would hope that you would give it all the consideration that its worth.  
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To conclude colleagues I’d like to thank PJ again for his kind invitation to come over 
here, I always enjoy it and it’s always a pleasure to address people that represent 
prison officers and prison staff. I’d also like to thank Jamie Baker and his colleagues 
from Grantham Prison for assisting us last year with our visit there, they were most 
hospitable, it was really a beneficial visit, we learned an awful lot from it, the work 
you do is most interesting and very informative. And again for the opportunity to be 
here today colleagues, thank you very much.  
 
<Applause>  
 
PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you for those fraternal greetings John 
and we do work very closely together with you and we do cooperate and exchange 
information and policies, and on occasion we agree to disagree and that’s the sign of 
a strong friendship that goes forward, when you can agree on occasion to disagree. 
And as motion 1 says, we will affiliate to relevant bodies and Conference will decide 
what we do.  
 
We move on Conference, to motion 46, Morton Hall. Sorry, my apologies, 45, 
Morton Hall. Do we have a seconder for the Morton Hall motion? Swinfen Hall, 
thank you.  
 
MOTION 45. 
Conference mandate the NEC to establish from NOMS a maximum percentage of red 
hours staff are scheduled to work. 
MORTON HALL  
 
KAREN WHITE – MORTON HALL: Chair, NEC, Conference, motion 45 reads: 
Conference mandates the NEC to establish from NOMS a maximum percentage of 
red hours staff are scheduled to work. After 2017 those staff working in jobs that are 
not subject to unsociable hours are no longer guaranteed to receive the 17% 
unsociable hours’ payment. Any member of staff on a Fair & Sustainable contract has 
their salary split into two, one part being their substantive salary and the other part 
being the 17% unsociable hours shift allowance.  
 
Recently a member of staff on the new terms and conditions applied for a mortgage. 
NOMS refused to confirm to the mortgage lender that the unsociable hours’ element 
of the salary would continue to be paid for the long-term. Surely Conference this 
could evidence that NOMS are considering removing the unsociable hours payment 
if they so wish? The Prison Service now adapts a core working day, so Conference 
consider this motion from two different perspectives: Option a) NOMS move the 
15% of staff on new terms and conditions to jobs that do not attract unsociable 
hours, thus reducing their salary by 17%, or option b) NOMS move the 85% of staff 
on closed grades to jobs that do not attract unsociable hours, thus reducing your 
salary by 17%. If one of these options is adopted the other group will then be 
responsible for carrying out all of the red hours increasing the percentage of red 
hours worked. Following a recent visit by Michael Spurr to Morton Hall he was asked 
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will NOMS ever cap the amount of red hours staff are expected to work? He laughed 
and said, ‘Never.’ In order to protect all our members we need to act now and 
introduce a cap on the percentage of red hours worked. Colleagues I ask you to 
support this motion.  
 
<Applause>  
 
CRAIG ROBSON – BRANCH SECRETARY, DURHAM: Colleagues, asking you to reject 
the motion, I think it’s a dangerous motion. As soon as you start talking about red 
hours and a maximum they’re going to come back and ask about the minimum red 
hours and then they will start taking money off you and once they’ve got a group of 
staff who work permanent nights if you have a maximum amount of red hours, does 
that mean they can’t do permanent nights anymore? Reject this motion, it’s too 
dangerous.  
 
PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Glyn Travis for the NEC.  
 
GLYN TRAVIS – ASSISTANT SECRETARY, NEC: Chair, NEC, Conference, the Executive 
urge rejection of this motion, completely agree with every single point that Morton 
Hall have raised, but the fear factor colleagues, is the impact that this will have, 
firstly red hours and green hours, if you go back in the history they were changed 
when they brought in Fair & Sustainable, they brought in unsocial hours and there is 
an average of between 20 and 30%. We have raised with the Pay Review Body the 
fact that when we went out and surveyed our members some establishments were 
working 46% red hours in the old speak, because the code A changed and went from 
7/7 to adopt non-operational staff. And the impact is the fact that if we go in there 
and start to talk about what is the maximum? For UNITE workers, they’re all unsocial 
hours, so is that going to be the template that’s saying you’ve got 7 on, 7 off for your 
nights, so it’s 77 hours of unsocial hours, that’s the maximum that you can, it’s 100%. 
There is a danger about the minimum, because if you work any unsocial hours 
whether it’s 1 minute or 1 hour in a profile shift pattern, you qualify for the 17%, so 
the minima and maxima of the unsocial hours if we’re going to start to talk about 
what’s the maximum, we’re entering into a position where we do not want to 
change, because once we say we want to talk about it, they already know that in 
some establishments, it’s at 46%, so the starting position colleagues, is going to be a 
50% maximum. Now we don’t have to negotiate on it, Fair & Sustainable is a 
collective agreement, therefore, they can’t change it without our agreement. So to 
even talk to them about this is fraught with danger. What we need to do colleagues 
is to address this at local level. Where there is an excessive use of unsocial hours 
being built into shift patterns, use the Working Time Directive. We’ve got motions 
that are passed by Risley that says you should be looking at the Working Time 
Directive. You should be addressing the issues of how many late shifts they do and 
what compensatory rest is available.  
 
So we urge you Conference to reject this motion, the spirit of it is absolutely right, 
but it is fraught with danger if we go to NOMS and say we want to start to talk to you 
on it, because we are changing the collective agreement. The issues that Morton Hall 
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have raised are perfect and they are the points that you should use at local level if 
your unsocial hours are excessive. Please reject, thank you.  
 
PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Morton Hall to come back? 
 

KAREN WHITE – MORTON HALL: Unfortunately, I don’t work in a prison, so 
therefore I’m not part of the core working day, I am one of those establishments 
that has to work 47% red hours. This government as we’ve all been told is due to 
make austerity cuts against us all, they’ll do that in whichever way. 17% unsociable 
hours pay is paid into our wage packet, whether you work a minute, whether you’re 
permanent nights, whichever you work. They will remove it from you. The current 
government is more for less, please support the motion.  
 
<Applause>  
 
PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Conference, motion 45 goes to 
the vote, all those in favour of motion 45 please show. Those against? That motion 
falls. 46 Risley, have we a seconder for the Risley motion? Liverpool, thank you.  
 
MOTION 46. 
That the NEC negotiates a national protocol for key trakka biometrics and challenge 
the use of those systems being used for housekeeping purposes. 
RISLEY 
 
MIKE PIMBLETT – BRANCH CHAIR, RISLEY: The motion reads that the NEC negotiate 
a national protocol for key tracker biometrics and challenge the use of these systems 
being used for timekeeping purposes. Colleagues, it’s noticed that on 26th February 
this year that the NEC have already raised this issue at an Operations Whitley 
Meeting, so it appears that this issue has been addressed. In this meeting of 26th 
February Phil Copple stated that they key tracker should not be used as a catalyst for 
an investigation. It’s a pity he’s not told this government the same thing. I’m sure 
that by now a lot of branches have had the key tracker installed at their 
establishments. Basically key tracker is a biometric verification system that uses a 
fingerprint to verify that a person seeking to access a prison is authorised to do so. In 
December 2014 a number of staff at my establishment received letters threatening 
them with poor performance due to issues highlighted by key tracker. When key 
tracker was introduced in 2012 a notice to staff was issued which stated that key 
tracker would be used to verify and issue staff with a set of keys relevant to their 
grade with no mention of time keeping or monitoring. By issuing these letters we 
believe that the governor is contravening the Data Protection Act as he has not been 
clear from the outset how he intended to use data from key tracker and he has 
allowed function creep to occur and he has used data differently from the purpose 
that he originally intended it for. We believe he has therefore exercised his powers 
inappropriately. Principle 3 of the Data Protection Act states that you should not 
hold data on the off chance that it might be useful in the future. I believe the action 
of trawling over a number of weeks for individual information is not appropriate or 
fair as nobody was ever under investigation. Finally principle 4 of the Data Protection 
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Act states that data should be up-to-date, which is not the case at our place, because 
the time recorded on the key tracker varied from cabinet to cabinet. This was 
identified and later calibrated after the issue of letters to staff. Although this is a 
reasonable step it still impacted on staff and depending on what key tracker you 
used, determined whether you would receive a letter or not.  
 
As previously stated it looks like the NEC are already progressing this issue and I 
applaud them for that. I would just ask that they ensure that NOMS play by the rules 
and challenge them legally if they don’t intend to. Please support the motion.  
 
<Applause>  
 
GERRY LENNON – BRANCH SECRETARY, FULL SUTTON: Speaking in support of the 
motion. Technology has come into our job more and more over the years and has 
improved security across the Prison Estate in various ways. It’s there for security the 
key tracker system and that’s undoubtedly a good thing, what it’s not there for is to 
conduct routine surveillance on professional men and women who are an equal if 
not more important part of that security. It’s there to make sure that when you 
come into the prison the right person gets into the prison, in our case we have a 
biometric turnstile for entrance and one for the keys, and also to make sure you get 
appropriate keys. As I say there’s positive usage for it. Unfortunately I’ve come 
across a couple of occasions where managers have decided to introduce 
frighteningly irrelevant data from the system to attempt to paint a member of staff 
in an unfavourable light, including in a capability hearing, which they tried to turn 
into a disciplinary. When I checked our key tracking system at that time the key safes 
were on average about 20 seconds either way, but on average about 8 minutes fast 
according to real time and the turnstile for the entrance to the prison was 4 minutes 
slow. There’s no protocol there for who checked it, calibrates it or whatever and I 
believe have been given to us to understand that nobody actually knows how to 
calibrate the time on it.  

Now data from the system can be useful, it could in the right circumstances save 
lives if you want to know who’s actually in the prison, but it’s got to be used 
responsibly and we need to agree with the employer exactly what that means. I’m 
glad that the NEC look as if they’re progressing this, please support the motion.  

<Applause> 

RICHARD KNOX – BRANCH SECRETARY, PARKHURST: Chair, NEC, Conference, 
speaking against the motion funnily enough. We’ve just had tracker installed on the 
island and it will be in use shortly. Myself and the Chairman refused to give our 
fingerprints, because as I understand it the only people that can demand your 
fingerprints are the police if you have committed a criminal offence or they believe 
you have committed a criminal offence. It’s also my belief that in law any company 
can introduce new policy to protect the integrity of their systems and discipline 
anyone who doesn’t follow that policy. At present NOMS has no policy so what 
they’ve said to us is that because there’s no PS or PSI or policy on it, they can’t do 
anything and we’ll have to sign for our keys. Please reject the motion.  
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SEAN FARRELL – RAMPTON: Chair, NEC, Conference, just to say that there are 
similarities with us again in this type of system. We have this system fitted at our 
establishment and I have had to represent members who the system have said are 
not inside when they should be inside and vice versa and I can tell you when the 
system says your member’s been inside for three minutes and they’re facing 
discipline for not being at work when they should have been at work, it’s very lucky 
that on that particular occasion there was a manager who actually stated the 
member was at a meeting with them inside the establishment at one of the days 
where the system said they weren’t inside. So it can be a good system, but it does 
have its faults and in the purposes of what this motion’s talking about using it for 
housekeeping purposes, which I guess includes timekeeping, I would say it’s not 
efficient, it’s not a reliable system and that then puts our members facing potential 
disciplinaries and I would ask you to support the motion.  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Jackie Marshall for the NEC.  
 
JACKIE MARSHALL – NEC: Chair, Conference, speaking in support of the motion. 
Conference as Mick says through the Operations Whitley chaired by Phil Copple we 
have raised this many times. We need a policy. Governors are using it to initiate 
investigations, even though Phil Copple says they can’t use it to initiate an 
investigation, but they can use it as supplementary evidence. It shouldn’t be used at 
all for all the reasons Mick has raised. We have told them we need a policy and they 
have assured us it’s in the process of producing one. It’s already on the next NEC 
agenda and we are pursuing it. Please support the motion.  
 
PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Jackie, Risley to come back? All 
those in favour of motion 46 please show. Those against? That motion is carried.  
 
We’re joined on stage Conference by Tam Adams who will speak on behalf of the 
Honorary Life Members. Tam will be more than capable of speaking for himself, but I 
would just let you into this little snippet, he’s been an Honorary Life Member for 28-
and-a-half years, he’s had his money out of that pension and hopefully for many 
years to come. Tam, I’d invite you to go to the rostrum and address Conference.  
 
<Applause>  
 
Address by Tam Adams Honorary Life Member 
 
TAM ADAMS – HONORARY LIFE MEMBER: Mr Chairman, NEC members, delegates 
on the floor, the Honorary Life Members at the back and invited guests, I’ve been 
asked to say a few words on behalf of the Honorary Life Members. And it’s always a 
pleasure to come to Conference and it’s even a greater pleasure when you get to 
stand up here and say thank you.  
 
My career in the Prison Service started 55 years ago, just over, and I started at 
Craiginches in Aberdeen, which has just recently, in fact, it might be not quite 
demolished yet, but it’s in the process. I attended a course at Edinburgh University 
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for physical training to become a PTI and for my worth I was sent to Noranside in 
1963 as a PTI. It was a brand new establishment, an open borstal, and I was there for 
three years and of course we’ve had to form a new branch, and I took on the job as 
Branch Secretary and that’s where I started my career representing the members. I 
didn’t like Noranside, I hated it, I hated the borstal system and I was at Conference, I 
think it was 1966 in March and George Athey who was the establishment officer in 
Edinburgh, and he was known as Little George, he was this height, he attended all 
the Conferences and took notes. I said, ‘Listen George, when am I getting a bloody 
transfer?’ Well that was in March, I was in Barlinnie in June. And after four years at 
Barlinnie I was transferred up to Peterhead and two years later, on promotion to 
Senior Officer, I was sent down to Low Moss, which as you know is another 
establishment which is no longer there, it was an Air Force… air barrage balloon 
during the War, RAF, has since been demolished and rebuilt. I forgot to tell you 
Noranside has also finished, it finished about two or three years ago, it was closed.  
 
Now as I say I was a couple of years at Low Moss and I was put back to Peterhead on 
promotion to Principal Officer. Peterhead as you know has not been demolished, 
they cannot get rid of the granite, it’s too thick, but an oil company has taken over 
the old gaol, and Grampian YO has been taken in its place, built within the grounds 
of the old Peterhead gaol. As I say, I retired in January 1988 and thankful to 
substation, I retired with a Chief Officer’s pension. So George Osborne hates me!  
 
<Laughter>  
 
In 1970 I was elected onto the Scottish Executive Committee and served for two 
terms of three years and back again in 1980. In the interim period I was also Branch 
Secretary at Peterhead for a short time. My first English Conference was at Margate, 
I’m up in the North of Scotland and Margate’s away down the Southeast of England, 
so I left Peterhead, picked John Renton up on the Borders and the better part of two 
days we arrived at Margate. I also attended Conference at Blackpool and at that time 
the English Conference moved around and I was at Blackpool, one Conference, 
Brighton at another. And during my service as I said, I was Branch Secretary at 
Noranside, a member of the Barlinnie Committee and, as I was not on the NEC. 
 
I’ll just relate a couple of stories that happened during my service. At Noranside, 
New Year’s morning, crispy air, I decided, ‘I’ll go on duty with my kilt and Harris 
tweed jacket.’ However, when I got there at six o’clock the POA says, ‘You’re very 
smart Mr Adams, but I don’t think you should be wearing that on duty.’ So I duly 
went to him at eight o’clock for my breakfast and shifted into my civvies, jacket and 
flannels. The second thing I’m going to tell you was at Peterhead and I was the 
Principal Officer in charge of an escort taking two category A prisoners up to the 
cages in Inverness. The usual practice was Grampian Police escorted us as far as 
Portsoy, which is a small town in the Northeast of Scotland, where we used to stop 
for a toilet stop and Highland Police took over from there. However this day, went in, 
five minutes, ten minutes, quarter of an hour, no sign of Highland Police. Half an 
hour went by, so the police, they got on their radio and the word came back from 
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the Highland escort, ‘Oh, we’re right behind you.’ Now they were right behind a blue 
van, but it was full of painters!  
 
<Laughter>  
 
So we eventually made it to Inverness and handed over the two cat As. Again at 
Peterhead, I was a PO in charge of a hall and in the morning AG came round on his 
wee visit. I was sitting in my office, which is just a prison cell and he looked in and he 
says, ‘Mr Adams, if I was an officer I wouldn’t give you my tally key to lie on your 
desk.’ I said, ‘Jim, if you were an officer, I wouldn’t give you a bloody key!’  
 
<Laughter>  
 
So he toddled on his way. And as I said earlier in January ’88 - and I’m now halfway 
through my 28th year, halfway through my 29th year actually - at that time the 
Scottish Conferences were held at Falkirk, Perth, Inverness, Glasgow, Barlinnie and 
Edinburgh and there was a local committee formed which raised funds to afford the 
Conference. It so happened in 1988 it was Peterhead’s turn and although I retired in 
the January, I carried on chairing the Conference Committee until the March 
Conference. This was always the highlight of the Scottish Prison Service. The ladies 
would all dress up in their ball gowns, the men, kilt and Charlie jackets, quite a big 
smattering and the rest in dinner suits, bowties. There was no jeans and T-shirts in 
them days!  
 
When I left the Prison Service I got a job in a local community hospital as a sort of 
handyman for my last 10 years of my work and my first job in the morning was into 
the kitchen, a pint mug of tea, a slice of toast and out to the boiler house to read my 
paper. And one of my duties was to shave a man who was not able to shave or too ill 
to shave. Anyhow this morning old Jimmy, I’d shaved him as usual, and I said to the 
nurse, ‘Jimmy’s awful quiet this morning.’ The nurse said, ‘Eye, he died half an hour 
ago!’  
 
<Laughter>  
 
Can I draw your attention to the page of Gatelodge, April, May, it makes dreadful, 
dreadful reading. 4,000 assaults on prison staff, 40% increased serious assault, a 
Prison Service failing to meet any health and safety executive criteria. Also, I don’t 
know if this is possible, but us oldies sitting at the back, we’ve half a job 
understanding some of the abbreviations, like PSOs, PSIs, ACH, TSF, etc. It would be 
handy, certainly for me and I ken Bill Stevens the same, we do not understand what 
all these abbreviations mean, so a week glossary in the front of the Conference 
agenda would certainly help us a long way to know what you’re talking about! 
 
<Laughter>  
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Also in the magazine, where’s the Dumfries branch delegate, where is he? I would 
just say congratulations, because you’re the most consistent branch that puts 
jottings in the Gatelodge, thank you for that.  

<Applause>  

Finally, on behalf of the Honourable Life Members, thanks for the invitation and I 
hope you have a successful and fruitful Conference for the rest of the two days. I 
finish with these six words, ‘We had the best of it.’ Thank you.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Tam, don’t worry about the abbreviations, 
the Executive still gets confused on occasion, I have to tell you, but thank you very 
much Tam on behalf of Conference for sharing your reminiscences of a long and 
varied career and as you say, keep upsetting George Osborne. Thank you Tam.  
 
<Applause>  
 
Conference, which brings us back to the Agenda proper, 47, which is a debate, no 
seconder required. 
 
MOTION 47. 
Conference debate the term MSL (Minimum Staffing Levels) within Bulletin 8, and 
compare this to the term MSL used in the RMP (Regime Management Plan), this to 
establish what tasks are in scope of the terms. 
SWALESIDE 
 
DAVE TODD – BRANCH SECRETARY, SWALESIDE: Chair, NEC, Conference, the motion 
reads: Conference debate the term MSL, Minimum Staffing Level within Bulletin 8 
and compare this to MSL used in the RMP Regime Management Plan. This is to 
establish what tasks are in scope of the terms.  
 
Conference this debate has been brought to you by the Swaleside branch due to 
disagreements we have with the local management which has now been escalated 
to a dispute in line with PSO 8525. Colleagues MSLs should be set which allow the 
prisoner to be unlocked and play pool, cook food, should MSLs be at a level that 
moves prisoners into workshops, education and the gym? The Swaleside branch do 
not support this interpretation. We have local agreements presently that do not 
allow management to order staff to extend to unlock prisoners to associate with 
each other or to go to the gym or workshops. The Swaleside branch absolutely do 
agree with MSLs in the right context, the management’s interpretation, however, is 
in conflict with our branch’s opinion. Is it right our members are kept away from 
their families to allow a prisoner to have time out of their cell? The management’s 
motive for this is they believe due to the still chronic staffing shortfalls, setting the 
MSLs at the elevated state will allow predictability and stability for the prisoner 
population.  
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Our branch feel that this is conflict with the principles of Bulletin 8. Surely time out 
of cells to attend the gym is a flexible task that can be dropped? Unfortunately our 
management and DDC do not agree, they feel that it is acceptable to order members 
to extend under the terms of Bulletin 8, to maintain MSLs. Conference please join 
the debate.  
 
PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Swaleside. Mike Rolfe to join the 
debate.  
 
MIKE ROLFE – NEC: Responding to the debate on behalf of the Executive. We thank 
Swaleside for bringing this debate. We think that MSLs are an important issue for 
each and every one of you out there and maintain that we should never, ever put 
MSLs together that we’re not happy with. The purpose of the RMP was to maintain 
the fundamental protection that is in Bulletin 8 in line with setting your MSLs and 
that fundamental part is written within the RMP document and it says, ‘In the 
interests of staff and inmate safety, security and control, minimum staffing levels 
should be set by governors in consultation with regional directors after discussion 
with the local branch of the POA.’  
 
That hasn’t changed from Bulletin 8 going into the RMP and we fully believe that the 
RMP is a document that allows you to work with your governors constructively to 
build the best regime that you think; within that parameter you set MSLs. Swaleside 
branch have raised a very valid issue, they’ve entered into consultation with their 
local governors and they’ve disagreed and they’ve reached a point where they’ve 
had to go to a Failure To Agree. It is important that each and every one of us involves 
ourself in the process when we’re setting MSLs, because it has a vast impact on our 
staff and none of us wants to be in that position where staff are being ordered to 
come in to maintain MSLs for things that we don’t think are important to the prison 
regime. But it is important that you work with your governors locally to come to a 
position where you do think that staff safety, security and control is going to be 
sustainable within MSLs. So as we say, we thank Swaleside for bringing this motion 
and raising some very valid points there.  
 
We’d also like to just say that following the adoption of the agreement 2015 that 
branches are now out there working on RMPs, and we’ve given NOMS ‘til July to sort 
these out, this is your opportunity to make sure that those safe systems and work 
and risk assessments are fully reviewed and then your MSLs are set at safe levels for 
your staff working out there. No one wants to be sending out staff working and 
trying to make propping up the regime with not enough staff there, so it’s important 
that you get this right.  
 
Thank you very much for the debate Swaleside.  
 
<Applause>  
 
PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Swaleside for the debate. We 
move onto 48, an NEC motion, and Stoke Heath have asked that they second it. I 
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would have to say Morton Hall we don’t actually have points of clarification, we have 
points of order.  
 
NEIL ROBINSON – MORTON HALL: I’m just reading the report from 2012 when you 
said we had points of clarification. Sorry, motion 48, is it intentionally exclusive of 
the IRC estate or is it a mistake and can we also have points of clarification or points 
of order on motions 49, 52, 55 and 61? 
 
PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Can you give those numbers again, please? 
 
NEIL ROBINSON – MORTON HALL: 49, 52, 55 and 61.  
PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Are the points that you’re raising, are they 
inclusive or exclusive are you saying, does it cover the whole of the membership, is 
that what you’re asking on all of those motions? OK. I would suggest to you Morton 
Hall that 48 certainly does and as we go along through the motions I’ll expect the 
NEC speaker and perhaps the mover of those motions to clarify that and then you’d 
have the opportunity to come to the rostrum and support or oppose on what you’ve 
heard. So 48 an NEC motion, Stoke Heath to second.  
 
MOTION 48. 
Conference accept that POA members Health and Safety is currently being placed at 
risk during planned interventions when dealing with violent offenders. Conference 
mandate the NEC to engage with NOMS and other employers to introduce the use of 
Tasers or suitable alternatives to minimise the risk of injury to our members in these 
situations. 
NEC 
 
TERRY FULLERTON – NEC: Speaking on motion 48, Conference, it’s now 2015 and 
NOMS still expect our members to don boiler suits, helmets, gloves, shin guards, 
elbow pads, pick up a shield and pile into a cramped prison cell to try and remove in 
a planned removal, an armed prisoner, a violent prisoner with all the inherent risks 
that that poses to our members. A and it’s 2015 colleagues, there’s all sorts of 
technological advancements been made that we could use as an association to 
protect our members, stop our staff being injured when they do this, stop them 
losing their jobs, because they’re being targeted under the policy that we’ve 
discussed in previous motions on capabilities when they are injured, hurting their 
backs, hurting their shoulders and everything else, when they pile into these prison 
cells on behalf of the employer. Because that’s what you’re doing it for, on behalf of 
the employer, and the employer doesn’t protect you when you’ve been injured 
doing this. So we believe that this motion is achievable.  
 
And I’ll just clarify it. This is not in any way saying that we want to give every prison 
officer a taser, because we can all see the inherent danger that that would cause if 
you gave every prison officer a taser. And just picture the scene when the orderly 
officer has to go up to B wing, because workshop movement is an hour late and he 
gets into central office and there’s three screws twitching on the floor and Officer 
Clint Eastwood’s practising his quick draw at the back of the office. So that’s not 
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what we’re asking, but we are asking that NOMS address the situation that’s not 
acceptable and putting our members at risk by going into planned cell removals with 
armed and violent prisoners when we could be outside of the cell, open the cell flap 
and say, ‘Listen bonny lad, if you don’t calm down, put the weapon down, put your 
hands on the back wall, you’re going to get a few thousand volts fired at you.’ That’s 
what we should be doing, we shouldn’t be sending staff in there. Please support the 
motion.  
 
<Applause>  
 
LEE ALLEN – BRANCH SECRETARY, STOKE HEATH: Chair, NEC, Conference, I’m here 
to support the motion that’s been brought today in front of us by the NEC. It’s 
painfully clear to me and my members and everybody in this room that we and our 
members are being injured, quite rightly as Terry said going into cramped, small cells 
with the most refractory prisoners and dangerous prisoners, most of which are now 
on this mamba, most of which are drunk and they can’t even control themselves. Yet 
our lovely employers, NOMS and the government think it’s perfectly acceptable not 
to give our members all the equipment available to us to make our members safe. I 
think it’s appalling, absolutely appalling in this current climate, 21st century with all 
the equipment that we’ve got available.  
 
I did a bit of research on the internet prior to coming today and a recent report from 
America where they have just implemented in Michigan all state prisons, all their 
teams that go into any what we would call tornadoes or planned interventions, are 
issued with tasers and in a six-month period there was a drop of 63% of injuries to 
staff. 63%. And as we pointed out yesterday by our learned colleagues from Wymott, 
if our staff get injured and go off sick, what do they have to look forward to? Support 
meetings. Please support this motion.  
 
<Applause>  
 
GERRY LENNON – BRANCH SECRETARY, FULL SUTTON: Chair, NEC, Conference, 
speaking in support of the motion, with a slight query that I hope Terry can clear up 
for me. We brought a motion in 2008 to Conference, no. 96 of ’08, that the NEC 
negotiates the issuing of an incapacitation device for use during planned cell 
removals. This was carried by Conference, we didn’t hear anything else, so we asked 
for a report back at Conference 2010, which I don’t believe we received either. Is 
there a reason for coming back with basically the same motion again?  
 
Having said that I fully support the motion, because as said before technology… let’s 
use it if it’s there, it’s a no-brainer this one, it makes it safer for our colleagues, it 
means that the employer’s not going to have to run so many investigations with 
complaints made about brutality and then thrown out, it’s going to make it easier for 
the employer because he won’t have staff injured and taking time off work and it 
can’t be said that it’s unsafe for the prisoner or the offender, should I say, because 
he’s got the option all the way up until it’s used, to comply with instructions given. 
So no-brainer really, support the motion please.  
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<Applause>  
 
CRAIG ROBSON – BRANCH SECRETARY, DURHAM: In support of the motion and I’ll 
probably withdraw my motion 53 in favour of it, because it covers that as well. This 
motion here can be used for people on netting, we had a massive spate of people on 
netting last year. Just to give you a little insight, if somebody goes on netting 
presently at Durham, as happened to me just before Christmas and it’s like a gift 
horse, he had his hands on the railings, so I went up got his hands, put the locks on, 
dragged him off the railings. They were going to investigate us, because you’re not 
supposed to take them off the netting, in case they injure themselves. So this would 
alleviate this.  
 
Further on though, spice, we have problems with that. I’ve dealt with two recently 
and I’ve seen another one, in fact I was in the segregation unit the other day where 
he’d had spice over a week ago and it was still affecting him, because he was taking 
anti-psychotics as well. He tried to eat a mattress, I think, he went on dirty protest 
and he ate a mattress. I don’t know what the hell he was doing. I had him out of the 
cell, cleaned up, back in again and he started again and this was five days after the 
incident with spice. The other incidents I’ve seen is, I had a prisoner run round the 
wing, shouting the wing was his, naked, we got him in the cell, didn’t C&R him, I 
knew the prisoner, he was in early 30’s, he was totally dry, but his head was… you 
would think there was a tap on his head, the water was pouring out. The nurses 
were there and they took his blood pressure, 185 over 125 and a pulse of 122. If 
anything had been wrong with him inside, a blood vessel had burst and we’d done 
C&R on him, we would have been looking at manslaughter charges.  
Another case was a lad, eight stone, dripping wet through, a tiny, little lad. There 
was five staff in the cell with him, we eventually got him on the floor, I was sitting on 
his back, somebody was on his backside, three on his legs, two on his arms and he 
bench pressed with it. This stuff is pretty devastating. I would give it to Olympic 
athletes me, because they’d be throwing discus out of the stadium! Honestly, it’s 
naughty stuff, we don’t know what it is and I’ll be honest with you, I don’t think 
NOMS can have an actual plan to deal with it, so this is the best thing we’re going to 
have. Because I think Bristol brought something out, sent out to branch secretaries 
the other week, you get a bucket of sand and bury your head in it, because that’s the 
only plan they can have.  
 
So please support this motion, because it’s the closest thing and it’s going to protect 
you and your members.  
 
<Applause>  
 
PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Terry Fullerton to come back? 
 
TERRY FULLERTON – NEC: Yes Chair, I’ll just respond to the point Gerry made from 
Full Sutton with regard to the motion he clarified there. Through the Use of Force 
Committee we were trying to progress that motion that Full Sutton brought to 
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Conference in 2010. We have to talk to our colleagues in NTRG, because they’re the 
people who normally would be trying to source whatever technological 
advancements are out there in order to assist us. It’s taken quite a while, it’s no 
different to the stab vests and everything else that we’ve been pursuing, it takes 
quite a while for it to be able to source something and then for them to say, ‘That’s 
the one, that’s what we should be using.’  
 
Now I know NTRG are in favour of going forward with the taser model, which is why 
the NEC brought this to Conference this time, so we can actually use a two-pronged 
attack to NOMS who I know will come back and say the cost and everything else is 
prohibitive and won’t want to introduce it, but if we’ve got our NTRG colleagues on 
board it will give us a better option. So that’s the explanation.  
 
PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Terry. 48 to the vote, all those in 
favour, please show. All those against? That’s carried.  
 
I do realise that we have a lot of new delegates here but Standing Orders asked me 
to point out that it’s only the two delegates representing the branches who should 
speak on motions, it’s not observers. We wouldn’t want to see a situation where we 
had three or four from the one branch getting up to speak on motions. I’ll just leave 
that hanging there.  
 
49, Holme House, is there a seconder? Bullingdon, thank you.  
 
MOTION 49. 
In light of the unacceptable increase in assaults upon our members and the increased 
use of legal high narcotics and prisoners under the influence of alcohol that the NEC 
demand each prison has a central store of pepper spray that where appropriate can 
be deployed and used by trained officers to subdue prisoners prior to a C&R 
intervention. 
HOLME HOUSE 
 
ANDY BAXTER – HOLME HOUSE: Chair, NEC, Conference, in danger of repeating 
what we’ve just heard, I’m going to still go ahead with the motion, I was considering 
withdrawing, but there are some differences between pepper spray, where you can 
use pepper spray, where you can use tasers, things like that, so I’d like the motion to 
still be heard. Spice, black mamba, K2, clockwork orange, to give them the correct 
names, new psycho-active substances, we’ve all experienced the outcome of a 
prisoner under the influence of these chemically engineered substances. Your 
experience may be that of an unexplained collapse of a prisoner or like us, a prisoner 
that feels invincible. He comes out onto the landing with a table leg in his hand and 
he wants to take on the very thin line of law and order that’s left in our prisons. 
We’re poorly equipped, our employers have left us to deal with these new psych-
active substances, the chemical engineers seem to be able to outsmart the 
traditional drug tests and up until now they’ve even outsmarted our four-legged, 
canine colleagues. The most alarming developments are that in more and more 
incidents our C&R techniques that rely on pain compliance, they even seem to be 
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failing us. I’m going to read out virtually the same thing as Craig said, we’re seeing 
very slight prisoners, 11-stone guys under the influence of the substance, they’re 
putting up such a fight, they’re fighting way above their weight. The tools that we’ve 
got, C&R, pain compliance, they just don’t feel the pain, they don’t feel the pain. It’s 
costing us to move a prisoner that wasn’t on the psych-active substances, you could 
get away with a three-man team with a couple of reliefs, you’re now needing nine 
staff to get him off the house block, down to the seg.  
 
I fully support the NEC’s motion prior to this one for the issue of tasers, but I feel 
that we need to have other weapons in our armoury. Holme House are asking that 
we’re given a supply of pepper spray, similar to pepper sprays issued to our police 
colleagues. We’ve asked for a central store as opposed to an individual issue and 
we’ve suggested that the central store is taken out to all incidents, perhaps by OSG 
1or even issued to OSG 1 and that the orderly officer is trained in the use of pepper 
spray and the decision on when it’s appropriate to use the spray lies with OSG 1. 
There are less of us, our control’s slipping, we’re losing the battle against these 
horrible substances, our employer needs to give us the tools to maintain order. 
Please support the motion.  
 
<Applause>  
 
PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Mike Rolfe for the NEC.  
 
MIKE ROLFE – NEC: Thank you Chair. Colleagues, speaking in support of this motion 
with a small qualification, that it extends out to obviously our IRC colleagues and also 
the Special Hospitals, which wasn’t mentioned in the motion. This is a serious issue 
colleagues, legal highs, spice, black mamba, the other terms that Andy’s come out 
with and illicit alcohol are creating major issues for staff up and down the country. At 
my own establishment I’ve personally witnessed prisoners clearly under the 
influence, day in, day out. There are no tests available that reveal the use of legal 
highs and the tests that are available cost too much. Another problem with the drugs 
are that the chemical composition can be changed and tests become ineffective.  
 
In the last year at my establishment alone we have had a senior officer that was 
seriously beaten by a prisoner, he’s now looking at being medically retired. He was 
knocked unconscious by a lifer and whilst unconscious the prisoner continually 
punched him, all for the fact of trying to do his job. It was only through the bravery 
of staff using batons on the prisoner that this SO was not murdered. He now has 
memory loss, confusion and the attack has left its mark on this man for the rest of 
his life. In a separate incident we had a prisoner assault three members of staff, 
another SO in restraining the prisoner, broke his leg. Next door at Swaleside a 
prisoner was spiked with a cigarette that was laced with this spice, black mamba. 
After the effects took over him, he decided to jump from the threes and he didn’t try 
and break his fall and he landed face first onto the netting, which caused some 
serious injuries.  
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I’m informed today by the Rochester branch that they had a death in custody 
yesterday and that that death in custody is being attributed to the use of legal highs. 
There’s many other instances that haven’t been determined through the Coroners’ 
Court yet that may reveal that legal highs were the cause as well, deaths in our 
prisons of prisoners, so this isn’t just a problem for us and the assaults that we’re 
facing, it’s also a problem for prisoners. These drugs, as been mentioned, give 
heightened strength and allow them to perform physically for much longer. We have 
had instances at my gaol where prisoners have been placed under restraint and an 
hour later they’re still fighting at 100%.  
 
On top of the legal highs and we’ve said a lot about legal highs during this motion, 
there’s the age-old problem of alcohol, hooch, brewed illegally on the wings. With 
the reduced resources, searching and daily cell checks, the old AFCs, LBBs, whatever 
you call them, are not being done. That’s putting our members at risk. This NEC fully 
endorse measures that support our staff in both the public and private sector and 
we must congratulate Holme House branch on the wording of this motion as it does 
not distinguish between public and private, nor does it talk about male or female or 
indeed opened or closed Estate and although not mentioning the IRCs and Special 
Hospitals, the use of illicit drugs and alcohol affects us all. The NEC will be happy to 
take this matter forward with respected employers. Please support the motion.  
 
<Applause>  
 
PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Holme House declined to come back. 49 to 
the vote Conference, all those in favour, please show. Those against? That motion is 
carried. 50 is the NEC motion. Is there a seconder? Durham had their hand up first, 
thank you.  
 
MOTION 50. 
Conference  recognise the increased work of NTRG due to the increase in call outs for 
incidents at height. 
Therefore, conference instructs the NEC to enter into negotiations with NOMS and 
other employers where mutual aid is required, to look at the feasibility of providing 
appropriate and necessary PPE and training to each establishments advanced C&R 
staff, so that they can deal with local incidents at height within the agreed protocol 
in order to take the pressure off our colleagues within NTRG. 
NEC 
 
JOHN HANCOCK – NEC: Chair, NEC, Conference, can I make quite clear at the outset 
that we absolutely recognise and we appreciate the increased work that the NTRG 
has had to put up with over recent years. Colleagues, many of you here today will 
appreciate the difficulties that our members are confronted with when an inmate 
decides to climb on the netting or to attempt a demonstration at height. This causes 
for unacceptable delays to regimes, extra bang up for inmates and a lack of 
association. But worst of all, our members are in most cases, forced to work 
additional and unwanted hours before a swift resolution to the problem can take 
place. The NEC are asking you to support its motion that we negotiate with NOMS to 
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look at the feasibility of providing appropriate and necessary training to each 
establishment’s advanced C&R staff, so that they can deal with any local incidents at 
height. This, we feel, will take additional pressure and strain off of our colleagues 
within the NTRG. We believe that the inevitable delay in a response from NTRG is 
unnecessary when inmates usually surrender at the sight of staff preparing for a C&R 
incident.  
 
Colleagues, please be assured that there is no intention by the NEC that our 
colleagues in the NTRG suffer any loss of income. Indeed, it would be the intention 
of the NEC to make sure that staff are correctly remunerated. On that note 
Conference, please support.  
 
KEITH MCDOUGAN – BRANCH CHAIR, HMP GRENDON: Chairman, NEC, Conference, 
asking you to reject the motion. I believe the risk of localised C&R3 staff being 
trained to deal with incidents at height will lose the support of NTRG and potentially 
incidents locally will be played down by management. NTRG need more resources to 
cope with the demand and this is what we should be negotiating for. Please reject.  
 
<Applause>  
 
PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: NEC to come back?  
 
JOHN HANCOCK – NEC: Thank you Chair. Grendon I appreciate what you are saying. 
However, with the excess use of social media outlets and things, very often inmates 
know when NTRG staff are being deployed. With that in mind if we can at least train 
our local C&R3 staff, we may be able to alleviate the problems that are caused by 
these jokers getting up on the netting. Again some of the inmates that get up on the 
netting are only doing so because they’re frightened of bullying, they’re in debt and 
they think that if they get up on the netting they’re going to get a safe house down 
in the segregation unit or care and separation, whatever you want to call it. So to 
avoid that let’s stop this problem of our staff being held back, often after a long shift 
and let us deal with the matter locally. I ask you to support.  
 
PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Conference, motion 50 to the vote, all those 
in favour please show. Those against? That motion is lost. Motion 51 Liverpool. Do 
we have a seconder for the Liverpool motion? Thorn Cross, thank you.  
MOTION 51. 
The NEC should negotiate with NOMS to employ permanently stationed patrol dogs 
in every category B and C prison. 
LIVERPOOL 
 
MARK FAIRHURST – BRANCH CHAIR, HMP LIVERPOOL: Chair, NEC, Conference, 
colleagues, the motion reads: The NEC should negotiate with NOMS to employ 
permanently stationed patrol dogs in every category B and C prison. Colleagues, we 
are all aware of the troubles that we’re all going through at the moment and have 
done over the past 12 months. If there was a permanent presence of patrol dogs in 
prisons, then half the incidents we encounter on a daily basis would be negated. 
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Patrolling the grounds would aid and detection and prevention of parcels over the 
wall, it would aid with the control of prisoner movement, which most of the time is 
supervised by the majority of OSGs as regards band 3 or band 4 staff. It would help 
with incidents that occur on the wings and if it’s not possible to deploy dogs on 
wings until operation tornado is called, then let’s get NOMS to change that policy. It 
gives job variety, it produces more staff, it aids control, it aids security, but most of 
all, prisoners hate them. They hate the four-legged shark barking at them, so I say, 
support this motion and let’s bring back this valuable resource into our prisons. 
Thank you.  
 
<Applause>  
 
PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Jackie Marshall for the NEC.  
 
JACKIE MARSHALL – NEC: Chair, Conference, speaking against the motion. This 
motion is unachievable. The number of permanently stationed patrol dogs in the 
high security estates has been reduced, they’re a victim of their own success. We’ve 
not had a high profile escape from a secure environment since the Whitemoor 
escape in the early ‘90s. I receive the daily report from NOMS every day and every 
day it’s sent out to the NEC and there are very few incidents on there that dogs 
would be able to control. Our bigger problem in the cat B and C establishments is 
phones and drugs over the walls and the fences. Patrol dogs won’t pick these up, 
what we need is drug dogs or the reintroduction of grounds and perimeter patrols, 
it’s the officers we need, not the dogs and if you’ve got a problem with drugs and 
phones over the perimeter, gather your evidence, go to the governor and demand a 
Notice of Change is put in to get your ground and perimeter patrols back. And if they 
refuse submit a Dispute. But it is unachievable, we’ll never achieve this, please reject 
the motion.  
 
PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Liverpool to come back.  
 

MARK FAIRHURST – BRANCH CHAIR, HMP LIVERPOOL: Colleagues, I’d just like to 
pick up on a few points there. It’s unachievable, how do we know until we try?  

<Applause>  

I think the NEC need to ask the staff who work in prisons what they think about this 
motion. It aids control, security, discipline, it’s a valuable resource for us all, we need 
everything, we need technology, we need staff, we need sniffer dogs, we need patrol 
dogs. The more resources we can get the more safe we’ll be. I say give it a go, until 
we try we don’t know and if we’re back in 12 months saying, ‘At least we tried,’ then 
we’ve given it a go, but to just give up without trying, no, that’s not what this Union’s 
about!  

<Applause>  
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PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Liverpool. Motion 51 to the vote, 
all those in favour, please show. Those against? That’s carried. 52 Elmley, do we have 
a seconder for the Elmley motion? Long Lartin, thank you.  
 
MOTION 52. 
That Conference mandate the NEC to enter into discussions with NOMS to ensure 
that the illicit use and possession of synthetic cannabis in prisons will be taken 
seriously by our employer to protect the health and safety of our members. 
ELMLEY 
 
DAVE GILLAN – BRANCH CHAIR, ELMLEY: Chair, NEC, Conference, motion 52 reads: 
That Conference mandates the NEC to enter into discussions with NOMS to ensure 
the illicit use and possession of synthetic cannabis in prisons will be taken seriously 
by our employer to protect the health and safety of our members.  
 
Colleagues, June 22nd, 2014, the Elmley branch withdrew its labour after a horrific 
assault on a member of staff. The prisoner who committed this assault was 
suspected of being under the influence of synthetic cannabis. Numerous instances 
have happened at Elmley and around the Estate with prisoners being under the 
influence of synthetic cannabis. Last year a member of staff at Elmley had his leg 
broken by a prisoner under the influence of synthetic cannabis. This current drug of 
choice by prisoners has had a massive impact on establishments, when bizarrely 
under the benchmark process it was deemed that we no longer need operational 
security departments. The psychotic episodes it induces from some users are truly 
frightening. We currently have no means of testing for it or any set puniative process 
for dealing with it.  
 
We at Elmley have tried to make a change, we as a Committee have written directly 
to Mr Grayling. We as a Committee have spoken frankly with our SMT that we are no 
longer prepared to tolerate these extreme acts of violence against our members. 
Our SMT wrote a protocol for dealing with prisoners who are under the influence of 
synthetic cannabis. This document is currently sitting with NOMS waiting to be 
agreed. We can’t change anything on our own, we need your support and we need 
our NEC’s support, together we can say, ‘That’s enough.’ The pressure shouldn’t stop 
a national policy being rolled out, we need our independent adjudicators to 
recognise the danger these substances cause. We want criminal charges brought 
against those who possess and distribute it in our prisons. Let’s get the ball rolling 
today, please support this motion.  
 
<Applause>  
 
PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Mark Rolfe for the NEC.  
 
MIKE ROLFE – NEC: Thank you Chair. I just want to start by congratulating Elmley 
branch, they are my own branch, but their action they took back on 22nd June was 
nothing but outstanding and it put the employer on the back foot. They withdrew 
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their labour and I’m going to use the ‘S’ word, NOMS shit themselves, they genuinely 
shit themselves. I’m sorry, I don’t usually swear, but –  
 
PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: I have to say, let’s be a little bit careful, 
because there is a verbatim report, we do have members of the public here, we have 
journalists, could I ask everyone to mind their language, thank you.  
 
MIKE ROLFE – NEC: Thank you Chair. I apologise.  
 
PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: I won’t exclude you from Conference until a 
suitable apology is tendered, but carry on Mike!  
 

MIKE ROLFE – NEC: There’s a small qualification in supporting this motion, motion 
52, and the mandate extends beyond NOMS to our colleagues in the private sector 
in the IRCs and obviously in the secure, Special Hospitals. Elmley did some sterling 
work following their industrial action in producing a local policy in line with the 
management there and it has gone up to NOMS and we took it at the National 
Whitley on the 29th of January this year, to NOMS directly, which they’ve promised 
to take forward and they’ve promised to produce a national policy on our behalf. We 
asked for extra resources, we spoke about the AFCs, we spoke about ALBBs not 
being done and we demanded that a national policy come out.  
 
I’m informed today that on the pay slips at the end of April there’s something to do 
with spice attached to those pay slips, so it seems like they’re waking up to the fact 
that they have got to take this issue seriously. Last year Chris Grayling blamed the 
rise in assaults on spice, I think that was a good one really, because we’d raising the 
issue with him for a long, long time and I think he jumped on the bandwagon and it 
was a good excuse to use to explain away the assaults. But they are doing something 
and we will continue to pressure them and we thank Elmley for bringing that so we 
can substantiate the policy on this. Please support the motion.  
 
PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Elmley are not coming back. Motion 52 
Conference, all those in favour of the motion, please show. Those against? That 
motion is carried. 53, Durham. Permission to withdraw? Do Durham have 
Conference’s permission to withdraw? All show please. Anybody against? 53 is 
withdrawn. 54, Wandsworth. Do we have a seconder for the Wandsworth motion? 
Scrubs, thank you.  
 
MOTION 53.  
That locally trained C&R instructors be trained in the use of Parva Spray or any 
alternative to use when prisoners are on the netting. 
DURHAM 
 
MOTION 54. 
The NEC approach NOMS to review all adjudication punishments, reflecting on rising 
violence and gang related incidents. 
WANDSWORTH 
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STEWART MCLAUGHLIN – BRANCH SECRETARY, WANDSWORTH: Chair, NEC, 
Conference, it is really a review of all adjudication punishments. We feel at 
Wandsworth that some of the punishments that are awarded are no longer fit for 
purpose and with the rising violence we feel that there should be additional 
punishments for injuries to staff.  
 
I read frequently of injuries to staff when they’re carrying out lawful restraint and 
yet the prisoner cannot be charged with assaulting them, even though a prisoner on 
spice who’s kicking violently, pushing an officer back, and I’ve seen the photograph 
of someone who’s head was split open as a result of gently trying to restrain a 
prisoner. Of course the police are protected by resisting arrest, so that’s just an idea. 
And I think really to take this forward, something would go out in Gatelodge or a 
circular and report your own experiences and where the adjudication system simply 
fails in delivering appropriate punishment to prisoners who are breaking the rules 
and assaulting our members. So please support.  
 
<Applause>  
 
PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Ralph Valerio for the NEC. 
 
RALPH VALERIO – VICE CHAIR, NEC: Thank you Chair. Wholly supportive of this 
motion. The Security Custody Whitley team from the Executive have already set the 
ball rolling on this issue in anticipation of an acceptance; in our view it’s a no-brainer, 
we’ll be pushing it through the Security Custody Whitley from here on in. They are 
already putting up resistance to the fact that you can’t have a blanket set, 
prescriptive list of punishments, because the role of an establishment and the type 
of prisoner may be different, but quite simply, we won’t wear that. Empower the 
Executive to take this one forward. Thank you Wandsworth.  
 
PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Wandsworth are sitting down, so we go to 
the vote, motion 54, all those in favour please show. Those against? That motion is 
carried. We’re onto 55 Swaleside, do we have a seconder for the Swaleside motion? 
Rochester, thank you.  

MOTION 55 
Do Conference and the NEC have confidence in the employers ability to combat 
extremist acts within the prison estate?  If not, Conference mandate the NEC to seek 
appropriate counter measures to protect the membership urgently. 
SWALESIDE. 

DAVE TODD – BRANCH SECRETARY, SWALESIDE: Conference, Chair, NEC, motion 55 
reads: Do Conference and the NEC have confidence in the employer’s ability to 
combat extremist acts within the Prison Estate? If not, Conference mandate the NEC 
to seek appropriate counter measures to protect the membership urgently.  

Conference, the Swaleside branch have some reservations that the employer are not 
appropriately risk-assessing radicalisation of prisoners in our establishments. Those 
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prisoners that are not serving sentences for terrorist crimes are not managed under 
the TAC policy. When they UK threat level is raised, all we simply do is lay on an extra 
wall patrol to make sure the wall has not been breached. Colleagues, we at the 
Swaleside branch feel that there should be more countermeasures put in place to 
protect our members who walk the landings on a daily basis. The threat is also within 
our walls. In January this year NOMS issued advice to staff regarding the UK threat 
levels, stating, ‘There is no intelligence available that suggests the presence of a 
specific threat to NOMS staff.’ The high security state has had at least two 
potentially life-threatening plans disrupted and stopped in its tracks. The advice 
again completely ignores any relevant threats from within and merely gives advice 
on how to travel to work safely. Conference, ask yourself is this enough. Please 
support. 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Glyn Travis for the NEC.  

GLYN TRAVIS – ASSISTANT SECRETARY, NEC: Chair, with your licence, Conference, 
the motion’s got two elements to it really, which is not unusual for a Geordie lad, is 
it, eh? ‘cause the first one says do the NEC have confidence in the employers, that’s 
the IRC, special hospitals, and wherever our members work, that they’re doing 
enough to tackle this, and the answer in the NEC is no we don’t … but we need you 
to indicate whether you do, so if you don’t have confidence, put your hands up, 
‘cause we need a show.  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Just a show of cards that you have no 
confidence in them in this issue. Has anybody got any confidence in them? That’s 
fine, carry on.  

GLYN TRAVIS – ASSISTANT SECRETARY, NEC: So now that we’ve overcome that first 
hurdle for you, Dave, the NEC fully support this. NOMS are doing work, as I’m sure 
most other employers are, in relation to extremist acts within prisons, special 
hospitals, immigration centres, education centres, wherever, but it’s not enough, 
and we must keep the pressure up. We must push all employers to ensure that all 
POA members are safe in their workplaces, and with that, Conference, we urge you 
to fully support this motion so the security and custody can keep the pressure on the 
employers and we can pursue this matter to ensure that all places are safe from 
what is becoming all too often very, very dangerous practices that are creeping in. 
Thank you.  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Glyn. Swaleside are sitting down 
so we go to the vote. Motion 55, all those in favour please show. Those against. That 
motion is carried. We go to 56, Elmley. Do we have a seconder for the Elmley 
motion? Hewell, thank you very much.  

MOTION 56. 
Conference instructs the NEC to engage in meaningful discussions with NOMS on the 
use of mobile phone signal and mobile internet blockers for all prisons in the closed 
estate. 
ELMLEY 
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ANDY HAMLIN – BRANCH SECRETARY, ELMLEY: Chairman, NEC, Conference, motion 
56 reads Conference instruct the NEC to engage in meaningful discussion with NOMS 
on the use of mobile phone signal and mobile internet signal blockers for all prisons 
in the closed estate. Mobile phones have long been the nemesis within the prison 
estate but in recent years, with the advance in technology there seems to be an 
increased effect on our members. Not only are mobile phones being used by 
prisoners to contact family members, victims or even organise criminal activities 
from their prison cells, the increase in smart phones has also given prisoners full 
access to the mobile internet. With companies like 192.com that allow any internet 
user to search by name the electoral role and then, for a small fee, provide the 
information of anybody else living at that address, NOMS are putting our members 
and families at risk by not investing in mobile phone and mobile internet signal 
blockers. In an incident at Elmley last year, a prisoner located in a segregation unit 
who had access to a mobile phone was able to get the name, address, partner’s 
name, children’s name and information about his mortgage, which included the 
payment amount, of a member of staff. Why? Because he’s been refused a smoker’s 
pack. By introducing mobile phone and mobile phone signal blockers, NOMS could 
not only stop the illegal trade of mobile phones within our prisons, but also reduce 
the risk on our members’ personal details being made available to prisoners via the 
mobile internet. Please support the motion.  

PHIL BIRCH – BRANCH CHAIR, HMP SEND: Mr Chairman, NEC, Conference, we 
brought a motion very similar to this two years ago, memory serves that it was 
passed very unanimously, so wholeheartedly support the motion from Elmley. 
Mobile phones are a danger in prisons, yet we’re provided with mobile phone 
detectors leading to staff chasing their tails, trying to find mobile phones when it’s a 
completely redundant job when the technology exists at very similar costs to the 
detectors, to provide blockers. I would say though, there’s a qualification that we 
have to ensure that the saving on resources put into blockers rather than detecting 
them is not used to reduce staff and increase governors’ bonuses. Please support the 
motion. 

<Applause> 

LES DENNIS – ACTING BRANCH SECRETARY, HMP HEWELL: Chair, NEC, Conference, 
following the motions brought to Conference in 2013 – 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: You seconded the motion.  

LES DENNIS – ACTING BRANCH SECRETARY, HMP HEWELL: So I can’t speak? 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Yeah, that’s quite clear.  

SHANE KENNEDY – BRANCH SECRETARY, HMP GARTREE: Chair, Conference, NEC, I 
don’t know if you read the Sun, if any of you are Sun readers, but only last week we 
had a prisoner splashed all over the Sun, had a Facebook account, was actually 
bragging how much money he’d won on betting on football matches and horse 
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races, claiming he got £10,000 in his account from this. We fully support the motion 
and just to let you know that we have introduced mobile phone blockers into 
Gartree only last week, and I can tell you that they do work, to the fact that we’ve 
had prisoners sitting in cells moaning because they can’t get a signal. 

<Laughter> 

Which is only good for us, because we’re standing outside with the detector, 
knowing that they’re there, so we just kick the door in and take them off them. I’d 
say please support this motion. 

<Applause> 

SIMON PILKINGTON – BRANCH CHAIR, WYMOTT: Chair, NEC, we have detectors and 
we have blockers. The problem with the blockers is they have a memory on them, 
and once the memory’s full, because we have such a massive problem, certainly at 
Wymott, with mobile phones, the memory gets full, you have to take the blocker 
back to Security and what’s happening is they’re not getting downloaded and the 
memory’s not being freed up, so they are really effective but you’ve got to keep on 
top of them or they need to buy a better type of blocker. But support the motion 
‘cause they do work when Security do what they’re supposed to do with them and 
download the information off ‘em, so please support the motion. Thank you. 

<Applause> 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Andy Darken for the NEC. 

ANDY DARKEN – DEPUTY GENERAL SECRETARY, NEC: Speaking on behalf of the NEC, 
thank you Conference. The NEC listened intently and carefully to all the speakers but 
nonetheless we urge you to support the motion. Please support. Thank you.  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Elmley you don’t want to come back – 
you’ve had support from the NEC. Motion 56 to the vote. All those in favour please 
show. Those against. That motion is carried. We go to 57, Liverpool. Do we have a 
seconder for the Liverpool motion? Birmingham, thank you.  

MOTION 57. 
All civilian staff who work in prison establishments should wear an identifying item of 
uniform. 
LIVERPOOL 

MARK FAIRHURST – BRANCH CHAIR, HMP LIVERPOOL: Chair, Conference, 
colleagues, motion reads: All civilian staff who work in prison establishments should 
wear an identifying item of uniform. Colleagues, I’m sure I’m not alone in noticing 
that there are an ever increasing number of civilian staff working in our 
establishments, and it’s only going to get worse with the introduction of the CRCs. 
The majority of them are shoddy and unprofessional in appearance. They know who 
we are ‘cause we wear a uniform. I don’t know who they are. Granted, I can identify 
nursing staff and DDU staff because they wear an identifying item of uniform, a 
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smart, coloured tunic. I can identify governors because they wear ill-fitting cheap 
suits. 

<Laughter and applause>  

But I struggle to identify anyone else. Most gaols allow own clothes, some gaols have 
family visits, it’s not beyond the scope of reality that a serious escape attempt could 
be made. Colleagues, with an ever-increasing level of scruffy civilian staff we need to 
be able to identify who they are. If they want to work in our environment, then play 
by our rules. Wear an identifying item of uniform, show us your corporate image, 
whether it be an embroidered shirt or something more specific. Just something to 
display to us who you are and who you work for. After all, don’t NOMS tell us that 
security is paramount? Then prove it. Make civilians identify themselves and wear an 
identifying item of uniform. Please support this motion.  

<Applause>  

BRIAN CLARKE – BRANCH CHAIR, BIRMINGHAM G4S: Chair, NEC, Honorary Life 
Members, Invited Guests, Conference, I speak on behalf of a generation of prison 
officers who were quite used to seeing convicted prisoners dressed in blue denim, 
remand prisoners dressed in brown, YPs dressed in green jackets, grey flannels for 
all, on a Sunday ties too, but I’m not going to harp on about the good old days. What 
I will say is that prisoners were instantly identified by their dress, the principals in the 
prison, the better the fit of the jeans and the shirts, the cleaner the clothes, the 
higher up the food chain he was, you kept your eye on him. The only person seen in 
the prison in civilian clothes was the governor of the day and his assistant governors, 
and very occasionally a probation officer. Today, with the proliferation of the 
prisoners in their own clothing it is, as our colleague has said from Liverpool, very, 
very difficult indeed. It’s an indictment of prisons today that the cost of prisoners’ 
clothing is now a burden for the family of those prisoners, and how long before we 
ask them to make a contribution to a better standard of food, make a contribution to 
the cost of staffing … the thoughts are endless. Somewhere, somewhere a private 
sector operator is having thoughts along these lines. There’s a solution. Withdraw all 
of the relaxed uniform and return to white shorts, collars and ties, caps for the 
operational staff, dayglow vests perhaps, which would be worn at all times by all 
other workers, and official visitors. Go for it, just for the devilment. Return the 
service to a service of discipline, a service of uniform and a service of authority. Bring 
back standards, support the motion.  

<Applause>  

LEE ALLEN – STOKE HEATH, BRANCH SECRETARY: Chair, NEC, Conference, here to 
also support this motion. Most of you in this room have probably served quit a long 
time, I’ve been in the service ten years and I was on route only the other day with 
another colleague and a prisoner was walking past us. We both had to stop and take 
two glances to see if it was a prisoner or if he was in fact a member of staff. I 
completely agree with our colleague Mark from Liverpool, there should be some 
type of identifying. We had a conversation recently at our POA SMT when this was 
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brought up, and the governor said, ‘They’ve got an ID badge.’ I’ve got an ID badge … 
let’s have some serious, decent type of ID where we can tell a prisoner from a 
member of staff. Please support this motion.  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Chris Donovan for the NEC. 

CHRIS DONOVAN – NEC: Chair, NEC, Conference, speaking on behalf of the NEC. 
<Clears throat> We support this motion with a qualification …  

<Laughter>  

… that it was too descriptive, sorry, it wasn’t descriptive enough. It just said, 
‘Uniform’ but Mark’s gone into further detail as to what they want, so with that we’ll 
take this one forward. Please support the motion. 

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you there Chris for changing your 
speech at short notice! 

<Laughter> 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Motion 57, all those in favour, please show. 
Those against. That’s carried. Before we go onto the next motion, you will notice in 
your booklet it does say a fringe meeting hosted by Thompson’s on TUPE and 
competing delivery of services at 17:30. That will take place when we finish tonight 
at Conference. Obviously there’s an error there, a typo error as we finish at 6 
tonight, which I know you’re all looking forward to. 

58, Littlehey. Do we have a seconder for the Littlehey motion? Wayland, thank you 
Wayland. 

MOTION 58. 
Members who are required to undertake a mandatory fitness test or complete an 
annual C&R refresher are issued suitable footwear and clothing. 
LITTLEHEY 

MIKE FRAIN – BRANCH SECRETARY, HMP LITTLEHAY: Chair, Conference and 
colleagues, motion 58 reads members who are requested to undertake a mandatory 
fitness test and complete annual C&R refresher are issued suitable footwear and 
clothing. During our normal working day we are issued and instructed to wear 
uniform, and the high-quality footwear that we are issued by NOMS. It’s drummed 
into us at every opportunity that this must be worn as part of our uniform and PPE. 
Given this stance, we are also reminded at every opportunity by governors that we 
must wear this at all times. If we are to do this training and if we are to continue to 
do the fitness tests, why are we not issued with the correct equipment. Thank you.  

<Applause>  
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PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Pete Chapple for the NEC.  

PETE CHAPPLE – FINANCE OFFICER, NEC: Thank you Chair, Conference, on behalf of 
the Executive, seeking rejection of the motion. Conference, although the Executive 
understand the sentiments of the motion, they feel that the ramifications of the 
motion are far more reaching than what can be seen and could actually well leave 
members facing potential detriment and the moving branch actually started to 
address one of them. What is suitable C&R refresher training, clothing? As the 
moving branch said, day-to-day our members wear uniform to carry out C&R, so 
employers may well argue that uniform is actually suitable clothing for training. This 
would leave our members having to wear their uniform to do the training. The 
motion asks for suitable footwear. Again the moving branch mentioned the 
wonderful footwear that our members wear on a day-to-day basis. They haven’t got 
the boots and shoes right for the last ten years, colleagues, how do we know they’re 
going to get it right with this?  

It also must be remembered that fitness clothing is not covered by personal 
protection regulations and therefore it is not a requirement of the employers to 
provide personal clothing. Therefore if the employers decided they could 
legitimately provide a pool of clothing to be worn for fitness training, and I doubt our 
members would thank us if they had to wear shared gym kit, just like the prisoners 
do, or god forbid, they may even decide that our members could wear the same kit 
as the prisoners. I don’t think they’d appreciate that, colleagues. 

But finally, and probably the most important issue, Conference, is that issuing kit 
does not mean that the employer would have to provide it for free. This motion 
could in fact open the door to the employer charging or trying to charge our 
members for that kit that they issued. Look at your kids’ school uniform, you’re 
required to ensure that they wear certain uniform and in many cases it can only be 
purchase from either the school or certain retail outlets, often at extortionate prices. 
The same can actually happen with our employers. The Executive could also believe 
that this same scenario could eventually, further down the line, open the door to the 
employer trying to charge staff for their uniform. Conference, please keep in mind 
the potential ramifications of this motion and please reject. 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Littlehey, do you want to come back? No? 
We go to the vote on 58, all those in favour, please show. Those against. That motion 
is lost. 59, Birmingham. Do we have a seconder for the Birmingham motion? 
Oakwood, thank you. 

MOTION 59. 
Conference instructs the NEC to pursue the introduction of a protective wrist band for 
use with wrist rest restraints as commonly used by Escorting Services in the Private 
Sector. 
BIRMINGHAM 

AIDY WATTS – BRANCH SECRETARY, BIRMINGHAM, G4S: Chair, Conference, 
Conference instructs the NEC to pursue the introduction of a protective wristband 
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for use with wrist restraints as commonly used by escorting services in some of the 
private sector. There are 28.2 million working days lost due to work-related illnesses 
and workplace injuries. There were 629,000 injuries at work from the labour force 
survey. Personal protective equipment and health and safety is successful in 
protecting working people every day, but in June 2010 a member of staff at HMP 
Birmingham went on a bed watch and became involved in a very serious incident. 
She was cuffed to a prisoner who became violent and started to yank his arm around 
and assault three other staff that were present. As a result she was off work for 18 
weeks and received dozens of sessions of physiotherapy, had an operation on her 
arm for nerve damage. Almost five years on, she’s still receiving treatment and just 
recently had a steroid injection because of this injury. This treatment has been at 
significant cost to our world-class NHS. For the princely sum of £20.41 a tactical 
leather wrist-strap can be purchased and worn when applying ratchet cuffs or the 
more industrial prison cuffs. It is no more than a leather padded wrist-band with a 
Velcro fastening. This amount per unit would significantly reduce in price given a 
bulk order by an employer or a branch. Our branch, sorry, can see no reasonable 
justification for an employer abdicating their responsibilities for health and safety. 
Naturally this piece of PPE would significantly reduce potential injuries to both staff 
in the public sector and those of us in the private sector, as staff conduct hundreds 
of escorts across the estate on a daily basis. I’ve total confidence in our elected and 
full-time officials in negotiating such equipment, after such notable successes as our 
non-slip footwear, and our extendable batons. Please add protective wrist-bands to 
the list. Please support. 

<Applause> 

RAY SOMERS – BRANCH SECRETARY, ICE IMMIGRATION BRANCH: Chair, NEC, 
Conference, supporting the motion but also seeking to take it one step further. We 
don’t use them, we would like to use them, but then again we’ve just been retrained 
under a new system. We no longer do C&R, we do what they call ‘homes’ training. 
And within that homes training we have new equipment, one of it being a restraint 
belt. That enables us to escort a person with a choice of either out here freely if 
they’re compliant, or if they’re non-complaint, to take them inwards to secure them. 
We can then take them on one step further into handcuffs if necessary. Now if you 
look into this, it is a great piece of equipment. We undertake the training at 
Kidlington under the Prison Service, so I would suggest yes, I support this now, and 
yes we look into it, but take it one step further beyond that, look for the next 
generation. Thank you. 

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Terry Fullerton for the NEC.  

TERRY FULLERTON – NEC: Chair, happy to take this forward on behalf of the 
Birmingham branch and behalf of Conference. Not having seen the pieces of 
equipment that have been described by Aidy from Birmingham, we’ll take the advice 
from the branches that have come to the rostrum and take this forward. Thank you. 
Please support, Conference. 
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PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Birmingham, do you want to come back? 
Motion 59 to the vote, Conference, all those in favour please show. Those against. 
That motion is carried. 60, Birmingham, is there a seconder for the Birmingham 
motion? Haverigg, thank you.  

MOTION 60. 
Conference instructs the NEC to seek through NOMS and to seek through legal 
advice, the right to have a blood sample from persons with infectious diseases who 
assault other persons and infect them through the deliberate transfer of body fluids. 
Conference further instructs the NEC to also pursue the right to free access to medical 
information on the persons who assault and infect other persons in such a manner. 
BIRMINGHAM 

BRIAN CLARKE – BRANCH CHAIR, BIRMINGHAM G4S: Chair, NEC, Honorary Life 
Members, Invited Guests and Conference … I’m looking for support on this one from 
members on the floor. I was speaking in various pubs around Southport in the last 
day or two and have been spoken to by two people who’ve had such experiences as 
I’m going to talk about. In the past 12 months two different prisoners have been 
responsible for the infection of numerous members of staff at Birmingham. Two 
prisoners who have infectious diseases themselves that can be life threatening. They 
have bitten, they have spat at, they have smeared themselves and they’ve smeared 
staff with bodily fluids and excrement, knowing the possibility of making those staff, 
who have to intervene, very, very poorly, if not passing on life-threatening disease. 
Both prisoners are warned by the police, on video, that any future episodes such as 
they’ve committed, any future assaults such as they’ve committed will result in 
charges against them of Section 18, Wounding with Intent, but even that doesn’t 
stop them, when you’re off your face on mamba, spice or whatever your local name 
for it is, they get high on a concoction of drugs and they blame their reckless, violent 
behaviour on the fact that they weren’t thinking straight. Some defence! Whether 
they go to court and they receive sentences in the future, we’re waiting on the 
outcomes of these, remains to be seen, but our members don’t want the satisfaction 
in court of seeing these prisoners sentenced, they don’t want to be safe in the 
knowledge that personal injury claims are going through and criminal injury 
compensation is going through and the Department of Work and injury benefits 
claims for temporary, enduring or permanent injury is going to look after them; what 
they want is instant access to prisoners’ medical records, they want instant and 
immediate blood samples so that they can be sure, they can know with utmost 
certainty if any medical treatments are necessary and any necessary visits, shameful 
and embarrassing visits to the STD clinics to receive that treatment are necessary 
too. We’re talking about prisoners who have Hepatitis C, we’re talking about 
prisoners who have possibly HIV, we’re talking about staff infected by them or at 
least bitten by them or infected with the contamination of their bodily fluids, having 
to undergo six weeks of quite arduous medical treatment, taking a concoction of 
drugs that I know, through my friend’s personal experience, sat on the floor over 
there, that I know will make you very, very poorly, that would sedate a horse. 
Nobody should be able to do that. I know there’s an argument about human rights, I 
know there’s an argument from the BMA about freedom of information and 
confidentiality of medical records, but do you know what? If it was your wife, your 
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husband, your son, your daughter, your mother, your father, you’d want that access 
for them as well. It cannot be right for prisoners with infectious diseases to use that 
disease and acts of violence to infect supervising staff, to force supervising staff to 
wear PPE if it’s available after incidents. It cannot be right for anybody to have 
complete anonymity and protection under the Freedom of Information Act, to bring 
violence and absolute terror, terror, to our members. Please support the motion. 

<Applause>  

JIM STARKIE – PRESTON: Chair, NEC, Conference, supporting this motion. 
Colleagues, I would imagine a lot of you know and have dealt with staff, with 
colleagues, who’ve been assaulted or injured in some way where any infection could 
have gone into ‘em. At the moment you’ve got to have the tests and it can take 
three to six months, I believe, before you get the all clear. In those times your life’s 
turned upside down, it really does affect those who’ve been involved in it. Just 
totally turns their life upside down. Please support. Thank you. 

SHANE KENNEDY – BRANCH SECRETARY, HMP GARTREE: Chair, NEC, Conference, in 
support of this motion. Bit hard for me to stand here and speak about this. I’ll try. I 
was one of those people. A prisoner at HMP Gartree involved in an altercation and I 
ended up getting a virus of Hepatitis C. Like Brian said, it was six weeks, for me it was 
a year and a half. Six weeks of treatment that failed, because people don’t know that 
when you have the treatment you have to be six months clear afterwards to say that 
you’re clear of the disease. I wasn’t. I then had to go through another year of 
treatment. More embarrassingly for me was, receiving it from a prisoner I then had 
to go and tell my family, my children, my wife, which was hard, and it always seems 
to be that … the prison service and Treasury solicitors always tell you that well you 
could have had it before, you could have got it from years ago … that wasn’t the 
case. Or maybe even harder was when trying to get results and blood results from 
the prison involved, he was transferred to Rampton, which under the NHS gave you 
anonymity. So for those colleagues who’ve been through it, I know what it’s like and 
I please ask you to fully support the motion.  

<Applause>  

GARY LYON – ASHWORTH: Chairman, NEC, Conference, in support of the motion. I 
think the motion is worded slightly incorrectly in that it says who assault other 
persons and infect, and it should be, to me, it’s the intent to infect, it’s the fact that 
they’ve deliberately used their disease as a weapon in that assault. So that to me is a 
slightly … you should be given access to this, transmission of an infectious disease is, 
as mentioned, Section 18 assault, could be Section 20, 23, 24, 47, section 20 is 
reckless … we can’t allow staff to go through months and in worst case over a year of 
the worry that they could have this, they could pass something on to their family, it’s 
just not acceptable. We need to know the status of the prisoner, the patient, at the 
earliest opportunity, and it should be mandatory that this is handed over to us as 
members of staff, when we’re facing that kind of worry. Please support the motion.  

<Applause>  
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PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Joe Simpson for the NEC. 

JOE SIMPSON – ASSISTANT SECRETARY, NEC: Thank you Chair. NEC, Conference, I’ve 
had some great motions to speak on so far and this one … has proved a bit of 
difficulty for me and the National Executive ‘cause we’ve changed our minds that 
many times over it, but then we’ve been asked to listen to the debate, we’ve 
listened to the debate and we’re going to ask you to support it, but we’re going to 
give you some qualifications and a few things that we feel a little bit uneasy about. 
The first one is that Conference further instructs the NEC to also pursue the right of 
free access to medical information. We can do that. We will never get it. They will 
never give us that access to it. And the first part of the motion can go both ways – 
‘cause if a prisoner bites you or you get blood on a prisoner, they may be able to 
turn around and ask for the same that you’re asking as well. Because if they bite you, 
they can turn around and say, ‘We want the right to have a blood sample’ off one of 
our members. That’s the problem and that’s what’s making the NE uneasy. But 
because of what has been said from the rostrum, we want to support and we want 
to take it forward. Thank you very much Conference. 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Birmingham, do you want to come back? 

BRIAN CLARKE – BRANCH CHAIR, BIRMINGHAM, G4S: Thank you Joe, thank you NEC 
for your qualified support. Yes … this is an issue that will go to the lawyers, this is an 
issue that will require an exploration of our rights. The British Medical Association 
acknowledge in parts of their legal framework that access is permitted if it is 
required by law. If notification of a known or suspected case of certain infectious 
disease is involved … these are areas where the lawyers must explore, but we are a 
union. It is the job of the Union to campaign for change. If the law is wrong, it’s the 
job of the union to change the law with all of its effort, with every effort. Please 
support the motion. Thank you. 

<Applause> 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Conference, motion 60 to the vote. All those 
in favour, please show. Those against. Conference that motion is carried. We come 
to the end of today’s business. Can I think you as National Chairman, for the work 
that you’ve put in today, which has been a long day, and we’ll see you at 9 am in the 
morning. Enjoy your evening.  
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PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Conference, can I ask you to come to order 
please? 

Good morning, Conference, this morning will be hearing, at approximately half-past-
nine, from Professor Gail Kinmon, who will give us a presentation on the 
presentation and the publication that she produced on behalf of the POA. Also Mark 
Fairhurst of Liverpool, at some stage during proceedings today, will be speaking to 
you for a few moments. He obviously takes over on the National Executive at the 
end of Conference today and he’ll be attending his first NEC meeting that we have 
immediately on the close of Conference. But before we do begin with the start on 
the motions, there is an announcement I do need to make. There has been a 
proposal overnight, and following intense negotiations, Denise Lacey of Downview 
has accepted a proposal from Chris Jarvis of Highdown to become husband and wife.  

<Applause>  

Well, there’s   things you could say about the triumph of hope over experience but 
let’s get them off on the right start. Congratulations to you both.  

By my reckoning we’re on 61, which is Send. Do Send have Conference’s permission 
to withdraw, all those in favour please show. Any against. 61 is withdrawn.  

MOTION 61. 
The NEC to negotiate a minimum sentence of five years to be served consecutive to 
any existing sentence for any serving prisoner that is convicted of ABH, GBH, 
attempted murder and sexual assault of a prison officer of any rank. 
SEND 

MOTION 62. 
That the NEC enter into meaningful negotiations with NOMS to stop the annual boot 
and shoe issue and reinstate the boot and shoe allowance. 
WAKEFIELD 

62 Wakefield; do we have a seconder for the Wakefield motion. Swansea, thank you.  

DAVE HARMER - WAKEFIELD: Mr Chairman, NEC, Conference, a very, very good 
morning to you. The motion reads that the NEC enter meaningful negotiations with 
NOMS to stop the annual boot and shoe issue and reinstate the boot and shoe 
allowance.  

There’s a number of reasons for that, I could go on all day about it and I’m sure 
you’ve been subject to the inadequate footwear which they’re providing that within 
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some cases, days if not weeks, are starting to fall apart and becomes very 
uncomfortable. We have a number of complaints from staff when they wish to get 
the enhanced footwear they have to produce a doctor’s note, sometimes at a cost of 
£25, then our business hub manager tells them that that one note doesn’t cover 
them for life, it covers from every year when they go for a re-issue of boots. I think 
that’s unacceptable.  

What we’re proposing today is that the shoe and boot is scrapped and we go back to 
the allowance, alternatively, a voucher system for an approved footwear merchant 
so the footwear comes up to standard. I would ask you to support me in this motion, 
just as one size doesn’t fit all, all one style doesn’t suit all. I commend this motion to 
the Conference, thank you.  

<Applause>  

ANDY BAXTER – HOLME HOUSE: Chairman, NEC, Conference. Conference, I’m asking 
you to support this motion. Holme House recently challenged a policy that was ruled 
out in the North East in Humberside, it’s the same policy the previous speaker spoke 
about. That policy put the onus on staff to pay podiatrists or other medical 
specialists to provide a medical report in order that the staff could be issued with 
alternative footwear. This was clearly not fair and it wasn’t just, and also, in our 
opinion, it was illegal, so we challenged it because we felt the staff were being put in 
a position where they were having to pay in order to gain suitable PPE.  

If NOMS reinstated the annual boot and shoe allowance with an override that all 
footwear purchased by staff complied to the British Standard ISO 13287 regarding 
anti-slip NOMS could save the procurement costs, the costs of issuing the footwear, 
they could save the distribution costs and they would see a reduction in litigation 
costs linked to the damage that these shoes have done to our members’ feet. Please 
support the motion.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Joe Simpson for the NEC.  

JOE SIMPSON – ASSISTANT SECRETARY, NEC: Chair, Conference, NEC, responding on 
behalf of the National Executive. Conference, this is already Conference policy, you 
passed it two years ago that we return to the boot and shoe allowance. Since then 
the Health and Safety Committee, led by John Hancock, we have been trying to get 
the boot and shoe allowance restored. They will not do it. We will continue asking 
them to go back to it, but what Conference has to understand is the reason why 
you’ve got the PPE, the boots and shoes, is because of a Health and Safety Executive 
Investigation into slips, trips and falls within our prisons. That’s where they come 
from. And it’s not just that NOMS are reluctant, the Health and Safety Executive will 
not allow them to do it because it is a control measure to reduce slips, trips and falls 
within NOMS.  

We heard from Andy Baxter at Holme House when he introduced that if you needed 
alternative footwear you have to go and produce a doctor’s note, well if that 
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doctor’s note costs you money you take it to the governor and they have to 
reimburse them. We’ve got that from NOMS. You do not pay for anything towards 
any form of PPE. Saying that, myself and John Hancock, we sit on the Footwear 
Working Group and we are now onto Version 3 of the Boot and Shoe. What me and 
John Hancock asked for, because they’re made in China, we just said, ‘Take over a 
Chukka boot and show them it and ask them if they can make it.’ That’s what’s 
coming back from China and they should be ready for distribution in September this 
year; they are lighter, they are waterproof and breathable. But, Conference, what we 
ask you to do, and we’ll be putting out a circular when they are out, we need you to 
be constructive with your complaints. It’s no use writing to us and saying, ‘They’re 
crap!’ and then we say, ‘Why are they crap?’ ‘Cause they’re just crap.’ We need to 
know what’s wrong with them so we can take it back to NOMS and we can challenge 
them again.  

It’s costing them an absolute fortune because every time we go back and every time 
you go back they need to supply you with laces, they need to turn the boots over; if 
you’re wearing three/four sets of boots every year it’s costing them a fortune. They 
wanted to bring it back into uniform because they only wanted to give you two pairs 
every year and we said, ‘Yeah fine, soon as you do that we will send out a circular to 
say that the boots are no longer compliant with health and safety and we’ll take 
them off there.’ They’re desperate to get rid of it but they don’t want to give you 
your boot and shoe allowance, however, the Health and Safety Whitley will continue 
to ask for the return of the boot and shoe allowance. With that, Conference, please 
support.  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Wakefield, do you want to come back?  

DAVE HARMER - WAKEFIELD: Conference, Joe, thank you very much for that. I’ll 
admit I was remiss, I wasn’t aware of that motion previously from two years ago. 
One thing I would like to add though to what you said was that if the Health and 
Safety Executive are so hot on us on having protective footwear that avoids slips, 
trips and falls, then why are our non-uniform colleagues allowed to wear flip-flips, 
plimsolls, posy shoes, dancing boots, anything they want? Surely if health and safety 
applies to us it applies to everybody in the workplace and it applies to uniform and 
non-uniform alike. So under equal opportunities, if we’ve got to wear ‘em, so have 
they. If they don’t have to wear ‘em then neither do we. So I ask you to support my 
motion and I ask you to take with that caveat that forward. Thank you.  
 
<Applause>  
 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Wakefield, it might arguably be a different 
motion that but we appreciate the sentiment. Motion 62, all those in favour please 
show. Those against? That motion is carried.  

We now come to the section on the report backs, and I would just remind 
Conference, report backs are prepared to aid Conference. The branch that asked for 
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a specific report back can come to the Rostrum, and I can see Brian coming now. 
There isn’t a vote on this section. Steve Gillan. 

MOTION 63.  
Report back Motion 9 please. 

BIRMINGHAM 

STEVE GILLAN – GENERAL SECRETARY, NEC: Thank you very much, Chairman. 
Specifically motion 63 asked for a report back on motion 9, within your booklet you 
will see motion 9 that Conference mandate the NEC to enter into discussions with 
NOMS and other employers to ensure all POA members terms and conditions are 
clearly set out in writing and a report back provided to the membership as soon as 
practicable. That was carried and given to our HR Whitley Committee to do, the 
contents of the motion was forwarded to NOMS through the HR Whitley Committee 
following the conclusion of Conference and the following is a report on the progress 
of the motion at the time of compiling the report back to Conference.  

‘Whilst the motion was submitted to NOMS through the HR Whitley, pay and 
conditions are generally dealt with through the Pay Review Body. In 2014 there have 
been no HR Whitley meetings with NOMS due to operational difficulties within 
NOMS. This matter has been raised in a number of dedicated meetings but to date 
NOMS refuse to set out the terms & conditions of employees as outlined in the Civil 
Service Management Code. This is an ongoing issue and will be kept under review, 
although it is highly unlikely that the terms of the motion will be fulfilled.’ 

BRIAN CLARKE – BIRMINGHAM G4S: Chair, NEC, Conference, Honorary Life 
Members, guests. Conference, Birmingham does not accept this report back. 
Birmingham believes that the NEC have failed to grasp the issue brought by a private 
sector branch, HMP Northumberland, and they have only, as it says in their report, 
only made contact with NOMS, none of the private sector employers. It was made 
clear by Northumberland of the urgency and the need for this action was endorsed 
by Birmingham. How can we oppose the continuation of the privatisation process 
unless we know the financial advantage that these private sector pirates have? How 
can we gain any kind of advantage, understand the strategy, without exploring the 
profit that they make?  

I suggest that Conference rejects this report back and asks the NEC to take another 
long look at the wording of the motion and see again who it was that brought it and 
endorsed it and appreciate the strategy, appreciate the information and appreciate 
the advantage it will have if the motion were properly address. Thank you, 
Conference.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Birmingham. Steve Gillan will 
respond to that, but I just remind that there isn’t actually a vote but obviously in the 
verbatim it will report that Birmingham didn’t accept it. Steve Gillan.  
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STEVE GILLAN – GENERAL SECRETARY, NEC: And we understand that certain 
branches may not accept report backs, but the reality is that is the report back from 
the Executive. We are not happy with it either and this doesn’t pertain to recent 
events about terms and conditions, we have been fighting this for about 25/30 years 
where the employer fails to set out the proper terms and conditions. And sometimes 
actually you might not want them to set it out in full because it could be 
disadvantageous to us as well, but we will continue and the reason we’ve actually 
gone through NOMS, because in the transfers of engagement it’s NOMS that should 
be setting out those terms and conditions for those employers, G4S, Sodexo, etc. So 
the reality is we will continue to engage with the employer through our legal 
advisors and so forth, and we will attempt to move this forward, but it’s not going to 
be done overnight. Thank you.  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Report back 64, Steve? 

MOTION 64. 
Report back Motion 33 please. 

BIRMINGHAM 

STEVE GILLAN – GENERAL SECRETARY, NEC: Yeah, the report back on 64 was motion 
33: that Conference mandate the NEC to resist removal of extendible batons from 
any staff subject to TUPE to a private provider. Furthermore, Conference authorised 
the Executive to pursue any, and all, legal redress in pursuit of this policy. That was 
Northumberland. And again, it was pushed through Conference, it was carried. The 
contents of the motion, this is a report back, it was forward to NOMS through the 
Working Group Weekly BDG POA Meetings, following the conclusion of Conference, 
and the following is a report back on the progress of the motion at the time of 
compiling the report back to Conference.  

‘The TUPE regulations provide for the protection of contractual terms and conditions 
of employment, including those associated with collective agreements. The carrying 
of extendible batons does not fall within the auspices of TUPE regulations. On this 
basis it is the responsibility of the service provider to require their employees to 
carry extendible batons.’ 

BRIAN CLARKE – BIRMINGHAM G4S: Chair, NEC, Conference, Honoured guests. 
Birmingham accepts the endeavours of the NEC in delivering this motion, thank you.  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Birmingham. Report back 65, 
Morton Hall. Andy Darken for the NEC.   

MOTION 65. 
That a report back is made in relation to Motion 39 of 2014 that the NEC seek an 
immediate change of name of PSI 29/2011 Exit Management. 

MORTON HALL 

ANDY DARKEN – DEPUTY GENERAL SECRETARY, NEC: Morning, Conference, 
reporting back on behalf of the NEC on this motion. As Steve said previously, this 
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was forwarded through the NOMS HR Whitley Committee. Unfortunately, due to 
operational difficulties, there have been no HR Whitley Committee meetings in 2014. 
However, there have been a number of dedicated meetings with sub groups; we 
have tried to progress the terms of the motion. Now, this was discussed at a number 
of dedicated meetings, the difficulty with this motion, and we well remember it was 
motion 39 last year from Morton Hall, that the NEC seek an immediate change of 
name to PSI 29/2011 Exit Management as it’s wholly inappropriate. As we say, it was 
for NOMS to come up with a change of name. One of the difficulties that NOMS had 
with this, particularly, the name of the PSI is Exit Management, in general terms it 
covers all they need to know. The real problem that Morton Hall brought, if I’ve got 
this absolutely right, was the Section 5 of that particular document which was the 
death of a member of staff. Although we haven’t been able to fulfil the terms of the 
motion, I think we’re confident over the next few months, we can maybe persuade 
NOMS to take that section out and have it as a dedicated separate section. That 
wouldn’t fulfil the terms of the motion in changing the name, but it would take that 
particular part out; if Morton Hall were happy with that we will try and progress that 
over the next few months.  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Morton Hall are indicating they are happy. 
Thank you, Andy. Report back 66, Swaleside. Pete Chapple for the NEC. 

MOTION 66. 
Concerning the restructure of this union, could you please inform Conference of the 
financial savings to date. 

SWALESIDE 

PETE CHAPPLE – FINANCE OFFICER, NEC: Chair, NEC, Conference. Conference, it 
should be remembered that restructuring wasn’t about saving money, it was to 
ensure that moving forward the POA was fit for purpose to provide representation 
to the membership for the future. However, savings have been made as a result and 
they are set out inside the Conference booklet, the factual position is there for 
Conference.  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Peter. That’s the report back 
section taken care of, Conference. I’ll just wait while Professor Gail Kinman joins me 
on the stage. But before we get into the presentation by Professor Gail Kinman, I 
think Professor Kinman should have the opportunity, as we all will, to listen to our 
newly elected member of the Executive, and I’d invite Mark Fairhurst to come and 
say a few words.  

<Applause> 

MARK FAIRHURST: Thank you, Chair. Conference, before I say a few words I just 
want to mention two things: Chris Donovan, good to see you back, what a difference 
a year makes, and to John Hancock, I want to take this opportunity to wish you a 
healthy and happy and long retirement.  
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Conference, I’ve been kindly afforded a few moments to pass on my sincerest thanks 
to the membership for electing me onto the National Executive Committee. I’m 
immensely privileged and proud to represent this membership at a national level, 
even more so when I reflect on the strong field of candidates that I was pitched 
against. To my fellow candidates I say good luck for the future and I look forward to 
working with you. To the branches that nominated me I say thank you for your 
support and I will continue to fight for what is right. To the membership who voted 
for me I say thank you for placing your trust and your faith in me. I will not let you 
down. And to the members who did not vote for me, I say I shall prove that I am 
worthy of a place on the NEC.  

Colleagues, I simply want to say this, I’m going on the NEC for all the right reasons, 
the right reasons being, you, the membership. I will fight for the issues that you tell 
me to fight for. I will take my direction from you, the membership, because it is you 
the membership that I care about. I will continue to fight for this membership and I 
will not rest until we achieve what you tell us you wish us to achieve. I will not be 
silenced, I will not change, I will not be coerced, I will fight for you.  

Finally, I would like to publicly thank my secretary, Mick Deveraux, for everything 
he’s done for me. He’s doused the flames when I was about to go off like a rocket, 
you know what I mean, Mick, and quite simply, Mick, without you I wouldn’t be 
here.  

Colleagues, I promise you this, I will not let you down.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Mark, and obviously you’ll be 
attending your first Executive meeting at the close of Conference today.  

As I say, I’m joined on the stage here, on the platform by Professor Gail Kinman. I’ve 
got an extensive three-page blog, which I’m not going to read out in its entirety but 
just a few words.  

Gail is a Chartered Psychologist and Associate Fellow with the British Psychological 
Society and a Fellow of the Higher Education Academy, a Director of the Research 
Centre for Applied Psychology at the University of Bedfordshire. Her research has 
been published widely and is regularly presented at national and international 
conferences and features in the press and on radio. Gail co-chairs the British 
Psychological Society Working Group for Work-Life Balance, which communicates 
evidence-based research and practice to organisations, employees and other 
academics. Her teaching interests relate to occupational health psychology and 
health psychology more generally. Gail, I know you are going to do your 
presentation, we’ve worked extremely closely together and you’re very welcome to 
our Conference.  

<Applause>  
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I’m not riding shotgun, but can I just say, this is where it could all go badly wrong 
because the technical people have given me this and they tell me it’s very simple and 
it’s just back and forward.  

 

Address by Professor Gail Kinman 

PROFESSOR GAIL KINMAN: Right, well good morning everybody and I am honoured 
to be invited to address you and provide you with an overview of the findings of this 
research. Now, if we go back to early last year when I was approached by Joe and 
Steve and PJ inviting me to do this research, and before I start I think it’s important 
to say that I’ve worked with very many occupational groups, very many groups that 
might be considered highly stressed, including social workers, fire and rescue service, 
the police, nurses etc. but I really felt that I had no insight into what somebody who 
works for the prison service and prison officers actually do and it took a few 
meetings really to have this insight which I think was very valuable. But I must say 
that the findings I found really worrying, and more so than any research I’ve done 
before. And that is my personal view.  

So I’m going to be giving you an overview of the findings as I mentioned, so I would 
like to acknowledge the contribution of Dr Andrew Clemens and Dr Jackie Hart who 
helped me with this research and unfortunately can’t be here today. And also I’d like 
to thank all of the members of the POA that gave up their precious time to complete 
the survey and the people who have been interviewed, thanks very much.  

OK, so first of all the survey, I’ll just take you through, there’s a picture of it there. 
You can download it from the POA website if you want a copy. So I’m just going to 
take you through the context, the aims and the methodology. Now, it’s very 
important to say that when I was approached to do this research it was because I 
was objective, and that’s very, very important, if you want to make any changes in 
terms and conditions, in my world you have to be kind of objective. So my idea was 
to use a series of benchmarks and of course that then gives you evidence to compare 
against other occupational groups so it’s much firmer evidence so we decided to 
take this approach. Then an overview of the findings, it’s quite a big report, we got 
lots and lots of data so I can’t cover everything today, and then conclusions and 
recommendations. I have presented this research very widely, I was invited to 
present it at a big health and wellbeing event in the NEC in Birmingham a couple of 
months ago to several hundred health and safety people and HR representatives and 
also in several conferences and I will continue to present it anywhere that I am 
invited basically, because it is important to me to report the findings. .  

OK, so I am going to start off by reading just a very brief extract of a diary which was 
part of the data. Now, this won’t come as a great surprise to many of you but this is 
a 9-day working week of a prison officer. So we have:  

Day 1 – Prisoner badly assaulted and taken to hospital; quite a busy 
day; short of staff.  
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Day 2 – During handover advised prisoner committed suicide late in 
the day, staff very anxious; very busy night.  

Day 3 – Quiet tonight.  

Day 4 – During the handover I was advised there had been a 
number of incidents during the day with prisoners sustaining 
serious injuries and being taken to hospital.  

Day 5 – Again advised during handover that another prisoner had 
been assaulted during the evening and concerns were raised over 
the volume of drugs in the prison.  

Day 6 – Busy night, called to assist colleague as prisoner attempted 
self-harm and suicide, prisoner taken to hospital following 
attendance of paramedics.  

[The final day] – During handover advised that a member of staff 
had been assaulted in the day and the prison was very unstable. All 
staff advised to be vigilant during the shift. A busy week of nights, 
very stressful having worked seven 11-hour shifts, looking forward 
to my day off.  

Now I think that’s very powerful, to me, and having read this it illustrates the kind of 
work that you people do. So I’m just now going to take you through the findings.  

I think we can all agree that working in the prison service can be stressful. There’s not 
a great deal of research in the UK; when I was commissioned to do this research I 
couldn’t find very much at a national level, some stuff done in the States but 
obviously very different terms and conditions that you can’t really apply to this 
country. But there is evidence that prison officers are higher than average risk of 
physical and mental health problems, alcohol abuse, relationship breakdown; it’s 
particularly common for prison officers to actually marry or co-habit with other 
officers as well and that’s quite interesting, and also burnout and PTSD and suicide. I 
did find some evidence that the average life expectancy after retirement is 18 
months, so people are not getting enough time to enjoy their retirement so obviously 
there is very strong potential for sickness problems and very serious outcomes.  

So why is the job so stressful? Looking at it in terms of the intrinsic hazards, working 
with people who are in distress and people who can be violent is intrinsically 
stressful. Now it’s very difficult to take that away from the job because there will 
always be that kind of hazard, but there’s also the emotional demands of people in 
distress. We all know that there’s frequent traumatic events, we all know about the 
overcrowding and the understaffing, staff numbers being cut since 2010, there’s a 
rising incident of assault and injury, a 45% rise in serious attacks in 2013/14. So the 
general picture is that things are actually getting worse in the sector and one of the 
main reasons that I was approached to do this research was to actually explore the 
implications of the proposed rise, at that time, in the pensionable age, and that was a 
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big issue because the work, at that stage, was not seen as unique unlike other types 
of work.  

So the survey, now, this aimed to examine the perceptions of members of their 
working conditions, and as I said, the power of this approach is that you can compare 
it with benchmarks. The Health and Safety Executive, as some of you may know, have 
developed a set of standards where people indicate the extent to which they can 
manage aspects of work and then it can be compared with people from other 
occupational groups. They also then issue a series of targets if you are below the level 
that you can work towards, so it’s a very kind of risk assessment type of approach 
which demystifies the process of stress which is very, very important indeed. And 
also I wanted to look at benchmarks for psychological distress and job satisfaction in 
the sector where you can compare with other occupational groups. Another aim was 
to investigate personal experiences and impact of violence and intimidation at work, 
and I think a very important aim, for me, was to look at the support available and 
members’ views on this, and finally, to examine attitudes towards working until 68.  

So just a little view of the method: we had 1,682 responses, and the profile of the 
sample, I think in some ways it’s representative of members but we had very, very 
few people from the private sector which was a bit worrying, we were expecting 
more. The sample was predominantly male, most worked in prisons, most worked in 
the public sector, in England, on a fulltime basis, so we didn’t really pick up perhaps 
broader members. The average length of service is actually quite high, 18 years, 
which does actually, to me, emphasize the commitment that members have towards 
their job, it’s a very high tenure in the job. We also did one-to-one interviews, done 
by my colleague Jackie Hart, and we are drawing on diaries and I’ve given you an 
example of one of the diaries.  

So first of all, in terms of the findings, we asked about working hours and annual 
leave. The first question: How often do you work overtime? A high proportion, 62% 
did so regularly; the average number of hours per week was 9 hours, which is quite 
high, you know, it’s an extra working day if you think about it, but 13% work at least 
10 hours. And it was important for us to ask about annual leave as well because there 
was a bit of a problem there in terms of the extent to which people could choose to 
take their leave, and as you can see, we have 44% who say they can rarely take leave 
at a time of their choice, and 4% who say they can never do so. And I am including 
some quotes from interviews and the questionnaire in these slides so you can 
actually see what people are saying about these issues. This person here is obviously 
having problems juggling shifts to try to get leave, and also worrying that somebody 
is going to let them down, which is perhaps a little bit more stressful sometimes than 
actually going to work instead, so that may compound the stress people experience.  

Now, we asked the question about people’s attitudes towards raising the retirement 
age, we asked two separate questions, one of members who were currently 60 or 
over and another one for people who were under 60. The question was: To what 
extent do you think your age has affected your ability to do your job? People who 
were 60 or over at the time of completing the questionnaire generally thought 
moderately, I think it was altogether 40% at least moderately thought it affected 
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their job. But if you look at the younger members there were much greater concerns 
about their future, and as you can see, we have quite a high proportion, 75% were 
very, very worried about how their job may be affected if they had to work longer. So 
I think that’s quite a powerful result here. And only 1.7% said ‘not at all’. We have 
another quote here, ‘I’m a healthy 40-year-old man and fairly active in and out of 
work, how on earth can staff in their 60s be expected to maintain order, and control 
young, fit and violent offenders without putting themselves in an early grave?’ And 
we had many, many, many comments like that, far too many for me to mention. But I 
think if we look at the proportion of the people who were 60 or over, it does sound 
quite optimistic that people think they are fit and healthy enough to continue to 
work, but there is a phenomenon called ‘the healthy worker effect’ some of you may 
have heard of it, it’s really the people who are sick and unable to carry on with the 
job, for whatever reason, have gone, so we may only be picking up the survivors, the 
people who really want to continue. So we may have to take those figures with a 
little bit of a pinch of salt, but whatever, they are concerning.  

So moving on now to this Health and Safety Executive Management Standards 
Approach, as I mentioned it measures employers’ performance in preventing work-
related stress. It was developed several years ago, it’s been administered to many, 
many thousands of employees in lots and lots of different sectors, so there’s a lot of 
norms out there that you can compare your occupational group with others. It 
adopts a risk assessment approach and it includes six aspects of work, these are: 
demands; control; support from managers and colleagues, now it’s very important to 
separate those because levels of support can be very, very different; relationships, 
which cover things like bullying, harassment, the extent of satisfaction with 
relationships at work in general; role in the organisation, to what extend do you feel 
that you know what you’re doing at work, you are aware of what your job description 
is let’s say, and finally, change management. So all of these are incorporated into a, I 
think it’s 36-item questionnaire, which is what I used in the survey.  

Now sorry, this is quite a complex slide, I’ll just talk you through it. In red we have the 
mean scores for each of the seven areas for the POA members, and bear in mind that 
high scores are actually good, low scores are bad, so high scores are high levels of 
satisfaction with these areas. Then we have in the lime green colour, that’s the HSE 
average for other occupational groups, they’re all put in together and this is the 
average and the green is the target that the HSE wants us to work towards. So can 
you see this massive shortfall for pretty much everything? Very much in terms of 
demands, then we have problems the next highest, lowest if you like, are problems 
with change, levels of control and manager support. You can see from peer support 
that’s actually much higher, so people were much more satisfied with the support 
they get from their colleagues, but it still didn’t reach the minimum standards. So on 
all of these seven areas POA members didn’t reach the minimum standards.  

I’m just going to take you through each one of these areas and some representative 
quotes there, and also as you can see with ‘demands’ there is a gap of 1.56 between 
the score that we had from members and the HSE recommendations, which on a 5-
point scale is actually pretty large. So some examples here from the question: 64% 
often or always have to work very intensively; control – 60% can seldom or never 
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decide when to take a break. Now obviously that is essential because if you don’t 
have enough time to recover your levels of alertness are going to have problems and 
reduce, and obviously over the long-term it can have health problems. Then we have 
manager support – only 10% feel supported through emotionally demanding work, 
and again, I think that quote tells us a lot about respondents’ attitudes towards 
support and perhaps a lack of compassion. People, as I said, were generally quite 
happy with the support they had from their colleagues and that was one of the most 
positive parts of the survey and we did emphasize this, so 91%, almost unanimous 
really, get support from colleagues at least sometimes. People talked a lot about the 
camaraderie and the joy of actually working with other people who, you know, it got 
you through your shift and you really enjoyed it, having a rapport with people. 
Relationships, and this was actually quite shocking, the extent to which people were 
saying they were bullied at work. I went to a presentation last week in a conference 
in Liverpool that said that one-in-ten people in the UK are bullied at work, and they 
thought that was actually a really high proportion, but we have found a high 
proportion amongst members. Role in the organisation – this was a little bit more 
positive, whereas 81% new how to get their job done always or often, but other 
aspects of role such as not really sure about where the institution is going were more 
problematic. And finally, change management was another key issue. I think this is a 
representative quote, people generally understood the reason why change had to 
come, but it was the way it had been communicated and handled was a very, very 
key issue there, as the quote shows. And people were generally feeling not 
communicated with in terms of how change, on a day-to-day basis, was actually 
happening. So this was a big problem.  

So we moved on then to look at personal experiences of violence and intimidation. I 
hope you can see the slightly small letters there. Sexual assault and harassment were 
not very common. The most common things were intimidation, verbal abuse and 
verbal threats. So you can see the proportion there and I’ve used this traffic light 
system which is fairly easy to spot, red is bad and green is good, so it’s fairly quick to 
see. But obviously with physical assault there are still quite a high proportion of 
people subjected to this so we went further and asked about personal experiences of 
assault. Of the respondents that we had to the survey 30% had experienced it at 
some stage in their career but half of these over the last four years,  42% had taken 
time off to recover but one-third, only one-third I should say, felt extremely or well 
supported. I think this quote is actually very telling because somebody who’d been 
working in the army was saying, ‘Well, OK, I didn’t feel as vulnerable or threatened 
then as now.’ The less support people had the more distressed and the more health 
problems in general, so it does suggest, doesn’t it, that if you have support at an early 
stage it’s going to pay off because it’s likely to play itself out into long-term health 
problems. These personal experiences of assault tended to affect people’s personal 
lives, people were talking about either withdrawal from family or friends, socially 
withdrawing or actually being irritable and taking it out on family. So this is wider 
impact of assault that isn’t just related to work, it affects people’s lives much more 
fully.  

Now we asked about access to support services, so what support you have available 
to help you manage work-related stress and most people said that they had access to 
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occupational health services, but I think it was important to point out here that quite 
a sizeable proportion of people were unsure whether they had access to a stress 
helpline, a confidential counselling service or stress management training. You can 
kind of understand yes or no but it’s very clear that people will have access in some 
institutions but they don’t know that they have it, so this is another example of the 
importance of communication, this level of uncertainty. This was really important to 
look at, this idea that stress and talking about stress and talking about distress, poor 
wellbeing is very heavily stigmatised. This jumped out at us in the findings certainly. 
Over one half of the sample could never talk to their line managers about stress-
related problems; it was as if stress was this dirty word that couldn’t be brought up. I 
also asked a question about, ‘To what extent can you talk to you colleagues about 
stress?’ and people felt more able to do so but still not a huge proportion so it does 
seem to be very, very heavily stigmatised. And another question was, ‘To what extent 
would people in your organisation be likely to reveal they were experiencing stress-
related illness?’ because we did pick up fairly high levels of stress-related illness in 
the survey. And the majority were saying, ‘Well, I wouldn’t do it, I wouldn’t actually 
disclose this.’ So there’s a lot going on there that isn’t actually coming out. And 
people were talking a lot about care teams and there were some good experiences of 
care teams, certainly, but I think this quote at the bottom was quite characteristic of 
some responses where people were saying, ‘Well, OK, I don’t really trust people in 
my institution, as such, to disclose these issues because it may come out in a way 
that would affect my job security etc.  

Now, has anybody heard of presenteeism? This has always happened but I think it’s 
only recently that it’s been given a name to, and this is where people go to work 
when they’re sick, they’re not capable of working but for whatever reason they don’t 
take time off and they go to work. Now there is evidence that presenteeism is 
actually much more common than absenteeism and it’s a very powerful impact on 
health, because if you don’ take enough time to rest you’re likely to become sicker 
for longer, if you like. And certainly what we found in this survey was that 
presenteeism was more frequent than absence and 84%, which is quite 
overwhelming, feel pressure to come into work when unwell at least sometimes, and 
53%, over a half, always feel such pressure. So we asked people why do you do this, 
what reasons are there for you to not take time off and rest when you’re sick, and 
the most common reasons were pressure from managers. Now you can see the 
example there, several people said that they’d been phoned up on their first day of 
sickness saying, ‘When are you coming back?’ Sometimes by more than one person in 
one day, ‘When are you coming back to work?’ Stigmatisation of sick leave, people 
being concerned under conditions of uncertainty as well, should I be taking time off 
work, it may affect my future, so fear of dismissal. But I think very importantly it was 
feelings of guilt and safety concerns and obligation to colleagues, because obviously 
when you have conditions of short-staffing you may be seeing that colleagues are 
vulnerable and you may need to be there, so to me, this is one of the most important 
findings of the survey and obviously it has long-term safety impact, not only on 
members but also on prisoners.  

Just a couple of other benchmarks, almost finished now, so we looked at levels of 
psychological distress so I used a measure where there’s a lot of different 
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occupational norms so you can compare it against other occupational groups. This 
measure calculates the proportion of people who have what’s called caseness levels 
of psychological distress, which means that some intervention is needed, some kind 
of medical help is needed. So we found that just over 70% of the sample were at this 
level, which was quite concerning. And one of my colleagues actually has done a 
similar study in a single prison in England and found 92% in one prison, which was 
even worse obviously. So we can compare this 72% with the proportion in the police, 
the air rescue and the armed forces, which I’m sure you would all agree are fairly 
highly stressed jobs. Then we looked at job satisfaction, now this measure included 
intrinsic satisfaction which is the satisfaction you have with the job that you do, the 
job itself, the everyday type of work, and extrinsic satisfaction which is things like 
terms and conditions and pay. And generally intrinsic satisfaction was higher, but 
what we found again was that the POA members who completed the survey, their 
level of job satisfaction was considerably lower than other occupational groups. So 
I’m sure you can see the power of this benchmarking approach where you can 
compare.  

But it’s not all doom and gloom, I think it’s important to say that quite a few people 
were saying, ‘We do feel that we make a difference; we make a difference in 
prisoners’ lives; my job is very, very important to my own life, I’m very, very involved 
in it. I enjoy my work.’ And the greatest source of satisfaction is with fellow workers, 
and this quote about having a stronger bond with colleagues and family I think is 
very, very telling indeed, it tells you a lot about people’s experiences.  

So to conclude I think we do have to say that POA members’ perceptions of their 
working conditions are typically negative; none of the HSE Management Standards 
for managing work-stress have been met and some are actually significantly below 
the benchmark. So trying to work towards these minimum standards is obviously a 
priority, but I think we do have to say, where do you begin? There has to be some 
kind of plan to work towards these. There are serious concerns about lack of support 
for assault and intimidation because this is likely to have a long-term impact on 
people’s wellbeing, so support put in place at an early stage will pay off in terms of 
the risk of long-term problems. Stress is very highly stigmatised in the sector and 
support is poor and not necessarily seen as confidential. Now, I don’t know a huge 
amount about the kind of support that you have, but there’s certainly evidence that 
support that is external to the organisation is seen as much more trustworthy, so you 
may find perhaps the stigma would reduce if people were able to go outside the 
organisation. Lower psychological wellbeing and job satisfaction and published 
norms, very, very much lower in some cases than emergency services. Stress-related 
illness and presenteeism are common, now this has very serious implications, 
presenteeism, as I said, for impact on individuals, their families and also the safety of 
prisoners and the organisations; most are seriously concerned about the wellbeing 
and safety implications of working late.  

So I think really we have to consider what can be done but I would urge all of you to 
read the report actually because it’s quite sobering findings. OK, thank you very 
much.  
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<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Gail and Conference will join me 
in thanking you for that presentation. You’ve done that before, I can tell because it 
was easily digestible. Now, your findings, well, we’ve had suspicions that those 
would be the findings, we’ve had our membership would know that those were the 
findings, but you need an independent report. And Gail talked about being objective, 
that’s very important because I’m very subjective, we are subjective in this room, we 
want the best for our members and we’re going to die in a ditch to get it, but you 
need that professional objectivity to help us where we are and where we need to be. 
And it was launched in parliament, it was then the subject of a lengthy debate in 
parliament in which the Prison Minister himself came to, it’s been instrumental in 
forcing NOMS to give us that joint business case on the pension age. I’ll tell you 
what, it’s the best £10k we’ve ever spent.  
 

Gail, on behalf of the POA, can I give you a token of our appreciation for the report. 
It’s an independent report, that’s what’s important. Gail, thank you very much for 
the way that you’ve engaged with us and that you’ve taken time out of your busy 
day to come here and give your presentation. Professor Gail Kinman, Conference.  

<Applause>  

Thank you, Conference. We are back onto the agenda – motion 67, Holme House. 
This is a debate so no seconder required.  

MOTION 67. 
That Conference debates the issue surrounding the actuarial reduction of the Alpha 
pension scheme benefits payable to members who retire before their normal 
retirement age. 

HOLME HOUSE 

ANDY BAXTER – HOLME HOUSE: Chairman, NEC, Conference. The motion reads that 
Conference debates the issue surrounding the actuarial reduction of the Alpha 
pension scheme benefits payable to members who retire before their normal 
retirement age. Been given the task of bringing the debate on pensions by one of our 
members so please bear with me. An actuarial reduction to a pension means the 
pension is reduced for drawing it early, we all agree that 68 is too late, but how 
many of you actually know that you can draw your Alpha pension from age 55? Most 
of us, but not all of us, still have a personal target pension age of 60. Obviously this 
ties us into service in the pre-2015 schemes, such as Classic etc. If we retire before 
normal pension age, our Alpha pensions will be reduced by up to 30%. The 
government have offered us ways of reducing the actuarial reduction but they’re 
very expensive. EPA – it took me nearly three hours to find out what EPA stands for, 
and I’d like to thank the Northern Irish Civil Service website ‘cause they actually tell 
us what it stands for; our Civil Service Pensions website doesn’t even tell us what 
EPA stands for. It means Effective Pension Age. It’s a feature in Alpha; in exchange 
for the payment of additional EPA contributions a member of Alpha can build up a 
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separate pot which can be paid in full without reduction from an age earlier than 
their normal personal age.  

Think of EPA as a bridging pension, it gives you an income up to three years earlier 
than your state retirement age, which obviously state retirement age is linked to the 
Alpha pension. A member of Alpha may choose to buy an EPA of up to three years 
earlier than their normal pension, but this can’t result in a pension age earlier than 
65. As the normal pension age for a member of Alpha will be the latter of either age 
65 or their state pension age, it’s possible for the member’s normal pension age to 
change over time in line with the government stated policy for future state pension 
age, therefore, any change to a member’s state pension would also result in a 
change to their EPA. In plain English that means if you elect to make payments to 
reduce your retirement age and the government increase further the state pension, 
then whatever you’ve bought in the EPA just moves up, you still don’t guarantee that 
your pension age will stay at a fixed point by purchasing this EPA. In my case an EPA 
to have my pension paid at 65 instead of 67 would cost me, based on closed grade 
SO pay, £68.20 a month, that’s in addition to the current pension payment. Over the 
16 years that I would be paying into the Alpha scheme that would be £13,100. 
Effective Pension Age can only be bought by monthly contributions; you can’t use 
lump sums to buy Effective Pension Age.  

These changes are mind numbing. Following the confirmation that the NEC will 
continue to work with NOMS to build up a business case regarding retirement age, 
we all know it’s in NOMS’ financial interests to allow expensive long-serving prison 
officers to retire at 60. We want to retire at 60 without actuarial reduction. It’s 
imperative that the NEC explore all avenues with NOMS that could be offered to 
offset the actuarial reduction. This motion is a debated motion, what can we throw 
in the pot to reduce the actuarial reduction, maybe contract hours, maybe sell back 
some leave each year? These are radical suggestions, there may be others, some of 
them palatable, some not palatable. The 68 is too late campaign instantly conveys 
the message very graphically of what we’re attempting to achieve. Please bear in 
mind we can retire from the Alpha scheme at 55, the actuarial reduction is the 
enemy. Please debate.  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Joe Simpson for the NEC for the debate.  

JOE SIMPSON – ASSISTANT SECRETARY, NEC: Chair, NEC, Conference, thanks very 
much for that debate, we got a lot out of it. This is your pension scheme that you’re 
talking about and the National Executive are working hard towards reducing that 
pension age back down to 60. And what Andy said from Holme House about the 
abatement is quite right, because Tories in the manifesto are already looking at 
raising the state pension age to 70. So you’ll be paying a hell of a lot more if you 
decide that you want to buy back those extra three years. What we are trying to get 
across is, and Andy is quite right, we will use anything, if we want to get the 
abatement rule gone we’re going to have to campaign and campaign hard. And 
when we done the timeline of the pension scheme for prison officers, because that’s 
what we had to do, it’s quite clear right the way through history that they have 
always made a case for prison officers to be separated within the Principle Civil 
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Service Pension Scheme. So what we are saying to government and what we are 
saying to NOMS, in fact we’ve got NOMS on board anyway, so it’s not NOMS that we 
have to convince, the people we have to convince is Treasury and the Cabinet Office, 
because every time we talk to them all they turn around and say is, ‘How are you 
going to pay for it? How are you going to pay for it?’ and we are looking at 
everything. 

There is another motion at 70 about how we oppose and negotiate regarding the 
abatement rule, we’ve already told NOMS that, ‘If you want us to work past 60 then 
give us a bit more dignity and allow those 8,000 people that you’ve left in the 
wilderness to draw down whatever pension they’ve got to increase and give them a 
better life while they’re working later in life.’ So Conference, thanks for the debate.  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Conference, for the debate. I had 
intended to ask Conference’s permission to move the next two motions while Gail 
Kinman was here; unfortunately she has to go to another conference where she’s 
making reference to the findings in the report so we decided that was important that 
she went there, but anything that comes out in the verbatim on the next two 
motions that we feel is appropriate will of course be provided for Professor Kinman.  

MOTION 68. 
Conference endorses the campaign to achieve a default pension age of 60 years. 
Moreover, conference recognises and debates the importance of receiving a fair and 
equitable pension scheme that is representative of the work POA members do. 

NEC 

RALPH VALERIO – VICE CHAIR, NEC: Thank you, Edinburgh, I thought I was going to 
have to sit back down then. As you can see, the motion is rather self-explanatory, 
the NEC are asking for confirmation on policy of this union, and we’re looking for a 
clear mandate from you, the delegates and the representatives of our membership 
that we are on the right course to be looking for a pensionable age of 60 years. More 
importantly, as you see from the slogan of this year’s Conference, fair pay, pension 
justice, because at this moment in time there doesn’t seem to be a great deal of 
justice for the working man and woman anywhere in society and we seem to be 
treated entirely differently to even the rest of society. As much as the National 
Chairman has touched on and as Joe has mentioned, Professor Gail Kinman’s report, 
which I hope you found incredibly interesting, has forced the hand of our employer 
to recognise that there is a solid argument to be going at 60. There are a number of 
questions as we go forth trying to have negotiations that are going to be very, very 
difficult for us to answer, to try and negotiate and then of course to bring back to the 
membership. By the same respect there are a number of minister advisors who are 
seeking very hard to rubbish the outcomes of Gail’s reports, because quite honestly 
the people in Treasury, the people who advise government, irrespective of who’s 
actually in government, don’t want to accept or acknowledge that life on the 
landings in our prisons are as bad as the contributors to that investigation showed.  

So to that extent I would urge Conference, when you go back please download it, 
please circulate it again amongst your membership, you should have copies in your 
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establishment and please bring it to the attention of the new MPs that have now 
come into place and shame them into supporting our valiant cause. But I mentioned 
earlier with regards to the hard decisions that are going to have to be made, because 
this is a generational war now, it’s part of the psyche, neither of the main two 
political parties made much about the pensionable age and unfortunately public 
sector workers don’t get a great deal of consideration or any sort of consolation 
from the voting public. All you have to do is look at the fire service, all you have to do 
is look at the police, but that’s what we have to do when we’re making our 
considerations as to what sort of pension scheme do we want, and as Joe 
mentioned, the big question we’ll have to get over is: how are we going to pay for 
this? If you look at the police they pay over 12% contributions, if you look at FBU 
members in the fire service they also have to put forward 12% of their wage in order 
to pay for them to go early. At this moment in time we don’t pay that but we have to 
go at a later age and it may well be the case, I’m signposting it now for you, 
Conference, we may have to make some very hard decisions in the future about how 
badly do we want to go at 60? Do our members want to go at 60, because we’re 
going to have a government who’s going to look to squeeze every single worker in 
society to press them to work on till later because they don’t want to pay for us, 
people in my generation and younger, when they get to retirement age.  

So there’s some really tough decisions that we are going to have to be making in 
time, when I believe there will be a deal on the table, but will it be enough? A default 
retirement age, we genuinely need to have that conversation amongst us, what 
should be the appropriate default retirement age? Should it be that 60 you can’t 
have an age review like was in Fresh Start, for example, from 55 to 60? Because I 
would suspect that they’ll say, ‘Well, POA, you’ve argued for a long period of time 
that you can’t go on past 60.’ But I think there’s a growing demographic in our 
membership that may feel they have to go beyond. It will be time for honesty when 
that time comes. But that said, we’re looking for support and reaffirmation of our 
policy, we want a retirement age default of 60 and we’re looking for you, 
Conference, to give us a clear mandate to get in, get a deal and bring it back to you 
and our memberships to decide what’s right for you. Conference, please support the 
motion.  

<Applause>  

SEAN FARRELL - RAMPTON: NEC, Conference, Chair. I’d just like to point out that in 
terms of special hospitals and those with Mental Health Officer Status, who do 
actually pay higher contributions, there are different retirement ages so I’d just like 
that qualification on that one. Thank you.  

GARY LYONS - ASHWORTH: Chairman, NEC, Conference. Yeah, Sean’s right, we pay 
9% into our pension. I was listening to Ralph talk and talk about POA members, but 
POA member, we’re talking about two different pension schemes here. If we are 
negotiating we need to be negotiating for the members within the NHS pension 
scheme as well. Don’t forget us.  

<Applause>  
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PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Conference. Motion 68 to the 
vote, all those in favour. Those against? That’s carried.  

Motion 69 – Swaleside. Is there a seconder for the Swaleside motion? Rochester, 
thank you.  

MOTION 69. 
That this Conference applaud the NEC, POA members and the researchers for the 
work they carried out in regards to the “work related stress and wellbeing survey”, 
the NEC should treat this document as a work related risk assessment and pursue the 
employer for change in order to reduce stress and enhance our wellbeing in the 
workplace. 

SWALESIDE 

DAVE TODD – BRANCH SECRETARY, SWALESIDE: Conference, Chair, NEC. I think it’s 
all been covered. I would actually like to applaud the NEC, thank you and well done.  

<Applause>  

It’s a fantastic piece of work but it can’t stop there, and as Ralph’s alluded to, they’re 
carrying on and credit where it’s due, well done.  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Joe Simpson for the NEC.  

JOE SIMPSON – ASSISTANT SECRETARY, NEC: Thank you, Chair, Conference, 
responding on behalf of the National Executive Committee. How this came about 
Conference was quite simple, the National Chairman approached me because I was 
the Secretary to the Health and Safety Whitley and Gail Kinman had done a survey, 
prison educators and how stressed they felt. Also, as everyone knows I deal with 
pensions now since Jim Dawson retired, and whenever we were going anywhere we 
had nothing apart from what we’d researched and what we had done and pulling 
out our own documents. And every time we were putting stuff forward we would 
get the same answers from politicians and the same answers from the employer 
which was, ‘But you’ve got no evidence of that.’ So that’s why we contacted Gail and 
we decided that this document is worth every penny that we paid for it and more, 
and more. However, it wouldn’t have been possible without our members’ 
participation, and what I have got to stress, it is POA members, that was everybody, 
every POA member in Northern Ireland, in Scotland, in all the special hospitals, in 
prisons and also in the IRCs, it was open to you all. And out of that, and we 
understand why, was just over 1,600 POA members responded to it and it was that 
number that Michael Spurr decided that he was going to attack and say, ‘Yeah, but it 
was only 1,600.’ And Gail Kinman came out with the rest of it when she turned 
around and said, ‘That’s quite right, Mr Spurr, only 1,600 because the rest of them 
are that stressed out when they get home they don’t even want to switch their 
computers on.’  

So this report has gone a long way, and I know the National Chairman stopped Ralph 
coming back to you <laughs> what he wanted to say, and what I asked him to come 
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back and say to you, was on the pensions this National Executive believe there is a 
deal on the table to get it back down to 60, it’s just that we, as a union, have got to 
big and brave enough to go and get it. And no matter what comes about, I might be 
speaking out of turn here, whatever comes about there will be, I’m hoping, a special 
delegates conference to come along… it’s alright, don’t panic people… so we can 
explain it to you and then it will be our members who will have the final decision on 
whether or not they want to agree that pension.  

Can I ask you… I write to my MP every week, on anything really, just to annoy him 
and I’m sure he wakes up every Monday morning and he gets into his office and he 
goes, ‘Oh it’s there.’ Why? I haven’t got a prison in where I live and he’s a Tory so 
that’s enough just to annoy him. But the thing is, they don’t understand the work 
that you do, they don’t understand the stress that you go under and they don’t 
understand that the life expectancy of you, when you retire, is 18 months. And they 
don’t want to do anything about it. So can I ask you, please when you get back to 
your branches, download it, take it to your MP, send it to your MP and keep 
downloading it and sending it every week, so every time he opens up the emails or 
she opens up the emails it’s there staring them in the face. Because whenever a 
politician comes along here and comes to address you and comes to address us, I 
always go from there and I go outside for the simple reason I am sick and tired of 
listening to Prison Minister and Justice Minister every year coming along and saying 
‘thank you’. Well, as far as I’m concerned, shove it!  

<Laughter>  

You make our prisons safe, you pay us what we’re worth and you give us our pension 
so we can live in dignity and decency after hard work in public service. Thank you 
very much Conference.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Conference, motion 69 to the vote, all those 
in favour please show. Those against? That’s carried. I will just point out that Joe 
quite rightly pointed out the figures of about 1,700 participated but one of the 
defensive positions we were able to develop with Gail Kinman when she was able to 
say that that was at the high end of responses normally to surveys of this kind, so 
that argument from NOMS was pretty much blown out of the water. And just picking 
up on something that Joe said, we will be doing now another push to get MPs to go 
in and see C&R demonstrations, and to be fair, and I’m not normally fair to NOMS, 
but to be fair to Michael Spurr he has agreed that they will put it on at the centre if 
that is better, at the C&R centre he will put it on for MPs. I mean when I’m down in 
Dorset, my MP is a grandee, a Tory grandee, owns 50,000 acres of rolling Dorset 
countryside; how he gets the time to go do his business in parliament when he’s got 
to look after all that land I don’t know! Probably has people to do that, but to be fair 
to him, Richard Drax, he came to Portland, saw the C&R demonstration and 
immediately went out on his blog and Twitter account, he’s an ex-army officer and 
said, ‘There’s no way in the world that prison officers should be expected to do that 
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type of work in their 60s.’ So we can work across, interparty across and get this 
sorted once and for all.  

Motion 70 – Holme House; do we have a seconder for the motion? Wakefield, thank 
you.  

MOTION 70. 
That the NEC oppose and negotiate regarding the abatement rule applying to 
members who draw their pre 2015 pension but are expected to work to an imposed 
NRA of 67-68 years old.  Members of the pre 2015 pension scheme who choose to 
draw their accrued pre 2015 pension and continue to work will suffer a detriment. 

HOLME HOUSE 

ANDY BAXTER – HOLME HOUSE: Chairman, NEC, Conference. The motion reads that 
the NEC oppose and negotiate regarding the abatement rule applying to members 
who draw their pre-2015 pension but are expected to work to an imposed NRA of 67 
or 68 years old. Members of the pre-2015 pension scheme who choose to draw their 
accrued pre-2015 pension and continue to work will suffer a detriment.  

Pension abatement is a reduction applied to your pension payments if you choose to 
draw your pre-2015 pension and continue to work. This is because your pension, 
under current rules, your pension and salary added together can’t be more than your 
salary before you’re retied. However, because of the abatement rule if you want to 
continue in service beyond your 2015 normal pension age you will have to apply for 
partial retirement and reduce your hours or re-grade or suffer pension abatement. 
Our members will find themselves in a lose/lose situation. If a member elects to 
partially retire at 60 and draw a pre-2015 pension, then continues to work, he or 
she, unless she works for the private sector, will suffer pension abatement and the 
Alpha pension pot will grow less quickly due to the reduction in pay through working 
reduced hours or having to re-grade. If a member elects to fully retire at 60 and 
draws his or her pre-2015 pension then he or she suffers an actuarial reduction of 
30% on the Alpha pension. As part of the business case we need the NEC and NOMS 
to impress upon cabinet office or the Treasury, whoever it is, that because of the 
unique operational nature of our work and the potential for further cost savings 
presented by long serving staff retiring at 60, that all staff with a previous retirement 
age of 60 should be classed as a reserved rights group. Those reserved rights should 
allow our members to either retire at 60, with no actuarial reduction to their Alpha 
pension, or that the members of the reserved rights group that elect to work past 60 
return on new terms and conditions applicable at the time in return for the removal 
of pension abatement. Please support the motion. 

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Joe Simpson for the NEC.  

JOE SIMPSON – ASSISTANT SECRETARY, NEC: Thank you, Chair. Conference, NEC, 
responding on behalf of the National Executive Committee. Conference, I’m going to 
ask you to support this motion but we need you to understand something, this is 
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going to be so hard to achieve. And the reason why we’re supporting it is, where I 
come from in the Northeast there’s a saying, ‘Shy bairns get nowt.’ And we’ve never 
ever asked for this. So as part of the ongoing pension negotiations in the 2015 
agreement we have put this forward to NOMS to put it in the joint package that 
we’re going to give to government just in case we don’t get the pension justice that 
we want in reduced back down to 60. Because what we’re saying is that you 
shouldn’t have to suffer abatement, what happens when you get over 60? At the 
moment we’ve passed motions here where we’ve turned around and said that the 
fitness test is not fit for purpose, the fitness test is for all those people when it was 
introduced when we had a retirement age of 60, now you have to pass the fitness 
test when you’re 65, now 66, 67 and 68. We’ve also said to NOMS what are they 
doing to combat an aging workforce? Because we are getting older and the prisoners 
we are looking after are getting younger and more violent; what are you putting in 
place for our members? They haven’t even bothered to look at that.  

So, Conference, we will try and get this but it is going to be very, very hard because I 
can see Cabinet Office not even wearing this. Thank you, Conference.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Motion 70 to the vote, all those in favour 
please show; those against? That motion is carried. We’re onto Equality: motion 71, 
Wandsworth; do we have a seconder for the Wandsworth motion? Brixton, thank 
you.  

MOTION 71. 
That all POA buildings and offices comply with the Equalities Act 2010 for access for 
people with any disability. 

WANDSWORTH 

STEWART MCLAUGHLIN – BRANCH SECRETARY, WANDSWORTH: Chair, NEC, 
Conference. This motion has come through from my branch. I sit on the Equality 
Advisories Committee and like most advisory committees we can’t place motions 
directly to you so they either have to go through the NEC or through the branch, so I 
had to explain this to my branch as to why we want to take it forward.  

POA offices and buildings comply with the Equalities Act 2010 for access to people 
with any disability. 

I’ve visited Cronin House many times over the years and there’s no obvious disabled 
access or access to toilets or even to the boardroom should anyone have any 
mobility issues, and we feel now that since the Act’s been here since 2010 and 
myself and the equalities team will be at the Disabled Workers Conference next 
week, on annual leave of course, that we should at least start striving to be 
compliant with the Equalities Act, particularly as we regularly go to our employer as 
branch officials asking for reasonable adjustments and possibly physical adjustments 
of establishments to assist our members to continue in employment. So with that I 
ask you to support.  
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PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Wandsworth. Chris Donovan for 
the NEC.  

CHRIS DONOVAN – NEC: Chair, Conference, responding on behalf of the NEC. The 
NEC fully supports this motion brought by Wandsworth. Stewart’s covered most of 
the things I want to say but I’m going to go through it anyway. Those of you who 
have been to either Cronin House or the north regional office in Leeds will 
appreciate the building’s design and layout doesn’t lend themselves to workers who 
come under the Equalities Act 2010. Something I didn’t really notice until my return 
to work in January this year. As a worker who comes under the Equalities Act 2010, 
at that time I was still struggling with walking any sort of distance and the car park, 
as Stew says for disabled workers, are non-existent at Cronin House. The next 
obstacle I noticed were the stairs up to the boardroom, there’s no lift, no ramp, I 
nearly pulled the banister off dragging my 10 stone up the stairs to get down to the 
meetings.  

<Laughter>  

The assessment of the buildings and work required will be costly to our union, but 
this work has to be carried out for workers and visitors to be able to access all areas 
without feeling excluded and to comply with the Equalities Act 2010. Please support 
this motion brought by Wandsworth.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Wandsworth are sitting down, so motion 71 
to the vote, all those in favour please show; those against? That motion is carried.  

MOTION 72 
Conference instruct the NEC to set up a consultative committee to promote mental 
health issues to POA members.  This committee should also include an invitation to 
NOMS senior management to attend.  The roles and objectives of this committee 
would be to offer information, advice and support on such issues as PTSD, work 
related stress, depression and other mental health issues. 

ELMLEY 

Motion 72, Elmley; do we have a seconder for the Elmley motion? Rochester, thank 
you.  

ANDY HAMLIN – BRANCH SECRETARY, ELMLEY: Chairman, NEC, Conference. Motion 
72 reads: Conference instruct the NEC to set up a consultative committee to 
promote mental health issues to POA members. This committee should include an 
invitation to NOMS senior management to attend. The role of this committee would 
be to offer information, support on such issues as PTSD, work related stress, 
depression and other mental health issues. 

In 2004, 107,725 working days were lost to mental and behavioural disorders in 
prisons in England and Wales, an average of 2.8 days per member of staff. These 
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figures break down, not including non-operational, to 1,749 days for operational and 
senior managers, 15,042 days for OSGs and 63,209 at an average of 3.2 days per 
prison officer. Everyone in this room knows the stressful work done by the members 
of this union every day, and as we heard earlier, this was highlighted by Professor 
Gail Kinman and her research team when they conducted an independent survey of 
work-related stress and wellbeing of prison officers and nurses in psychiatric 
hospitals in the UK, which was presented to the House of Commons on 19th 
November 2014. Two key findings from this survey were: psychological wellbeing 
and job satisfaction are considerably poorer than in any other highly stressed 
occupational group. None of the benchmarks set by the UK Health and Safety 
Executive for the management of related stress have been met with Professor 
Kinman stating, ‘Our survey has found solid evidence that people working in prisons 
and secure hospitals are at considerable risk of violence, work-related stress and 
emotional exhaustion.’  

This motion asks for the NEC to set up a consultative committee to offer support and 
advice for all POA members who are suffering from any type of mental health. It is 
the belief of the Elmley branch that unless serious efforts are made to address the 
issue of mental health within our membership, more and more of our members will 
continue to suffer without the support and advice they so desperately need, with 
some suffering in silence until it’s too late. Please support the motion.  

STEVE WRIGHTON – BRANCH CHAIR, BULLINGDON: Chair, NEC, Conference. Sadly 
asking you to reject the motion, which is normally against the sort of things I speak 
for, purely on the grounds of it’s asking for a new consultative committee. 
Everything that’s contained within Elmley’s motion I totally agree with. It’s the 
means of how we achieve it. This work is actually already happening. I’m a member 
of the National Health and Safety Consultative Committee and we do look at this 
work. Also, some of this is actually the employer’s responsibility. Every DDC is 
required, under the Occupational Health Guidance Notes, to have a regional stress 
committee at which there should be union representation. It does happen in south 
central, I know it does and I sit on that committee. Every branch, under those 
occupational guidance notes, should have a local stress committee which should 
effectively meet alongside your local health and safety consultative meetings as a 
separate part to the meeting but alongside it. The National Health and Safety 
Consultative Committee do do this work, we attend the network stress meetings, we 
attend hazards, we do all these type of things and campaign on these issues and 
we’ve seen the Gail Kinman report which we’ve already applauded the NEC for 
producing, getting that work done and the report has come out.  

I’m asking you to reject purely on the fact that we can do this work within the 
existing framework, but we need to insist that DDCs have these area meetings, that 
your local committee sits at this respect, you have it all in and that maybe it means 
that the National Health and Safety Consultative Committee may need to meet more 
frequently and have more time to assess the greater things that come out of this and 
I’m sure Mark, who I understand is coming onto this committee very soon and Joe, 
may be able to assist us in that. But I’m asking you to reject purely on the fact it’s 
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asking for a new committee, not within the context of what the actual motion is 
asking for. Please reject.  

MARTIN FIELD – BRANCH SECRETARY, HMP BEDFORD: Mr Chairman, NEC, 
Conference. A lot was said in the talk from the visiting speaker and a lot of good 
points, which I wanted to mention, have been raised by the previous speaker. So I 
want to touch on a slightly different aspect which is: where are the problems? The 
two people who have the biggest problem is obviously the member who has these 
issues and then the branch official which is all of us who has to now try to deal and 
assist that member through the process. And it is this which has brought forward a 
number of problems and is going to create many more problems as we go along. And 
I’ll just relate a very brief factual story: a member witnesses a death in custody, few 
years later starts developing some mental health problems, sees his doctor, sees a 
psychologist, he has mental health problems now. Goes to ATOS, disability, 
reasonable adjustments, all the things we talked about yesterday, where does it end 
up? Capability hearing – sacked. Got him reinstated, luckily, still no reasonable 
adjustments; moves on, ultimately his mental health issues could not be dealt with 
by the employer in a manner which they felt comfortable with, which is basically 39 
hours on the landing doing the job which we are paying you to do. So re-grade, AO, 
move across.  

This, unfortunately, is the attitude of the employer to mental health. It’s not, what 
the previous speaker said, that they should be doing. If I look into the words in the 
motion and what was said by the visiting speaker, the information, what information 
did we get? There is a stress management tool on the Z-drive, go and look at it. What 
advice was offered? There were the support meetings which we referred to in a 
previous motion, which ultimately ended up with it’s either you come back to work 
or there is a capability hearing. And what support was offered? There is a care team, 
there is employee support, and if you really, really need it … we can maybe get a 
couple of sessions of counselling. This is totally inadequate for the problem that we 
have in front of us, as has completely been displayed today, and the one phrase that 
was up there that stuck in my head: Every day I go home, I feel physically and 
mentally drained. Each and every one of you here can probably relate to that and 
you have many members at your branches telling you that.  

Now, where is the realistic day-to-day problem with all this? right now many 
establishments are short-staffed, which is one of the direct causes of all this stress. 
But let’s just look down the road a little bit. We’re now all fully staffed, so what 
happens then? We move onto the benchmarking profile and shift patterns, with its 
half-past-six, seven o’clock, quarter-past-seven main shifts, which in our 
establishment cause more people to leave than VEDS. They totally burnt out, 
couldn’t take it, and when we do our exit interviews with people, that is the one 
reason they always give for saying they have looked for alternative employment. And 
as we know, and as was stated, a lot of people don’t come and tell you that they 
have these problems, so we cannot then offer them the support. Their only way of 
telling you is to put in their resignation and leave, which completely doesn’t help us, 
doesn’t really help the employer and certainly the member feels let down and moves 
on with not a good taste in their mouth towards us, feeling maybe we’ve let them 
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down somehow, because these mental health problems have got many, many 
strands to them. So I urge the NEC to please come up with something, because as we 
know, the managers only work well when they have an idiot guide in front of them, 
and they need something very, very, very specific which tells them how to deal with 
this bigger and bigger problem, because as we speak every detail office in the land 
has people on that board, medium and long-term sick and it’s all caused by stress 
and it’s only going to get worse, the direction the service is heading at the moment. 
Thank you for your time, colleagues. Please support the motion. 

PHIL BIRCH - SEND: Mr Chairman, NEC, Conference, taken on board everything Steve 
said, but I feel this issue is so important that it deserves to have a consultative 
committee of its own, so totally support what Elmley is saying. At Send, yes we’re 
sleepy hollow, we don’t have the number of assaults etc. that 90% of you have, but 
what we do have is high levels of self-harm, attempted suicides. A large number of 
our staff are now on antidepressants, some keep it quiet but a lot do talk about it. 
We have staff with depression, with PTSD. Five years ago, and I think Mark will back 
me up on this, we lost a very dear friend, POA member, committee member, to 
suicide. If we’d have had this in place then, maybe she’d still be with us today, and 
that is a day that goes back when we were told that she was no longer with us, that I 
think will remain with us for the rest of our lives. Please support the motion.  

MICHELLE ATKINS – BRANCH SECRETARY, WAYLAND: Chairman, NEC, Conference, I 
wasn’t planning to come up today – just before Christmas we lost a very dear friend, 
he committed suicide. He bucked the trend with stress, he was very open about the 
issues that he was facing and I appreciate what’s been said up here today. The 
simple fact is, the stress counsellors that we have at the moment are not enough. His 
family are still dealing with the difficult time that they are experiencing from the 
actions that he took. His friends, in our establishment and wider, are also still 
suffering and dealing with losing such a good man. I am absolutely sure that the run-
up to him taking the actions that he did were in a large part down to the stress that 
we have suffered, that he had suffered, through the regarding, through the 
benchmarking, through the change in terms and conditions. We have to do 
something. We have to start showing NOMS and the Ministry of Justice what this is 
doing to our members and to ourselves. Please support this motion. 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Joe Simpson for the NEC. 

JOE SIMPSON – ASSISTANT SECRETARY, NEC: Thank you Chair, Conference, NEC, 
responding on behalf of the National Executive Committee. Conference, I’ve been 
sat listening to the debate, it’s been a very good debate and I’ve listened to all the 
sentiments, and from what speakers have said, however, we have a Consultative 
Committee that is taking this forward, it’s called the Health and Safety Consultative 
Committee, because I’ve already asked Standing Orders why they put this under 
healthcare when it should be under health and safety. Conference, the National 
Executive Committee believe by setting up another Consultative Committee we will 
water down the work that the Health and Safety Committee have done over the last 
few years. However, I’m now going to push it back onto local Health and Safety Reps, 
because there are management guidelines out there, an idiots guide for managers to 
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set up stress networks within their establishments, but also they’ve got to produce 
risk assessments and safe systems of work on stress within the workplace. By setting 
up the committee, we believe that the work that the Health and Safety Committee 
have done so far will go by the wayside. That’s how we speak to managers 
nationally, through the Health and Safety Whitley structure. If we invite them to this, 
we believe that this committee could undo the work that we’ve done. You’ve heard 
from Steve Wrighton, Mick Longstaff, who also goes to the Hazards Network and 
Stress Nework. I sit on the National Steering Committee for the Stress Network of all 
trade unions. We’ve just got on that, we’re just getting a position on that, and the 
work that they’re producing for and on behalf of the POA is fantastic, in so much as 
the Gail Kinman report, they’ve got their conference later on this year, Gail Kinman’s 
going to be the keynote speaker delivering this on your behalf.  

Conference, we urge you to reject this; allow your Health and Safety Consultative 
Committee, because your Health and Safety Consultative Committee come from the 
branches, they are doing sterling work on your behalf, allow them to continue to do 
that work and please reject the motion. Thank you Conference. 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Elmley to come back?  

ANDY HAMLIN – BRANCH SECRETARY, ELMLEY: Colleagues, we need to look after 
each other and our members. Our employer doesn’t give a rat’s backside about our 
psychological wellbeing or our mental health, so it is the duty of all of us, as a 
professional trade union, to support each other and our members. I understand the 
views of the NEC and Bullingdon, but I don’t think they go far enough. Please support 
the motion. 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Conference. We go to the vote on 
motion 72. All those in favour of 72, please show. Those against. That motion is lost.  

Motion 75, NEC motion. Is there a seconder for the NEC motion? Birmingham, thank 
you. Andy Darken for the NEC. 

MOTION 75. 
Following the adoption of ACM 61/2011, Conference accepts that significant change 
and work has been achieved but the terms of this motion have not been realised 
fully.  Therefore, Conference accept Conference paper TWO, which sets out the 
areas of the union which need further consideration as part of the ongoing 
restructuring, namely: 
Representation 
Organisation and Management structure 
Services and benefits 
Income and Expenditure 
Reduction in facility time (paid time off) 

NEC 
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ANDY DARKEN, DEPUTY GENERAL SECRETARY – NEC: Conference, Andy Darken for 
the NEC, urging you to support the motion. You will have seen in the Conference 
packs, Conference Paper 2, which looks at restructuring. We also acknowledge in 
putting forward this motion we haven’t fully realised the restructuring of the union 
that we wanted to realise by now, and there’s been a number of issues as to why 
we’ve not been able to do that. The work is significant. Conference Paper 2 in itself 
may not be a lengthy document, but the work that needs to be done is significant. 
On restructuring the union and getting this right for the future, we would need 
significant changes in our rules. In fact we’d probably end up having a complete new 
rulebook, and so a lot of discussions have been taken round the table in the 
Executive on this and how we progress it and move it forward. We’ve made some 
changes to the size of the Executive, we’ve made changes, not formally but how 
we’re going forward in the private sector and making sure they’re looked after and 
given good representation, and they’re having an effect. We’ve also made changes in 
financially how we move forward. You heard from the Finance Officer, we’re in a 
very good financial state but we do need to focus, so in putting together Paper 2 we 
tried to focus in on where we are going and what we can do, so we looked at the five 
issues,  representation, organisation, management structure, services benefits, 
income and expenditure and reduction in facility time. Now we’ve got the focus and 
we’ve put this together, we’re looking for your support in saying we’ve got this right 
and we can really now do some detailed work to re-look at the structure.  

Importantly on representation, and we’ve heard many times this week, with the 
changes and we need to look at these things, we’ve got the IRC, we’ve got the 
private sector and we’ve also got what I would call non-NOMS, aspects of our work 
in prisons that are being contracted out. Nurses are contracted out, and that’s one 
good example, and from June 1st the works services will be contracted out. All these 
will come under private employers, how do we represent, when you as branch 
officials will or may be denied facility time to represent them, they don’t work for 
NOMS anymore? We have to look at this. It’s an important and major piece of work 
that we’ve got to do, and how we progress that.  

The organisation and management structure of the union, which is the second part, 
really would come down through the General Secretary’s office, about how we do 
that. This is what we’ve got – how do we organise our management and 
administration? But having said that, when we come to that decision and how we do 
it, we’d still need to present that back to Conference.  

The third part of that, services and benefits, we’ve always been a servicing union and 
campaigning is part of what we do, but we’re mainly a servicing union. How do we 
ensure the service and benefits you enjoy continue with the changes that are being 
made and going on?  

The income and expenditure will always be looked at by this union and we’re always 
coming up with ways to save money and make things better and cheaper. The bigger 
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problem that we’ve got, which is the fifth strand we need to look at, is this reduction 
in facility time, and this is paid facility time. It’s not just a reduction in facility time at 
local level, it’s at national level as well, and that’s particularly hard hitting for us and 
it takes a particularly long time to work out how we’re going to give that 
representation when the Executive are on 50% maximum facility time. And I don’t 
think, under the five years that we’ve got coming up of Tory rule, that will improve 
much! In fact I think it’s going to get tougher for us and we’ve got to work with that. 
That may mean that we move to an area level of representation, it may mean we 
need to employ more full-time officials to represent. As I said, a lot of work to be 
done, it is significant work and at times it can seem overwhelming, when I need to 
get the Executive together to discuss is and they’re reduced on facility time, want to 
discuss facility time but ain’t got the facility time to discuss it. It gets very, very 
difficult and time consuming. But we are convinced, as an Executive, these five 
strands are the right way to focus in and get this restructuring right and be able to 
present this properly to Conference. 

Conference, I urge you to support Paper 2. 

BRIAN CLARK –BIRMINGHAM G4S: Chair, NEC, Conference, Birmingham supports 
this motion and comes to the rostrum to express its concerns. We come with 
motions of our own regarding representation, particularly of the private sector 
members, the facts are long argued that it’s FTOs under the facility time agreement 
who are the people to represent us, not the elected officials. We bring our concerns 
that we should be represented in groups by employer, because of our terms and 
conditions of employment, which are intrinsic in any discussion with our particular 
employers. We come with requests for twice-yearly meetings, for our individual 
issues, for our collective issues and those issues of commonality. It’s quite right that 
we look every year at how we’re organised and how we represent the members in 
order to give them the best. Please support the motion.  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Andy, coming back? No. That motion, 75, 
goes to the vote. All those in favour, please show. Those against. That motion is 
carried. We’ll go to the morning break, Conference. I said an unusual time of twenty-
minutes-past, but Brixton have said that’s not unusual so let’s say twenty-one-
minutes-past-eleven, back in your seats. Thank you. 

<Break>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Conference. Conference, before 
we move on with the agenda, the Finance Officer has an announcement to make. 

PETE CHAPPLE – FINANCE OFFICER, NEC: Conference, Chairman, NEC, the General 
Secretary has just passed me an envelope and asked me to draw the Durham Miner’s 
Raffle. He said something about giving it to an honest man. I’m not sure what he 
gave it to me for, but there you go. So without further ado, Chris, would you just 
draw a ticket out the envelope?  
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We’ve got strip 156-160 and that is … that’s a good start – it’s not on the list. Has 
anybody got strip 156-160?  

<Laughter> 

Come on up to the stage please. 

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Motion 76, which is the NEC, and 
Birmingham have indicated they wish to second the motion.  

MOTION 76. 
Conference acknowledges the dangers of the Transatlantic Trade and Investment 
Partnership (TTIP).  Furthermore, Conference mandate the National Executive 
Committee to continue to campaign to expose the implications of such an agreement 
on the future of public prisons and public services within the United Kingdom. 

NEC 

STEVE GILLAN – GENERAL SECRETARY, NEC: Chairman, NEC, Conference, in moving 
this motion, this could probably be one of the most interesting issues that’s going to 
hit public services – it’s called the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership 
and it’s all been done in very secret dialogue in Europe with only the ETUC effectively 
been allowed in to a locked room to view the documents, not allowed to take copies 
away etc. etc. I’d like to thank some people first for bringing this to the attention of 
not only this union but the Trade Union Movement in general. It was through the 
Trade Union Coordinating Group, and it was the union UCU that first highlighted it, 
and nobody had ever heard of it before, so I pay tribute to them. I also pay tribute to 
the European Public Service Union who have put an excellent submission in against 
TTIP, and I would like to thank the TUC for obviously having it on their agenda last 
year, and obviously thanks to the ETUC as well.  

On 10th September the TUC Congress passed a composite motion which stated that 
while there may be economic benefits in reducing trade tariffs and reviewing 
regulation for certain industrial sectors, Congress believes that the primary purpose 
of TTIP is to extend corporate investor rights and first adopted a position of outright 
opposition to TTIP. The POA National Executive Committee, along with the TUC, 
believes investor state dispute settlement, ISDS, is unacceptable in TTIP and any 
trade deal as it gives foreign investors the right to a special international court 
system to sue countries for compensation if they believe a policy would endanger 
their future profits. ISDS has been used on numerous occasions to overturn 
legitimate public policy and has a chilling effect on the introduction of new policies. 
This was the case in New Zealand where the government dropped plans to introduce 
plain packaging for cigarettes, due to fears of litigation after Philip Morris sued 
Australia for similar legislation through the ISDS clause in the Hong Kong Australia 
bilateral investment treaty. TTIP poses a threat to the prison service, the National 
Health Service and all other public sectors that may be opened up to the 
privatisation through the negative list approach to service commitments taken in this 

221



deal. This approach means that all services are open to further privatisation unless 
they’re explicitly exempted, and we aren’t explicitly exempted. The UK government 
has confirmed that it has requested no explicit exemption for the NHS, prison service 
or public services in TTIP. This would mean that the privatisation in services such as 
ours, the health, education etc. that have already been privatised would be locked 
in, preventing a future government from being able to bring these services back into 
public ownership. Furthermore ISDS would mean that foreign investors, such as US 
health companies, would have the power to sue the UK government for 
renationalising parts of the public service, leading to the chilling effect on public 
policy. This is supported by various studies commissioned by the government, which 
conclude that there are little or no economic benefits and high political costs of 
including ISDS to TTIP. Interestingly though, it’s in the Conservative manifesto that 
they support TTIP. Now we’ve got to make sure that in our future dialogues with 
ministers, that myself and the National Chairman are absolutely clear to him that we 
want an exemption from TTIP in respect of this. So Conference, we hope that you 
endorse this very important motion. Thank you.  

<Applause>  

BRIAN CLARK – BIRMINGHAM  G4S: Chair, NEC, Conference, Honoured Guests, 
Honorary Life Members, Steve has put across there information which is possibly 
news to you. Acknowledging the danger of this insidious organisation, this 
partnership, is one thing. To campaign against it and to agitate against it is another. 
We should, without question, without qualification, lend our voice, lend our strength 
to oppose and make people aware of TTIP, the Transatlantic Trade and Investment 
Partnership.  

Steve says TTIP could give new powers to corporations. Corporations to sue our 
government for contracts that they want, lead to more privatisation of public 
services like the NHS, education service and yes, more prisons, weaken workers’ 
rights and put millions of jobs at risk, reduce environment protection for the sake of 
profit, and it will be a blueprint for new and future trade deals around the world. 
Look at the recent history in our own industry so close to my heart! Private sector 
organisations queuing up to bid for public services, demanding concessions in their 
bids because of the advantages that public sector organisations have in their 
armoury; demanding increases in funding because of elements outside of their 
control; demanding the right to invest in improvements and charging the provider 
like a wounded bull for the privilege, because it was not part of the original contract. 
The provider at HMP Birmingham has announced this year, and the NEC are aware of 
it, that their contract with NOMS is an onerous contract. What is onerous to the 
employer? To me it means repetitive and unrewarding and that’s exactly what it is, 
according to them, unrewarding. They’re not making a profit from it. No profit from 
the contract at Birmingham, despite an attrition rate amongst staff subject to TUPE 
regulations that’s provided over £960,000 in savings on a wage bill that represents 
80% of the total budget. Birmingham is now subject to a PIP. That’s not a 
performance improvement programme that we used to be so familiar with; it’s a 
profit improvement plan. The potential threat to this union, Transatlantic Trade 
Investment Partnership (TTIP) has yet to be appreciated. Please campaign. Please 
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oppose. Please object to the insidious spread of this organisation and its strengths. 
Support the motion. 

<Applause>  

STEVE WRIGHTON – BRANCH CHAIR, BULLINGDON: I first became aware of this TTIP 
thing representing the POA at the Conference last year at Keele University, and there 
were a number of speakers from trade unions in the US who were telling us about 
these practices and what effectively is coming our way as they put it, and people 
from the EUTC were there as well. I urge you all to read about TTIP. It is really 
damaging. If this comes across the Atlantic to us, then what is currently seen as our 
public services by private companies is looked upon as a restrictive practice. They 
will say, ‘You are restricting our right to make money.’ This is what it’s all about, and 
they will sue everybody they can in the gains of money and profit for their 
shareholders. It’s a very dangerous process. We need to resist it. Please read all you 
can about it, because if you think we have it bad in this country with union bashing 
government we’ve got, speak to the US unions. That’ll tell you, it’s a damned sight 
worse there and as I say, it’s coming our way if we’re not careful. Please support the 
motion. 

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Steve Gillen to come back. 

STEVE GILLEN – GENERAL SECRETARY, NEC: Yes, thank you very much. Just very 
quickly, Chair, I think Brian and  Steve for their input into this particular motion. 
Brian’s absolutely correct in his analogy of it. Steve, I’ve been speaking to the US 
unions as well. They were unaware, a lot of them, of what it meant, but they’re now 
fully on board with it from the contacts that I’ve made when I was out in the USA, at 
Harvard last year. They didn’t have a clue about TTIP whatsoever, but they’re up to 
speed with it and they’re starting to ask questions within America in respect of that, 
so thank you very much and support the motion, and we will keep a close eye on this 
particular initiative. 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Conference. Motion 76 to the 
vote, all those in favour please show. Those against. That motion is carried. 

We now return to the emergency motions booklet for 76a, which will be number 6 in 
the booklet but it’s 76a, it’s an NEC motion. Do we have a seconder for the motion? 
Lincoln. Thank you Lincoln. Glyn Travis for the NEC. 

MOTION 76(a) 

That Conference accept it is in the best interests of the union and all its members to 
have in place a national media policy covering the legal framework and guidance as 
set out  in Conference Paper 3 and that the policy is annexed to the Rules & 
Constitution at Annex J. 

NEC 
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GLYN TRAVIS – ASSISTANT SECRETARY, NEC: Good morning Chair, NEC, Conference. 
Colleagues, all too often in the last 2 or 3 years more and more prison officers, POA 
members working in any environment have been the subject of police enquiries for 
going and speaking to the press. The employer has made it perfectly clear, as have 
Cabinet Office recently, that they would like to gag all prison officers and POA 
members, wherever they work, from disclosing information. The Executive have 
debated long and hard. The General Secretary has been subject to police enquiries, 
not for anything other than providing information on how and when the POA 
authorise and deal with issues, and therefore we’ve had to take out court orders to 
ensure that we protect our members and the right to speak. The Executive felt that it 
was absolutely necessary to provide you, the membership and branch officials, and 
POA members across the estate, with a proper and appropriate media policy, which 
is contained in the Conference Papers and it’s set out at Conference Paper 3. It’s got 
a legal framework, it’s got guidance and it’s got links to protect you and your 
members across the estate. It will be annexed to the rules but it will not be a rule 
because the annexes to the rules are not part of the rules, it’s for guidance only. And 
with that, Chair, I see Conference’s approval of the Conference Paper. Thank you. 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Conference. All those to approve 
76a please show. Those against. That motion is carried. 

MOTION 77. 
That Conference instructs the NEC to seek to employ a Personal Relations Officer for 
the POA. 

GRENDON 

77, Grendon. Do we have a seconder for the Grendon motion? Huntercombe, thank 
you. 

KEITH MCDOUGAN – BRANCH CHAIR, HMP GRENDON: Thank you Chair, NEC, 
Conference, motion reads that Conference instructs the NEC to seek to employ a 
Public Relations Officer for the POA. Conference, the last two motions alone that 
have just been carried should be reason enough but I’ll go on to explain some more 
arguments. In 2011 government said they have a target of reducing 900,000 jobs in 
the public sector as an austerity measure to reduce the deficit by 2018. The prison 
service has seen a 41% reduction in staff already since 2010. At present the general 
public appear to support cuts in public services to reduce the deficit, from the results 
of the election, but why? We know that government continue to demonise public 
sector and favour private sector, but do the public see the other side of the coin? Do 
they understand the impact that prison officers have to manage on a day-to-day 
basis from austerity cuts, such as prison closures, VEDS, JES, benchmarking and 
detached duty. As a result, we have seen an increase in serious assaults on staff, self-
assisted deaths, drug use, resulting in stressful conditions that our members have to 
work in, often under-resourced, a far cry from safe, decent and secure promised by 
our employer. In the run-up to the election we saw televised debates with party 
leaders and other government-led debates within which I saw no member of the 
public or politician mention the state of crisis in the prison service. Why? Maybe 
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because Mr Grayling said there is no crisis and that’s it. The plight of the prison 
service was avoided in the election, you could even say ignored. How many times 
have we heard the phrase, ‘The forgotten service’? This trend certainly won’t change 
public opinion, in fact it may make the public think everything is OK and being 
managed, or frankly what we don’t know won’t hurt us. The only people who know 
the reality of working in prisons and secure hospitals today are us, the workers, our 
closest family and friends. Unfortunately, trade unions as a whole appear to have a 
bad face in modern times. This also needs to change; since the height of union 
membership in the late seventies/early eighties, numbers have dwindled to 6.5 
million from 30 million members. The general public’s view of unions is militants just 
having a moan, they should be happy with what they have – at least they’ve got a 
job. The NEC have stated we need to change public opinion, we need to get the 
general public on our side, but how does this view change and how can we do this? I 
believe we need to think about this, look at constructive arguments and put these 
arguments forward where they will be heard, we need to choose our fights well and 
have the right face for doing it. This is a skill in itself and needs somebody who 
knows, understands and has the experience in public relations and isn’t bound by 
PIDA 1998, Public Interest Disclosure Act. Our professional image as a union, as a 
public service, has never been more important. Successive governments continue to 
attack us and have done so over a long period of time, equally by using the media. 
The general public need to know what affects these cuts are having on the prison 
service, the public need to know how these cuts challenge our ability as staff to 
protect the public in increasingly difficult circumstances. If we employ somebody 
who has the expertise, freedom and experience in this field, they can implement a 
public relations strategy with short and long-term plans to address the points I’ve 
mentioned, and our union, our service, is put back into the public domain where it 
needs to be, where we’re no longer a forgotten, but where we are seen.  

The biggest question from our members could be how do the POA afford this? I 
would say to them, look at the bigger picture. What are we continuing to lose by not 
having this? We need public support, we cannot afford to not have it. Please support 
the motion.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Glyn Travis for the NEC. 

GLYN TRAVIS – ASSISTANT SECRETARY, NEC: Chair, Conference, speaking on behalf 
of the Executive, seeking rejection of the motion, not because of cost, not because of 
what the speaker’s just said, because we need all of those things, but because we 
don’t know when, how and we certainly don’t know what the impact would be. 
People underestimate the power of government when it comes to disclosing and 
publicising information that they want, and I don’t think there’s been a greater 
expression of that than the recent election during the Conservative propaganda war, 
which they won. The POA have had more press coverage over the last 18 months 
than any of the other trade unions. Would a Public Relations Officer have improved 
that? We don’t know. We have set out under our restructuring model the five key 
aims, eloquently moved by Andy, supported by you, and Andy made it clear 

225



financially we are in a reasonable position, our membership base is where it’s been 
for the last two years, due to the hard work of the Executive and you at branch level. 
If we employ somebody and you tell us to employ that person, we have to go out, 
seek, find and pay the market value, and it may not be any good to us. Do we do it 
on a fixed-term contract for a year and evaluate it? Are we going to do it for five 
years or for a lifetime, we don’t know? And what we’re saying, Conference, is the 
principles of the moving branch are sound, but if you tie the hands of the Executive 
and the restructuring committee and say you have to do this, the Executive, the 
General Secretary, as Andy pointed out administration sits with Steve, he’s the one 
who would go out, source that, advertise it, recruit and then bring this person back 
to do the work. We need time, colleagues, to see where we are. We need to invest 
your money, the members’ money, in the areas that are going to have short-term, 
medium-term and long-term benefits to this union. We need to address the issues of 
restructuring, and we do need to change our perception, and what I would say is the 
fact that I have been really impressed with the work of you, the branches, this week. 
Twitter, people are using Twitter now, LinkedIn, so issues that have been happening 
on a daily basis have actually been getting out there right across, by you, the 
members, not by the Executive. YouTube, you’ve done it, we’re getting the message 
that we do need to change, this is too prescriptive and the Executive seek rejection, 
but we will take the spirt of this as part of restructuring. Thank you Chair. 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Grendon, do you want to come back?  

KEITH MCDOUGAN – BRANCH CHAIR, HMP GRENDON: Thank you Chair. 
Conference, I accept what Glyn says, there are concerns, there always are with 
change. How much change have we had over the last 5 years that’s pretty much all 
gone against us? Sometimes you need to roll the dice. I think it’s a small price to pay 
for huge gains and I urge you to accept the motion. 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Grendon. Motion 77 to the vote. 
All those in favour please show. Those against. That motion is lost. 78 Edinburgh. Is 
there a seconder for the Edinburgh motion? Perth, thank you.  

MOTION 78. 
That the NEC look to reduce union subs to a pro-rata level for part time or reduced 
hours workers. 

EDINBURGH 

COLIN CROOK – BRANCH CHAIR, HMP EDINBURGH: Chair, NEC, Conference. 
Edinburgh motion 78, that the NEC look to reduce union subs to a pro-rata level for 
part time or reduced hours workers. Conference, this is all about fairness, at the end 
of the day we have members who are working part time on pretty low wages and 
they are still paying a full subscription to the union. My branch has brought previous 
motions asking for a pro-rata level of payment and I believe the term that was used 
from the NEC is, ‘We are a Rolls Royce union, everyone should pay a full sub no 
matter how much they earn.’ A quick search on the internet will reveal there are 
some very large unions in the UK that don’t actually believe that: the PCS pro-rata 
subscription by wage; UNISON pro-rata by wage; National Union of Teachers pro-
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rata, I could go on. The GMB have a Class 1 and a Class 2 membership, Class 1 is your 
fulltime, Class 2 is your part time. Unite, huge union, reduced rate for part time 
members, again, a Class 1 and a Class 2 membership. I think it’s unfair that our 
members have to pay a full whack every month when they are having a low income 
on part time working. Please support the motion.  

ANDY BAXTER – HOLME HOUSE: Chairman, NEC, Conference. Conference, I’m asking 
you to reject this motion. I understand Edinburgh’s sentiments, have no doubt that 
such a reduction could encourage new members, however, it’s all about 
representation costs. If a reduced subs member requires legal representation that 
representation still costs the same hourly rate; the mileage payment incurred to 
represent that member still costs the same rate. The POA is a cheap union by 
comparison. The Police Federation currently pay £21 a month, the FBU pay £27.47, 
although they do have an idea that maybe Mr Chapple can take forward; although 
their fulltime monthly subs is £27.47, they reduced that to £15.77 for any members 
that are in recognised job share. So basically with that situation you end up with a 
win win, the members save something on the subscription and the union receives a 
larger amount than the thing. So maybe Mr Chapple can look at taking that forward.  

As I said, fully understand where Edinburgh are coming from but I think it’s all about 
the cost of representation. I ask you to reject the motion.  

BRIAN CLARKE – BIRMINGHAM G4S: Chair, NEC, Conference, honorary life 
members. Birmingham believes that pro-rata subs can actually increase the 
membership of this union, it is equitable, it is non-discriminatory. The union can 
modernise and grow and we believe the POA should follow the example of other 
successful unions, previously mentioned, and grow the membership. The union 
should also be looking to recruit in this industry, this industry in which we work, 
looking at the growth sector, of course the private sector, workers there are paid 
substantially less and have problems above and beyond our understanding. The 
union should be looking at increasing our membership of OSGs, store men, 
administration workers, nurses, chaplains and even governors. I fully understand the 
fact that I as a branch official, a lay official, can spend a disproportionate amount of 
my time representing lower paid members of staff from those sensitive areas in the 
prison with sometimes the biggest responsibility: gate, coms, escorting contractors 
and searching visitors and it goes on. I know as well, Holme House, Andy, that the 
cost of representing or the cost of providing legal advice is the same as providing 
legal advice and representation to a prison officer, principal officer, custodial 
manager, governor, but I believe it’s the right thing to do in order to grow the union. 
Please support.  

RAY SOMERS – ICE IMMIGRATION G4S: Chair, NEC. Seeking rejection of the motion. 
Yes, my colleague there is in the private sector and he’s put his point of view quite 
eloquently on that, but from my members’ point of view, it’s completely different, 
we are not in a prison, we’re not on the pay structure that you’re on. Wandsworth 
has brought up several times that members down south have to endure extra hours 
and overtime because they need to live and survive, so therefore are you then going 
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to count their extra earnings as pro-rata towards what they pay? One price should fit 
all across this, we are all equal. I seek rejection of the motion.  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Pete Chapple for the NEC.  

PETE CHAPPLE – FINANCE OFFICER, NEC: Chair, Conference on behalf of the 
Executive seeking rejection of the motion. Edinburgh, we are not a large trade union, 
we cannot afford pro-rata subscriptions. It’s quite simple, the maths is simple, the 
union needs a level of income to exist and operate effectively in order to grow and 
continue to service the needs and demands of the membership. You’ve seen our 
accounts, Conference, you’ve heard and accepted my finance report, you will know 
that despite achieving a £426,000 reduction in cost over the last 12 months we still 
only show a small surplus of £36,000. You heard me say that we are forecasting a 
small surplus in 2015 of only £15,000. The maths colleagues, if 172 members only, 
only 172 members were on 50% reduction in hours, i.e. a 50% pro-rata subscriptions, 
that would wipe out that surplus. It’s as simple as that, colleagues. And if we fail to 
achieve the required level of income we will be unable to continue to provide the 
service and representation that the members rightly demand. I, and this Executive, 
cannot keep on making savings without starting to affect the service delivery to the 
membership and this must not happen. If this motion is passed I, along with the 
Executive, will have to look at ways to cover the inevitable loss of revenue it will 
bring. A most obvious way would be to look at something like a Class 1 and Class 2 
membership that some other unions have got, but if you have a Class 1 and Class 2 
membership you have to look at different levels of representation and cover, you 
have to look at those earning more paying more, so inevitably one thing I may have 
to do is come back to Conference next year looking for a larger raise in subscriptions 
than what I would intend to look for.  

It’s simply not the case that if we have pro-rata subscription levels we will attract 
more members, because what hasn’t been mentioned is that even with all of these 
cutbacks that are being faced by the public sector, we still have and we have 
retained over 85% density of membership within the public sector, so there’s only 
15% left for us to fish from. We have a far greater density than any other major trade 
union within our working environment in the UK. They’re envious of our density 
colleagues. Ask yourself: how will we know what to charge members? We are not in 
a position to know how many hours they work and the employers are not obliged to 
tell us. We do not have, or want Check-Off, in fact, as we heard from the PCS the 
government are moving away from Check-Off. We don’t want it, it gives us some 
protections from the employer, more independence from the employer. We can’t 
rely on branch monthly returns, we get less than 35% as it is. Members won’t tell us 
if their hours increase, many forget to even tell us that they have left employment 
for months. The administration of the motion would be impossible for the POA to 
either operate or reconcile. Classes of membership – if we have pro-rata subs, as 
Holme House said, all legal cases cost the same, if we had pro-rata subs would we 
have to look at paying pro-rata legal bills for members, those members in that class 
of subs? The Executive do not believe this is the way forward in protecting our 
members.  
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Conference, the levels of representation, protection and covers we provide our 
members, I believe and the Executive believe, POA subscriptions are cheap, £3.35 a 
week, that’s the same price as a large latte from Costa Coffee. You heard from Andy 
Fittes, the GS of the Police Fed, you heard from Holme House, the Police Fed charge 
their members £21.58 a month, that’s £7 more than what we charge our members 
for the same level of cover. Probably the most comparable union with the POA when 
it comes to cover is the FBU, when it comes to their welfare fund, when it comes to 
their fire fighters charities, when it comes to the level of representation that they 
provide their members, and other uniformed service has been said they charge their 
members £27.21 a month. That’s £12.71 dearer than what we charge our members. 
Colleagues, the Executive ask you to accept that pro-rata subscriptions is not the way 
to go, please reject the motion.  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Edinburgh to come back? 

COLIN CROOK – BRANCH CHAIR, HMP EDINBURGH: Chair, Conference. I didn’t stand 
up here not knowing it was going to cost money. The motion says that the NEC to 
look to reduce union subs to a pro-rata level for part time or reduced hours workers. 
We’re not asking to be based on the wage of everyone, it is merely for those that are 
working part time, people with family issues, they’ve got to go part time, female 
employees, childcare, we’re talking about people on low income here. That banner 
says, ‘fair pay and pension justice’ it is only fair that those people pay less than 
someone on fulltime hours. All these other unions have acknowledged that, yes, it is 
going to cost some money, fairness quite often does. Please support the motion.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Edinburgh. 78 to the vote 
Conference, all those in favour please show. Those against? That motion is lost. 79 
Birmingham. Am I looking for a seconder, Brian? No.  

MOTION 79. 
Conference instructs the NEC to amend the Private Sector Committee in line with the 
High Security Committee and the National Committee for Secure Health Care 
Services. Conference asks for a Committee of FTO’s and Branch Representatives to 
promote recruitment and represent issues within this sector of membership, with 
twice yearly meetings and an allocation of the agenda at Annual Conference solely 
for the purpose of addressing these issues, and informing and advising Conference. 

BIRMINGHAM 

BRIAN CLARKE – BIRMINGHAM G4S: Chair, NEC, Conference. Birmingham asks 
Conference for permission to withdraw the motion on the basis that this motion 
should probably have been placed earlier in the paper because it means a change of 
rules. And with the passing of motion 3 and the adoption of Conference papers 3, to 
all intents and purposes the intention in this motion has been acknowledge and Glyn 
has invited us to a meeting to discuss the change, to discuss the organisation 
concerning private sector members. Conference, your permission to withdraw.  
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PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Conference, do Birmingham have your 
permission to withdraw, please show; any against? That motion is withdrawn. We 
move to motion 80, Littlehey. Do we have a seconder for the Littlehey motion? 
Garth, thank you.  

MOTION 80. 
The NEC opens up a minimum of four spaces for members to attend monthly NEC 
meetings.  The members will act as observers and will not form part of the 
committee. 

LITTLEHEY 

DUNCAN WILLIAMS – BRANCH CHAIR, LITTLEHEY: Chairman, NEC, Conference. 
Motion 80 reads: the NEC opens up a minimum of four spaces for members to 
attend monthly NEC meetings. The members will act as observers and will not form 
part of the committee. Our branch wanted to bring this forward to Conference 
because we feel that this is a fantastic opportunity for all members, including those 
on the NEC, to be able to engage with members right there every month when 
they’re having their meetings. The members that attend can see exactly how an NEC 
meeting is conducted, they can learn best practice from the NEC members on there, 
and anybody who’s looking, potentially to move to the NEC at some point in their 
career, has an idea of how the difficult decisions they have to make, the discussions 
that go on and how them discussions are conducted. Last year Holme House brought 
motion 74 which asked for verbatim reports on NEC meetings – that motion fell and 
there was a thought from the NEC that this would stifle debate, was what I 
remember was said. And I can see that, I can understand that, but I don’t believe this 
would stifle debate. You’re going to have members in the room, they’re observers, 
they’re not taking part, they’re not voting on it, but it gives them the ability to open 
up them spaces so they can sit in there and see how these meetings are conducted. 
Now by opening up these spaces I’m not suggesting that every time there’s an NEC 
meeting these spaces have to be filled, the option is there for members to attend, 
but NEC meetings don’t have to take place with observers present. And that’s all, 
please vote for the motion.  

<Applause>  

NEIL ROSS – BRANCH CHAIR, GARTH: Chairman, NEC, Conference. I think this is a 
brilliant motion that Littlehey have brought to Conference. In my opinion there’s still 
a significant lack of communication and information passed between branch officials 
and the NEC and this needs to be addressed as a matter of urgency. What a great 
way this motion is to start bridging that gap. Obviously there are many of us here 
today, and I include myself in that, who are passionate about the POA and want to 
have a lot more involvement and knowledge in national issues as well as our own 
branch issues. It was mentioned earlier by Andy Darken about the lack of facility 
time at national level, it makes sense if you have willing branch officials and 
members then you should use them. To be honest I would’ve liked to see the motion 
worded, ‘full participation in these meetings’ but regardless of that I think this 
motion is a good start and I ask Conference to please support Littlehey’s motion.  
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ANDY BAXTER – HOLME HOUSE: Chairman, NEC, Conference. As Littlehey has said, 
last year I brought a motion to this Conference requesting verbatim minutes from 
NEC meetings, the motion was lost. The intentions of last year’s motion were in the 
interests of transparency, I believe Littlehey’s motion is in the interest of 
transparency. Please support the motion.  

STEWART MCLAUGHLIN – BRANCH SECRETARY, WANDSWORTH: Chair, NEC, 
Conference. On reading the motion I can only say that at local branch committee 
level we don’t invite observers to our committee meetings when we’re trying to 
thrash out how we’re going to approach the governor. I’m very sorry, but I’m afraid I 
could not rely on my own branch members coming along as observers keeping their 
mouths closed long enough before we would spring something on our governor and 
SMT. I would only ask you to bear that in mind when you choose to vote on this; do 
you invite observers to your own committee meetings and what do they do when 
they’re at that committee meeting?  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Ralph Valerio for the NEC. 

RALPH VALERIO – VICE CHAIR, NEC: Conference, the NEC would urge extreme 
caution if you’re considering passing this motion, for a number of reasons. As put by 
Stewart from Wandsworth there, he’s taken part of the line that I would have taken, 
perhaps not quite as brutally I would have put it across, but the fact of the matter is 
we have part of our Rules and Constitution, Annex H of our Rules and Constitution 
under the title Corporate Confidentiality. It’s there for a reason, colleagues, I urge 
you to take your time to have a look at it. It was recently subject to challenge via the 
Certification Officer; the POA’s position to uphold Annex H was maintained and 
upheld by the Certification Officer. When you look at it, it talks about confidentiality 
of the people that are in those meetings, and there’s a reason, as illustrated by 
Wandsworth branch.  

We’ve spoken a lot about strategy during the course of this week and there are 
times where you just have to keep your powder dry, there are times where you 
don’t want to take the risk of damaging what you’re trying to achieve and there are 
times where confidentiality is absolutely imperative when seeking to achieve a 
positive outcome for our members. Is it responsible, is it right to ask or invite any 
member to come along to that meeting, which isn’t covered by the way in Annex H? 
It speaks about fulltime officers of the union, guests invited by the General Secretary 
or National Chairman, and it speaks about the national elected officials whilst in 
office or after office. The rules are silent at this time and this motion doesn’t actually 
seek to change any rules, it just asks that we invite people. So therefore, colleagues, 
you would be inviting people along who wanted to come and leaving them wide 
open like a barn door in a stormy day, jeopardising the strategy as it’s formulated by 
this National Executive who are elected to make the tough decisions. That’s why we 
put ourselves up for this office, that’s why we have to be thick skinned and take the 
derision when it’s offered to us. It’s what comes with national office, it’s what comes 
with making difficult decisions and it’s what comes with doing as the membership 
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instruct. It’s a horrible position to put anyone into to come as an observer and even 
more worrying to have them actually as a contributing member, because 
Conference, you are the decision-making body of this union. We are sitting as the 
decision-making body right now. And when we don’t act as a decision-making body, 
as we won’t be shortly after Conference when the Chair closes, it is the power vested 
in the National Executive Committee to be that decision-making body. And as you’re 
also aware there are times when we call for an SDC as articulated by Joe Simpson 
earlier today when the big calls, for example pensions, we come back to the 
decision-making body. How would it feel if all the information was leaked prior, 
innocently, but damagingly, by the people who were coming to those meetings?  

I accept Garth’s point, communications could get better, I get that, you’re right, 
you’re right and we have to work harder at that, as someone who can be a wee bit 
too wordy at times, we need to sharpen ourselves up on that and that’s a point 
taken. But please, I urge caution. We have got a part of our own rules, 10.11(c) 
where we can invite any other person invited to do so by the GS or Chairman for the 
purpose of giving information or advice; they have no vote and may speak only to 
give factual information or to give technical and/or professional advice. The rules are 
quite clear – do not put your members or yourselves in jeopardy of breaching those 
rules. Please, do not support the motion. Thank you, Conference.  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Littlehey, to come back? No. We go to the 
vote on 80, all those in favour please show; those against? That motion is lost. 81 
Wandsworth, is there a seconder for the Wandsworth motion? Buckley Hall, thank 
you. 

MOTION 81. 
The NEC approach NOMS to stop food being sold in prison canteens that require 
cooking in establishments that have no personal cooking facilities for prisoners. 

WANDSWORTH 

JIM SHAW – BRANCH CHAIR, WANDSWORTH: Chair, NEC, Conference. Self-
explanatory really: the NEC approach NOMS to stop food being sold in prison 
canteens that require cooking in establishments that have no personal cooking 
facilities for prisoners. I have no idea why they’re doing it apart from profit, but the 
results for us, and I’m sure if this is national it’s going on elsewhere, the prisoners, 
where the kettles aren’t available for them because they’ve been stolen by other 
prisoners to do their cooking. Why they want garlic and onions to boil them in a 
kettle I’ve no idea, but the smell is appalling, also of course, that’s hiding perhaps 
other smells which would alert us to nefarious activities. So I’m not going to harp on 
about this, it’s self-explanatory, support the motion please, thank you.  

JACKIE BATES – BUCKLEY HALL: NEC, Conference, Jacqueline Bates, for you girls at 
Cronin, in support of the motion. We have just had our Prisoner Consultative 
Committee ask for microwaves on the landings and our governor was seriously 
thinking about it. We have endless troubles when we say to them, ‘No shorts, no flip-
flops at the servery.’ But hello, you can warm your things up in the microwaves to 
molten liquid, throw it at us, spill it on your feet and throw it at other prisoners. 
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Equally, who’d clean them? They’d be a complete mess. Then we have the problem 
of, ‘He’s warming bacon up and I want to put my curry in it.’ Where does it stop? I 
don’t know. I mentioned detach before at Swaleside and I saw the cooking at 
Swaleside, the kitchens, I don’t know how health and safety do it, there’s egg shells, 
there’s eggs and some poor person has to clean up after everyone. We provide food 
for prisoners, why do we have to let them cook it? Please support the motion.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: John Hancock for the NEC.  

JOHN HANCOCK – NEC: Thank you, Chair. Chair, Conference, NEC. The NEC are 
happy to support the motion from Wandsworth, with a qualification, which I’ll go 
into shortly. To provide food that requires cooking to inmates is unacceptable and 
carries with it inherent dangers to our members by association. I’ve found inmates, 
as Jim’s described, cooking soup in their kettles in their cells is totally ridiculous. I 
was at Long Lartin on detached duty a few years ago and I observed one inmate 
carrying 56lbs of potatoes right through the middle of the prison and it was obvious 
what he was going to make and it certainly wasn’t going to be chips.  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Did you stop him, John? 

JOHN HANCOCK – NEC: No, I didn’t stop him, he was too big! 

<Laughter>  

If he can carry 56lbs of potatoes on his shoulder I’m not going anywhere near him! 
<Laughs>  

There are of course health considerations, as Jackie quite rightly pointed out, to 
inmates and our members. Prisons are dirty enough already without the further risk 
of old food contamination. I said we supported Wandsworth’s motions with a 
qualification, and that qualification is this: yes, certain inmates, lower category 
inmates should be allowed to cook their own food, provided and only provided, that 
they are correctly supervised and working under sanitised conditions. With that 
qualification, Conference, I ask you to support this very worthy motion. Please 
support.  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Wandsworth are sitting down so we go to 
the vote. All those in favour of motion 81 please show. Those against? That motion is 
carried. 82 Swaleside; do we have a seconder for the Swaleside motion? Rochester, 
thank you. 

MOTION 82. 
If a branch of the POA call for a SDC then all communication lines available to the 
NEC are afforded to the calling branch i.e. if the branch wish to share information by 
way of a POA circular then this will be actioned by the NEC. 

SWALESIDE 
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DAVE COOK – BRANCH CHAIR, SWALESIDE: Chairman, NEC, Conference. This is 
about communication, this is about fairness and everything else, it’s quite 
explanatory in the motion itself: if a branch calls for an SDC then we should have the 
same facility that the NEC use to communicate with all the branches. But another 
aspect of this is also the fact that we’ve got into this habit now of actually only those 
affected branches would be called to an SDC, and to be honest, at Swaleside, we 
wouldn’t have a clue who is the affected branch, we would just send all this 
information out to everybody at massive cost and goodness knows what else. But 
the fact is that when the NEC calls for a Special Delegates then we are swamped 
afterwards with loads of back-up information and everything else to address what 
it’s all about and we’d like the same facility afforded to branches, and they have a 
good communication network through circulars and all that sort of staff and all we’re 
asking is for that to be afforded to the branches. Please support.  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Steve Gillan for the NEC.  

STEVE GILLAN – GENERAL SECRETARY, NEC: Thank you very much, Chairman, 
Conference, the Executive would ask you to reject this motion. When a branch calls 
for a Special Delegates Conference it’s normally because the Executive aren’t calling 
it, and if we start putting things out on official POA paper it looks like, to the 
branches then, that we’re supporting that call for the Special Delegates Conference 
and we’re not. That’s the reality. Now, Dave talks about fairness, over the years 
we’ve had a tried and tested system and certainly branches that have been 
successful in calling Special Delegates Conferences, even before we’ve had emails 
and things like that, what they used to do is communicate with each other, recognise 
that they’ve got that level of support before ever putting out for a Special Delegates 
Conference. That’s how branches have done it in the past and I think you’ve got to 
get more organised if that’s what you want to do, but the reality is, where do we 
draw the lines in this? Because if a specific branch wants to call an SDC on 
something, already it’s within the rules for us to put a circular out saying that this 
branch is calling for an SDC and there is a time limit on it etc. what happens if that 
branch then wants to flood communications; what happens if they want us to put a 
circular out every day with stuff that they’re effectively saying that perhaps we 
disagree with as an Executive? I just think it’s totally unworkable and it ties up 
resources at Cronin House in order to do it; I don’t think it’s effective, I think it would 
be a retrograde step and we urge you to reject? 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Swaleside to come back? 

DAVE COOK – BRANCH CHAIR, SWALESIDE: Thanks for that, Steve. However, when 
the NEC puts something out they could always put an annotation on it saying that 
this is not supported by the NEC or this is not from that side of it, so that can be 
dealt with on that basis. Ralph on his addressing the previous motion, 
communication must get better, we get that, this is about better communication. 
Please support.  

<Applause>  
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PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Swaleside. 82 to the vote, all 
those in favour please show. Those against? That motion is lost. 83 Swaleside; do we 
have a seconder for the motion? Rochester, thank you.  

MOTION 83. 
That the NEC consider the purchase of small banners for members to carry whilst 
attending various demonstrations and rallies, this to enhance the presence of the 
POA at such events. 

SWALESIDE 

DAVE COOK – BRANCH CHAIR, SWALESIDE: Chairman, NEC, Conference. This motion 
is slightly worded wrong on the basis that it mentions banners, and the question is: 
what is a banner and what is a flag? But this is all about professionalising this union. 
Many of us in this room are trade union activists, we attend many rallies, 
demonstrations, protests and no doubt soon there may be possibly we’ll be stood 
outside our gates of our establishments throughout the country, Scotland and 
Northern Ireland. The trouble is when we stand there we just look like people stood 
there, there is nothing that actually identifies who and what we are, the fact that 
we’re stood outside a prison is a bit of a hint, but other than that there’s nothing 
else.  

<Laughter>  

However, when we’ve done these rallies and all this sort of stuff in London, up and 
down the country, we turn up, we are a small union, it’s been said we’re a small 
union, unfortunately we tend to get lost amongst the crowds. We have the POA 
banner that we walk behind, but that is it. Now, if you’re attending a rally up and 
down the country, most of the time or a lot of time, the national banner is not 
available to us so you’re just a person walking around and nobody knows who we 
are. I’m not talking about huge expense, I’m not talking about huge flags or banners 
or anything else. This is an example of what I’m actually proposing that we spend a 
few pounds to actually get. At the last rally in London we walked around and 
collected loads of these things: FBU, DCS. 

<Laughter>  

PCS <laughs>  

<Laughter>  

DAVE COOK – BRANCH CHAIR, SWALESIDE: And the GMB, now hang on, I picked up 
over 25 of these, all from unions that are walking around in that rally. Not one POA 
one. Not one. This isn’t just about being a flag, this is about identity, this tells people 
we are there, we have a voice and we want to be heard. Please support this motion.  

<Applause>  

GARY LYON – ASHWORTH: Chairman, NEC, Conference. You heard a lot yesterday 
about us being on strike, we were, at Ashworth we 85% of the people out on that 
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picket line were POA members. You’d be forgiven for not knowing that. Joe Simpson 
came to us for the first strike, Mike Rolfe for the second and they’d be forgiven for 
not knowing we had a POA member on those picket lines. Unite, GMB, UNISON, we 
were swamped by it. It doesn’t cost a lot of money, we don’t need it in the branch, it 
doesn’t have to be about a strike, these flags aren’t about striking, these flags are 
just about an identity, showing who we are. Let’s become visible, let people see us 
and let’s be proud of this union. Please support the motion.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: John Hancock for the NEC.  

JOHN HANCOCK – NEC: Thank you, Chair. Chair, Conference, NEC. Please support the 
motion.  

<Laughter>  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Swaleside, you don’t want to come back? 
No, OK. Motion 83 to the vote, all those in favour please show. Those against? That 
motion is carried to the great upset of the finance officer, he’ll have to get over it, 
Conference. 84 if Parkhurst; is there a seconder for the motion. Albany, thank you.  

MOTION 84. 
When the Standing Orders Committee deems that a Conference motion will fall 
because of wording they offer advice and guidance to that branch. 

PARKHURST 

RICHARD KNOX – BRANCH SECRETARY, PARKHURST: Chair, NEC, Conference. Just 
noticing through Conference motions, 26% of the motions at this year’s Conference 
were either with qualifications, badly worded and all I’m asking for is that where 
motions are submitted to the Standing Orders Committee by branches, if it’s slightly 
wrong I don’t see anything wrong with the Standing Orders Committee actually 
ringing that branch up and saying, ‘Look, can we use this?’ The intention of the 
motion is not to cut across any branch’s right to place any properly ratified motion 
before Conference, and it is also not the intention to allow the NEC to sway the 
initial intent of the motion, it just seeks to offer branches the ability to get their 
intention across properly and properly worded, that’s all it’s about, no other reason. 
Please support the motion.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Ralph Valerio for the NEC. 

RALPH VALERIO – VICE CHAIR, NEC: Thank you, Chair. As Chair of the Standing 
Orders Committee I would ask you to reject this motion, for a simple reason, we 
partially achieve it already. The Standing Orders Committee when they come in 
scrutinise them, go through them, do what we’re supposed to do. We also contact 
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branches regularly to check the meaning of the motion, just to clarify, ‘Is that what 
you meant by it?’ However, we are not the Pollitt Bureau and there is a danger that 
if you look at the wording of this motion, it says, ‘That Standing Orders deems that a 
Conference motion will fall because of wording they offer advice and guidance to 
that branch.’ I believe, and it’s certainly the opinion of the Standing Orders and the 
National Executive, that there’s a line that could be stepped over there where the 
National Executive and the Standing Orders Committee are then influencing the 
motion and then influencing the movers of that motion and the committee. We 
already, like I said, to reiterate, we already contact branches and assist with wording 
and there’s some of you in the hall right now who know we done it for this 
Conference in order to assist. But it’s quite difficult sometimes, to mood of the floor 
is the mood of the floor, you are the decision-making body, it’s not for Standing 
Orders to influence that. So quite simply don’t break it, it’s working, please do not 
support the motion.  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: I can tell Parkhurst are coming back.  

RICHARD KNOX – BRANCH SECRETARY, PARKHURST: Conference, can I just draw 
your attention initially to one recent one which you’ll have heard, motion 81. There 
was a qualification which actually changes the complete intent of the motion; the 
motion originally was for no prisoners to cook, the qualification from the NEC when 
they supported it was actually, well, some can. That’s wrong, that changes the intent 
of the motion and if Ralph says, ‘Well we’re already doing it’ why is he urging 
rejection? If they’re already doing it they should be happy to support it. It’s nonsense 
because next year what’ll happen is if they intent to make qualifications I will have a 
point of order on every one of them. Please accept the motion.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Parkhurst. 84 goes to the vote, all 
those in favour please show. Those against? I’ll take that again, all those in favour 
please. Those against? That’s carried. 85 Parkhurst… just before we come to that 
motion, lunch today is a variable time, I intend to go on till one o’clock and see 
where we are then, it may be that we can just go through but we’ll see where we are 
at one o’clock.  

85 Parkhurst, formerly moved. Is there a seconder for the Parkhurst motion? Albany, 
thank you.  

MOTION 85. 
Given the extremely poor turnout figures for workplace ballots highlighted by the 
recent MOU ballot.  Conference instructs the NEC to allow reasonable time for 
branches to collate information and send the workplace ballot results back to the 
NEC. 

PARKHURST 

ANDY DARKEN – DEPUTY GENERAL SECRETARY, NEC: Thanks Parkhurst, speaking on 
behalf of the NEC. No we’re not qualified for it, we’re for it, Parkhurst. We 
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understand what you’re saying in there, we have to though be mindful of the rules 
on ballots when we do this, there should be reasonable time, of course, but there is 
a strict rule. What we would ask, that when we support this motion and people put 
the ballots in and they allow reasonable time, that we’re not going to go too far 
because it doesn’t dictate what reasonable time is, it could be a day, two days, a 
week and for some people might say, ‘Well, it’s reasonable for six months.’ We don’t 
know. We would have to be judged on it on the first ballot that comes in when we 
allow, as an Executive, reasonable time for these ballot results to come in. But we do 
support the motion, Conference.  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: We go to the vote on 85, all those in favour 
please show. Those against? That motion is carried. 86 Littlehey. Do we have a 
seconder for the Littlehey motion? Holme House, thank you.  

MOTION 86. 
The membership engage in the staff survey. 

LITTLEHEY 

DUNCAN WILLIAMS – BRANCH CHAIR, LITTLEHEY: Chairman, NEC. The motion reads 
quite simply: the membership engage in the staff survey. Anybody looking at the 
results of the staff survey know it’s an absolute disgrace for the employer and it 
shows exactly what staff feel. But that is only the views, apparently, of non-members 
and other people in the establishment. We need to get the membership engaged in 
it, like they engaged with the survey we saw the result of earlier, so we can really 
show the employer exactly what prison officers feel, exactly what SOs, everybody, 
every member of this union… I couldn’t remember all of them at once. So let’s 
engage in the survey, let’s show them exactly how we feel and let them see what 
they’re doing to this membership. Thank you, please support the motion.  

<Applause>  

ANDY BAXTER – HOLME HOUSE: Chairman, NEC, Conference. Conference, I’m asking 
you to support this motion, it was a Holme House motion brought to Conference 
that made it POA policy for staff not to complete the staff survey. The reason why 
we asked staff not to complete it was because NOMS used the figures gained in that 
survey against us in their submissions to the Prison Service Pay Review Body. I think 
it’s probable that by next year we’ll have challenged the legitimacy of the Prison 
Service Pay Review Body as a true compensatory measure for not having the right to 
strike and we’ll have withdrawn from that process. Well times have changed, our 
day-to-day working conditions have changed beyond all recognition since the day 
that motion went through Conference. I fully agree we should now use the Ministry 
of Justice Staff Survey to highlight the dangers we face, the lack of staff, the lack of 
direction of local managers, the harassment of sick staff and reflect the stress levels 
that are part and parcel of being a prison officer under this Tory government. Please 
support the motion. 

<Applause>  
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PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Joe Simpson for the NEC.  

JOE SIMPSON – ASSISTANT SECRETARY, NEC: Thank you Chair. NEC, Conference, 
responding on behalf of the National Executive and we are seeking rejection of this 
motion, Conference, for quite the reasons that Holme House brought it really. 
Because when we were doing it they were using it against us in all forums because 
all of our members were not engaging in that survey. Do we want to go back to that? 
The one thing that NOMS and government want to do is to throw that in the bin 
because they don’t like it. As soon as we engage in that survey with a few members 
who are going in they will use all that evidence to turn around and say that our 
workplace is safe to be in and we’re being paid the right amount of money because 
everybody else agrees. Don’t forget everybody within NOMS does this survey. Why is 
it that we hear now that governors are desperate, where now we hear that they’re 
offering staff Mars Bars to do the survey, they want you to do that survey to give it 
legitimacy. Conference, please reject the motion.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Littlehey to come back? We go to the vote 
on 86, all those in favour please show. Those against? That motion is lost. 87 
Littlehey. Withdrawn; do Conference give Littlehey permission to withdraw 87, 
please show. Any against? 87 is withdrawn. 88 Elmley; is there a seconder for the 
Elmley motion? Rochester, thank you.  

MOTION 87 
Members seeking election to the NEC must declare their interest for promotion within 
NOMS in their candidate election statement. 

LITTLEHEY 

MOTION 88. 
That Conference mandate the NEC to re-negotiate the dispute process.  It, in the 
opinion of the Elmley branch is not fit for purpose. 

ELMLEY 

DAVE GILLAN – BRANCH CHAIR, ELMLEY: Chair, NEC, Conference. Motion 88 reads: 
That Conference mandate the NEC to re-negotiate the dispute process. It, in the 
opinion of the Elmley branch, is not fit for purpose. Colleagues, this motion is about 
trying to get a decision. We only submit disputes if there’s no other avenue and we 
only do it as a last resort. At Elmley we have submitted disputes in the correct 
manner, copying in the correct people and departments and then we wait and wait 
and wait, then nothing. We have disputes that are two years’ old and are still live, 
there appears to be no conclusion, no answers, no decision, no feedback, no closure, 
I may as well write to Father Christmas. Surely the whole point of the dispute 
process is resolution? Even if Mr Copple over rules and denies every dispute we 
register, it’s a decision, once a decision’s made, it’s made, we can move on. PSO 
8525 sets out what the process is but fails to mention anything about making a 
decision or what the process is in the absence of decision being made. This is why 
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the Elmley branch consider this process not fit for purpose. I urge Conference to 
support this motion.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Andy Darken for the NEC.  

ANDY DARKEN – DEPUTY GENERAL SECRETARY: Thank you Conference. NEC fully 
support this motion, indeed, we’ve probably already achieved the motion, and we 
agree with the opinion of Elmley and would urge Conference also to agree with that 
opinion. The current disputes process is not fit for purpose, to that end we have 
already submitted a revised draft to NOMS for their consideration, we await a 
further meeting on that. And the point that Elmley make is well made, the current 
disputes process has no conclusion, so we have actually put that in the new draft 
that we’ve put to NOMS. We fully suspect they’ll be a difficulty with NOMS actually 
accepting that because that’s why they’ve asked for a meeting rather than write 
back to us and say, ‘That’s a marvellous piece of work, let’s implement it 
straightaway.’ And what we’re asking for, within that document, where we can’t 
agree on a dispute to go to arbitration so we get a conclusion to disputes where it is 
necessary. Conference, agree with the opinion of the NEC, agree with the opinion of 
Elmley and support the motion, thank you.  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Conference, we go to the vote, 
88, all those in favour please for motion 88. Any against? That motion is carried. 89 
Edinburgh; do we have a seconder for the Edinburgh motion? Maghaberry, thank 
you.  

MOTION 89. 
That the NEC negotiate with HMRC to have the POA recognised as a professional 
body for tax purposes/allowances/POA subs. 

EDINBURGH 

COLIN CROOK – BRANCH CHAIR, HMP EDINBURGH: Chair, NEC, Conference. 
Edinburgh motion 89: that the NEC negotiate with HMRC to have the POA 
recognised as a professional body for tax purposes, allowances, POA subs. If you look 
at the HMRC website there are hundreds and hundreds and hundreds of 
professional bodies, including some trade unions, where you are able to apply for 
your subs to be eligible for a tax rebate. There’s at least a couple of dozen members 
at my branch who, off their own backs, went to HMRC, spoke to an individual on a 
desk and ended up getting the last ten years subs as a tax refund. I don’t know how 
much they got because they wouldn’t tell me. Others have done it and it was 
rejected because we’re not on the list. On the list at the moment we’ve got The 
Royal College of Nursing, Royal College of Midwives, National Union of Teachers, The 
Police Federation and the Ministry of Defence Police Association. It would’ve taken 
me hours to go through the whole list, there are hundreds and hundreds of 
organisations, as I said, some of them are trade unions. We’re just seeking to get our 
name on the list. To qualify the website says, ‘Tax relief is eligible on professional 
subscriptions if: you must have membership to do your job’ clearly we would not be 
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eligible under that category, however, the second category is, ‘or, it’s helpful to your 
work.’ I would suggest that the NEC could put up a case to HMRC to say it is helpful 
to do our jobs being the POA. Please support the motion.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Andy Hogg for the POA, NEC.  

ANDY HOGG – ASSISTANT SECRETARY, NEC: Conference, NEC are asking you to 
reject this motion and it’s not because I don’t have any sympathy for the terms of 
the motion but quite simply it’s been tried and we have made that application to the 
revenue just as recently as 2013 and it was resoundingly rejected. And it was 
rejected quite simply on a basis that in order to comply, we have to have objectives 
in the union that are wholly or mainly compatible with that which is required to be 
put on the approved list of what they call the reductions for fees and subscriptions 
paid to professional bodies or learned societies. Professional bodies and learned 
societies are the key points because we are not one of the professional bodies or a 
learned society, unlike the RCN and the Police Federation who have a different 
status in terms of their tax.  

What I think has raised a lot of this is the point that my colleague from Edinburgh 
has pointed out a number of people have been successful in achieving some degree 
of relief tax, relief that is from the revenue by virtue of pursuing it on their own. 
Now, the difficulty is we have a confirmed position from the revenue in terms of the 
application from the POA, that decision I might add was appealed and equally that 
was rejected also. So a cautionary note for those that are actually receiving any tax 
relief in respect of whether that is legitimate or not legitimate, but as far as the 
revenue are concerned in an official response to this union is that we are not 
compatible with the professional bodies and learned societies. Now, interestingly 
enough as time goes on we may find ourselves, should we become a professional 
body in the future or chartered status comes along, that that may change the game 
entirely. But until it does then we would be batting up an empty close because we 
simply wouldn’t have it accepted. Now that communication was sent out to the field 
and it does contain a link, I believe, to the revenue which will give probably greater 
detail, and that circular was sent out to the field, it’s Circular 90 of 2013 and that will 
give you some greater detail if you go through that link. But we ask you to reject the 
motion simply because until circumstances change it will be rejected.  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Colin, from Edinburgh, you’re sitting down, 
don’t want to come back? No. We go to the vote, Conference, 89 all those in favour 
please show. Those against please show. That motion is lost. 

MOTION 90. 
A copy of the Rules and Constitution be provided with all Conference paperwork prior 
to the start of Conference. 

DURHAM 
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 90 Durham, formerly moved; do we have a seconder for the motion? Littleyhey, 
thank you. Glyn Travis for the – 

GLYN TRAVIS – ASSISTANT SECRETARY, NEC: Formerly accept, Chair.  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: All those in favour of motion 90 please 
show. Those against? That motion is carried. 91 Birmingham, do we have a seconder 
for the Birmingham motion? Oakwood, thank you.  

MOTION 91. 
Conference instructs the NEC to include a Branch Committee in any correspondence 
between the NEC and any member of that Branch as a courtesy and for information, 
unless a member specifically requests confidentiality or the matter is a complaint 
against a Committee or member of that Committee. 

BIRMINGHAM 

BRIAN CLARKE – BIRMINGHAM G4S: Chair, NEC, Conference, Honorary Life 
Members, it has been an experience on too many occasions for my taste that a 
member who has left the business for one reason or another has been consigned to 
contact direct from Cronin House without the branch being advised. Members with 
CICA and Personal Injury Claims in particular, issues where there is no direct input 
from the local employer. I could sight occasions where in my opinion the member 
has suffered a detriment or missed an opportunity to their advantage and 
satisfaction, because the local branch has not been in the loop of communication. I 
know the NEC response will talk about vicarious liability for any comment or advice 
or guidance from a branch official when professional legal advice and the advice of 
the POA legal team is offering instruction to the member. Please, credit the lay 
officials with more sense and please accept that lay officials may have sometimes 
more information and more up to date knowledge than the POA legal team or the 
professional advisors. The local knowledge can only help the member in their case. 
We are asking for a common courtesy we believe, so that branch officials can be as 
advised as the member and can be as advised as the people who give them legal 
advice. Please support.  

GLYN TRAVIS – ASSISTANT SECRETARY, NEC: Responding for the NEC. Yes Brian, 
firstly there’s no intention to exclude any individual from supporting a member. But 
what we do have to do is protect you, as Branch Officials, and protect the funds and 
insurance premiums that we pay to provide vicarious liability. Any claim that is lost 
as a result of your failure, as a result of members of the Executive’s failure or as a 
result of the failure of the professional organisations that we utilise to process that, 
has to have insurance. Our insurance company has an excess currently of £7,500 for 
every case where we are challenged because of your failure, my failure, the failure of 
the Executive, the failure of the collective, and every year they come back and they 
evaluate how many cases we have had against us, and what steps we take to address 
the risk of further litigation and liability. And the premium for the union to do that, 
and we have to have it in place, is significant. We changed this method four years 
ago, colleagues, because the risks and the defence that we had became more and 
more difficult, and the premiums were manageable. If we go down the line as Brian 
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suggests, and it’s right and proper that we can, but you have to make the decision 
colleagues, we are wholeheartedly against this. Because I’ll tell you why, 1) the cost 
will be significant to the union 2) how many of you are kept in the loop by the 
member who’s left who’s got a personal injury claim or a CICA claim in the first 
instance? How many ever contact you? We get telephone calls six, eight, ten months 
down the line to say, ‘I left the service. What’s happening with this?’ We contact 
you, we didn’t even know they’d left the service. They’re still paying their 
subscriptions. So what we have to try and do is manage the expectations, and we 
respect the members’ rights that if they say, ‘We would like the member of my 
branch to be kept in the loop’ we would keep that individual in, and it’s normally the 
Branch Secretary but in some circumstances they may say, ‘Could I have Jacqueline 
Bates’ for example, ‘cause she’s really nice – got your name right, Jackie! But they 
may turn round, ‘Can you contact all correspondence into Jacqueline because she’s 
dealing with the issue’ and we would utilise that and always ensure that our lawyers 
are kept in the loop, that you are kept in the loop, and the same as, by the way, 
members will turn round and say, ‘Please send all correspondence to my home 
address.’ And we do that and we utilise the home address of the individual. I can 
fully understand the sentiments of Brian, this is fraught with danger, it’s fraught with 
cost and I urge you to reject. Thank you. 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Birmingham to come back?  

BRIAN CLARKE – BIRMINGHAM G4S: Conference, the motion is simple and clear and 
the cost is negligible. The risk is what Glyn’s talking about and the risk if members, 
committee members, offer advice and offer instruction where it’s inappropriate. 
Please credit us with more sense than that. It has been the case, an unfortunate 
occasion maybe or a matter of procedure perhaps that wasn’t followed correctly, 
but a member on more than one occasion, having left the business, has been written 
to directly without the branch knowing and missed their opportunity for one reason 
or another to take their issues to the employment hearings, personal injury claims, 
hearings that would have taken at least a fickle employer to task and to exposure, 
perhaps even winning an award from the court for that member. It would be  trite to 
suggest that community members be responsible and accountable for verbal or 
written support for the member who is not supported or funded by our legal team or 
the union. This is a courtesy and a simple request. It can be done by the member, 
but I believe it should be done as a matter of procedure. The members, the branch, 
should be as informed and as advised as the POA in London, in Cronin House, and 
the lawyers, wherever they be, so that the member gets that support that they have 
paid for, that they are paying for. Please support the motion. 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Brian. 91 to the vote. All those in 
favour of 91 please show. Those against. That motion is lost.  

92, Birmingham, is there a seconder for the Birmingham motion? Oakwood, thank 
you. 
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MOTION 92. 
Conference instructs the NEC to engage with NOMS and see those staff who had 
Private Sector Service and transferred to the Public Sector under TUPE, be given Long 
Service and Good Conduct Awards as all staff were entitled to in the Public Sector. 

BIRMINGHAM 

BRIAN CLARKE –BIRMINGHAM, G4S: This, Conference, is an issue that you have to 
pay short attention to. If NOMS recognised the service, pervious service with private 
sector employers when they were calculating and paying voluntary redundancy 
schemes for members who had TUPE’d with private sector experience or private 
sector service, then NOMS should also take into account that private sector service 
before they TUPE’d, and they should recognise that service and award them the 
long-service and good conduct medals that were available in 2011. Does that make 
sense? They’re paying people off who’ve got five, ten years’ prison service under 
their belt, who have previous worked 10 years in the private sector, and they’re 
saying, ‘We will give you that 5, 10 years, plus your 10 years from before’ so they’re 
being paid redundancy terms on that basis. But when we’re asking them to provide 
the medal for their meritorious and good service in the private sector as TUPE’d 
employees, they’re saying, ‘No, we’re not counting that bit there. You’re not getting 
the medal. We’re only counting your time in the public sector.’ And we’ve got 
members, three or four years on, who are still aggrieved, who still feel entitled to 
that long service and good conduct medal. And I said, on their behalf, we will bring 
this matter to your attention. Now I’m not sure how many members there are at the 
likes of Parc, Rye Hill, Wolds and Doncaster who would be affected, people who’d 
worked there previously and are now working in public sector prisons, but I know 
that there are many at Birmingham. We have about 20 staff with qualifying service, 
but half of that in private sector prisons. When G4S come out with their redundancy 
packages and voluntary early resignation schemes, they’re taking all that service into 
account. It’s a little like telling the Gurkha Regiment that they don’t qualify for 
bravery awards when they’re serving on behalf of the British government. I’m not 
comparing the job we do, I’m not comparing my colleagues to the absolutely 
tremendous work that the Gurkhas and all our service personnel give to this country. 
When the private sector services acknowledge and calculated by NOMS in severance 
packages, we should ask them to recalculate for a marginalised and slighted few, for 
their eligibility to that award. Please support the motion. It’s a simply case of 
communication at Ministerial level.  

<Applause> 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Chris Donovan for the NEC. 

CHRIS DONOVAN – NEC: Chair, Conference, responding on behalf of the NEC. The 
NEC fully supports this motion brought by Birmingham. All our members when they 
have served the required length of service, should be afforded the same recognition, 
whether the service be in the private or public service after being TUPE’d. Please 
support this motion. 
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PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: All those in favour of 92, please show. Those 
against. That motion is carried.  

MOTION 93. 
That Conference looks to replace the gift which is personally given to guest speakers, 
with a charitable donation for the annual POA conference charities. 

WYMOTT 

93, Wymott. Formally moved, Wymott. Is there a seconder for the Wymott motion. 
That motion falls. 

MOTION 94. 
Conference accept that NOMS job evaluation scheme (JES) is not fit for purpose. 
Furthermore, conference refute that operational and non-operational grades are in 
the same pay band. 
Therefore, Conference instructs the NEC to negotiate the introduction of an 
operational allowance for operational bands 2 to 5 over and above the current 17% 
unsocial hours to reflect the different working conditions and difficulties that 
operational grades face in the workplace on a daily basis. 

NEC 

We go on to 94, which is an NEC motion. Do we have a seconder for 94? Brixton got 
their hand up. Thank you Brixton. 

TERRY FULLERTON - NEC: Thank you Chair. Conference, speaking to motion 94 for 
the NEC. Conference, we’ve listened over the last couple of days during debates 
about the current difficulties that many of our prisons are experiencing due to staff 
shortages caused by the recruitment and retention issues faced by the employer. 
The biggest cause for this, we believe, is an inadequate pay model that is 
underpinned by a job evaluation scheme that was imposed on this union after 
litigation on equal pay brought by the non-operational staff. The JES has nine factors 
and the only factor that is specific to operational staff is factor nine. This factor 
carries the lowest score of the whole JES and we believe it was done deliberately to 
compress pay for operational staff. Conference, because of the equal pay ruling, 
which gives non-op grades the same base pay within the relevant pay banding as 
operational staff, we believe we need to look at other ways to increase the pay of 
operational grades 2-5 to reflect the difficult and dangerous conditions that we have 
to operate and work in on a daily basis. And just to give a flavour of what the 
differences are, colleagues, non-ops staff, they don’t have to work to a fixed shift 
pattern, they have flexitime; they don’t have to do weekend work; they don’t have 
to do nights; they don’t have to do EDs; they don’t have to do work for payback by 
TOIL, they have an overtime rate; they’re a non-mobile grade; and they’re not 
subject to the violent and dangerous conditions that we have to work in on a daily 
basis. So Conference, for all the reasons that I’ve just outlined, and many more that 
could be added to this list, the NEC are asking Conference to support this motion. 
Thank you. 
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PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: We go to the vote. All those in favour of 94, 
please show. Any against? That motion is carried.  

MOTION 95.  
The NEC demands that NOMS ceases to send “opt in” letters to staff on pre F&S 
contracts. 

LITTLEHEY 

95, Littlehey, formally moved Littlehey. Is there a seconder for the Littlehey motion? 
Durham. Thank you Durham. Mike Rolfe for the NEC.  

MIKE ROLFE – NEC: Thank you Chair, colleagues, Mike Rolfe on behalf of the 
Executive, urging you to reject this motion. The Executive completely understands 
the logic behind this motion and the reasoning for Littlehey bringing it. However, the 
wording of this motion does not allow the Executive to support it. The Fair and 
Sustainable agreement between NOMS and the POA in 2012 incorporated an annual 
opt-in process for staff. This forms part of the agreement and for NOMS not to offer 
all staff an opportunity could give rise to them breaching this agreement. There are 
staff in certain closed pay bands and in future closed pay bands at pay maxima that 
would benefit financially from opting in and for the opt-in letters to be stopped, staff 
in these groups may not be aware that they could financially benefit from these opt-
ins and could potentially lead to a detriment to these staff. We appreciate the 
ideology around this motion, but sadly the wording is dangerous and it would need 
to be re-written for the Executive to support it. Please reject the motion. 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: We go to the vote, Conference. All those in 
favour of 95, please show. Those against. That motion is lost. 96, Littlehey. Formally 
moved, 96. Do we have a seconder for the Littlehey motion?  

MOTION 96.  
The NEC negotiate an uplift of pay to one pay scale for all officers. 

LITTLEHEY 

That motion falls.  

MOTION 97.  
For all NEC members and FTOs involved in direct negotiations with NOMS to be 
trained in business negotiations via either in house training or from an external 
training provider if there is no one on the NEC qualified to provide such training. 

SEND 

97, Send. Do we have a seconder for the Send motion. Hewell. Thank you Hewell. 

PHIL BIRCH – SEND: Chairman, NEC, Conference, motion reads for all NEC members 
and full-time officers involved in direct negotiation with NOMS to be trained  in 
business negotiations by either in-house training or from or from an external training 
provider if there is no one on the NEC qualified to provide such training. Last motion 
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of the day, so I’m going to be as quick as I can ‘cause I’m sure we all want to get 
home, but firstly I just wanted to congratulate Mark on his ascension to the NEC.  

The reason I brought this motion is we’re a professional trades union. Training and 
development is the hallmark of professionalism. Election to the NEC does not make 
you an immediate expert on negotiations. You do not suddenly develop the ability to 
out-negotiate NOMS, senior civil servants and ministers, just because you’ve taken 
on that role. I can guarantee that when they go into that table, those senior civil 
servants, those ministers on the other side of the table will have some form of 
business negotiation training. If we want the NEC to get the best from the motions 
that we put to them, and to negotiate on our behalf, particularly with collective pay 
bargaining coming round the corner, then we need to pass this motion to increase 
the skill levels of this union. Please support the motion. 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: John Hancock for the NEC. 

JOHN HANCOCK – NEC: Thank you Chair. Chair, Conference, NEC, we ask you to 
reject this motion for reasons which I will attempt to explain. Firstly, we are trades 
unionists, all of us here are trades unionists, and we’re in negotiations with NOMS 
on a daily basis, we run our own business, that of the POA, and do not require 
training from an outside provider who would not understand our particular 
requirements and who would be prohibitively expensive. You all know, instinctively 
know, what is right and what is wrong and so you negotiate from that base. You and 
we do not need training in business negotiations. The NEC are adept, and will 
continue to be so, especially with the advent of collective bargaining.  

Our time is better spent representing our members with the relationships that we 
have built up rather than sitting in a classroom. We would waste valuable funds and 
resources attending such courses, not forgetting the lack of facility time. No training 
can ever be a real substitute for the practical experience and knowledge we all gain 
in intensive negotiations with NOMS and other employers, remember our private 
sector colleagues. You only have to listen to the various speeches and motions this 
week for us to be able to confirm that. Conference, please reject. 

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Send to come back?  

PHIL BIRCH – SEND: Conference, as branch officials we have branch officials training, 
because when we are elected to our committees, although we have experience in 
our roles, we don’t become immediate negotiators. All I’m asking for is that we look 
at the same consideration for the NEC, to be able to further their skills on our behalf. 
Just because you’ve been elected to the NEC does not necessarily mean that you’re a 
skilled negotiator. There are still skills that we can learn and to be professional, I see 
no problem with developing that. Please support the motion.  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Thank you Send. All those in favour of 97, 
please show. Those against. That motion is lost and traditionally in the POA, 
Conference, someone who’s retiring does the last motion. That has caused problems 
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in the past when they haven’t known what it was about, but I’ll allow John Hancock a 
few moments to address you. 

JOHN HANCOCK – NEC: Thank you Chair. Obviously my last Conference and I have to 
say thank you to many people, many branches, and I spoke to Terry Fullerton last 
night and said, ‘I’ve got an awful lot of things to say’ and he said, ‘Bullet points, man, 
bullet points’ so I will stick to my bullet points.  

I have to firstly thank The Scrubs, my branch, for all the encouragement and support 
that they’ve given me over the last 20 years. I’d like to thank branches both north 
and south of the border who put their trust in me to join the NEC. Many I didn’t 
know, only I assume people had heard me speak from the rostrum and they gave me 
that chance, and I thank you all.  

I’d like to thank the branches of London and Kent, who were my first area before I 
was fortunate enough to take over the southwest of England and South Wales. And I 
would like to thank Cardiff for their going away gift, or my going away gift, and there 
it is …  

<Laughter> 

And when I first opened the page, that was what I saw.  

It says, ‘Distress flares’.  

<Laughter>  

I hope I won’t be using that too soon. 

I’d like to make special mention of Terry Fullerton and Joe Simpson. We were on the 
branch officials training together, as you probably heard earlier in the week, and I 
think that particular training session we had some fairly good candidates. We’ve all 
ended up on the NEC, and I will never forget the friendship of Terry and Joe. 

I’d like to thank Pete McParlin who suggested to me once in Weymouth that I should 
seek election to the NEC. I wasn’t certain –  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Don’t call on that one! 

JOHN HANCOCK –NEC: <Laughs> I wasn’t certain, but PJ, as you know, makes a very 
persuasive argument. 

I’d like to thank, of course, the NEC. I don’t think anyone’s ever too old to learn, and 
certainly when I joined the NEC I learnt an awful lot, from experienced colleagues 
and they helped me tremendously over the first year or so. And I’d like to 
congratulate Mark Fairhurst who is going to take over my area; it’s a good area, 
Mark. Everyone knows, everyone in this hall knows that you take phone calls in the 
evenings, weekends and even when you’re on holiday, I fell foul once of that and I 
phoned Jim Dawson for some advice on pensions and after I’d spoken to him for 
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about five minutes I said, ‘Thanks, Jim, thanks for the advice.’ ‘No worry laddie’ he 
said, ‘I’m in Australia on my holiday, you pay the bill.’ But because we get calls 
weekends and our holidays and in our private time I’d like to thank Lesley at the back 
there who’s been a stalwart supporter of me.  

When I first applied to the NEC I wrote a nomination request and I called it Principles 
Can Be Expensive. Little did I know at the time that our facility time was going to be 
cut and every one of you here today, who are on your annual leave, will know how 
true that that statement is. Principles can be, and are, expensive. But you’ve got 
those principles and the principles will hold the POA in very good state.  

Finally, on Tuesday at 12:15 you ordered me the Honorary Life Membership, I was 
very proud, thank you.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: John, while I suggested to you that you 
should stand for the Executive, it was obviously because of your sterling work as a 
branch official at Wormwood Scrubs, but also when you came to Conference you got 
up on the right issues and you addressed the right issues and you were well 
respected within the Conference, and you’ve just seen how respected you were and 
are, because they don’t give many standing ovations in this hall and you’ve had a 
thoroughly deserved one. Enjoy your retirement, John.  

You’ll be glad to know I’m not going to keep you as long as I did in the opening 
address, which I’m reliably informed was 47 minutes, but some are saying it’s an all 
comers record but you do have to sort of bore people into submission on occasion, 
but there were issues that needed to be addressed and hopefully a number of them 
were addressed. So we’re not going to have lunch, we’re going to finish in a moment 
when the General Secretary closes Conference. And I’d like to thank you for working 
through today, a busy agenda to get where we are, and the two future newlyweds 
have told me that they’re very grateful as well because they’ve got to go shopping 
this afternoon.  

<Laughter>  

And I’d like to thank Denise Lacey and Chris Jarvis for extending an invitation to all of 
you to their wedding. I think that’s what the message was anyway.  

<Laughter>  

But in just making a few brief reflections in closing my part of Conference, I thought 
that motion that was withdrawn by Birmingham this morning, 79(a), is a very 
significant motion going forward, and yes, there were issues that we discussed or 
Standing Orders discussed about it being a rule change and so on. But I stick with 
what I said in my opening speech, we will consult with our private sector members 
and obviously then with Conference on what’s the best way to represent you, and if 
it is a section in Conference then so be it, so we can address issues of all our private 
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sector members, whether that’s Birmingham, Oakwood, Tinsley, Northumberland, 
the ICE branch and so on.  

Conference, I just want to take this opportunity to thank all of you for your 
continued work and commitment to this union on behalf of our members. Please 
never underestimate the contribution that you make in ensuring that our members 
are represented effectively and that the employer is pointed in the right direction on 
behalf of our members and on behalf of the public.  

This is organised labour, that word, or those two words, are not dirty words, that’s 
what we do, we shouldn’t be ashamed of it, we’re not ashamed of it, we’re proud of 
it and we need to get that message out there as we do and will continue to do 
everywhere, north, south, east, west of the borders. And it does disappoint me that 
some members, when we have a bit of a problem, threaten to leave the union and 
some say to me, ‘Let them’ the Finance Officer doesn’t say that. But I say to those 
members, stay in your union, bring a friend, no refunds, but bring that friend and 
participate in your chosen trade union, bring your message there, there and in your 
branches. And that’s how you manage to change the agenda, that’s how you bring 
what’s important to our members, not just here but to politicians and to the 
employer. And I’d say to those members, take a step back, go outside and give your 
head a good shake and recognise what your union, you, give to those members and 
what you can do collectively together. And stand for election, locally, nationally, 
quite right about the figures we heard about that motion this morning, quite right, 
they’re not disappointing, they’re a disgrace that we can have local officials 
sometimes on very poor turnouts and national officials elected on very poor 
turnouts. But we are a democratic union. People tell me that sometimes we appear 
too democratic, we’re always have elections, there are always opportunities and this 
year you’ll have the opportunity to elect a new National Chairman because I won’t 
be standing, I’ll be coming to the end of my five-year period in office. I know that you 
will choose my successor with the care and consideration that you’ve always chosen 
in elections.  

Conference, in a moment the General Secretary will close Annual Conference. We 
have the 2015 Agreement, we have that form of collective bargaining, we are now at 
the end of this Conference, with your assistance and support, going out to achieve all 
those bullet points that are in the 2015 Agreement: consolidated pay, an appropriate 
pension age and the other bullet points. Conference we can only do it with your 
support, we stand together, we triumph together and on occasion, yes, we’ll fail 
together, but I am confident that this union will stand strong, proud and will always 
be successful. Thank you, Conference, the General Secretary will now close Annual 
Conference.  

<Applause>  

STEVE GILLAN – GENERAL SECRETARY: Just before I go into my speech, which I 
promise you won’t be long, I would ask Nicola Newing if she would come up to the 
stage so as I can make an announcement on her behalf, thank you.  
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<Applause>  

Thank you, Nicola. I know she’s a little bit nervous about coming up here; I’m not 
going to ask her to speak because she probably wouldn’t shut up if I did. 

<Laughter>  

The reality is Nicola has worked for us for some 26/27 years in different capacities, 
whether it was through our accountants, Wilkins Kennedy, or as a fulltime employee 
of this union. I certainly know when I took over as your Finance Officer in 2006, 
Nicola was, without a doubt, a good help to me but she is going on to pastures new 
which is everybody’s choice. She has got a job as the Finance Director at ASLEF, I’m 
addressing the ASLEF conference tomorrow actually in Southend where they have 
kindly invited me to address them. I’ll give them, warts an all, a background 
obviously. Only joking, Nicola. And as you would expect I gave her a very good 
reference. So I wish her well, as do this Executive, in her new job. Thank you, 
Conference.  

<Applause>  

NICOLA NEWING: I just want to say thank you very much. I’ve had a fantastic time at 
POA, I’ve grown up with POA as has my family and you’ve really given me a good 
start to this new career. Thank you.  

<Applause>  

STEVE GILLAN – GENERAL SECRETARY, NEC: Well I’ll let Nicola get on and I’ll 
continue.  

<Laughter>  

Thank you, Nicola.  

<Applause>  

I’ve got a few thank you's to mention, Conference. First of all I want to thank our 
Honorary Life Members, they’re a credit to this trade union, it’s lovely to have them 
here but two in particular I want to mention at this minute in time. Brian Caton who 
has come to Conference, who sadly lost his wife Denise and the POA family will 
always make sure that people in their time of need get an arm around them and 
that, any time you want, Brian, you know where we are. In respect of Colin Moses, I 
think some of you might not know, Colin had a stroke; he’s recovering well but at the 
same time Colin is going to need the support of this union as well and I’m sure 
people will be there to give him that. So best wishes, Colin, to you and your family, I 
hope you make a full and speedy recovery. And of course past Executive members as 
well, Glen Birchall has had a period of ill-health. I spoke to Glen this morning when 
he showed up and hopefully Glen will make a full and speedy recovery and we wish 
him our very best.  
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On to all the staff at the Floral Hall, Sefton Council, the Ramada Hotel who make it 
possible for this Conference to take place; all our providers that Pete Chapple 
arranges; Angela Sinclair has got a special mention because she does it with a smile, 
she must get fed up with me and PJ at the last minute coming and changing things, 
but she gets through it and is another person that’s been employed by this union for 
over 30 years. Absolutely brilliant piece of work from Angela. And my other support 
staff, my secretary, Nicola Hubert, the National Chairman has Paula Larwill and I’ve 
got to say they are fantastic, because we talk about the cuts pertaining to public 
services and so forth, but let me tell you, we have had to make drastic alterations at 
Cronin House as well and they have met the challenges head on. Paula and Nicola 
are the GMB representatives for their members at Cronin House and I welcome their 
robust input, because sometimes you need a strong trade union voice to protect 
your members. And let me tell you, they do that and they do it very well to protect 
their existence and also to protect their members’ rights at work, because we don’t 
always get it right. But I’ve got to say, spare a thought for them who have taken on 
additional work at no fuss, they’ve fought their corner on certain things, which I 
welcome, but we have got to recognise they’re not prison service employees, they 
work for a trade union, for us, and we have got to treat them with respect and 
dignity as well.  

These are difficult times, they’re going to get more difficult probably in the next five 
years, but most importantly, colleagues, I want to thank, you, the delegates, on 
behalf of your membership because you have come here dedicated, as John Hancock 
quite rightly said. You have been professional, you have been courteous, you have 
argued with vigour in different debates and you now have set our policies for the 
coming time. Such good motions that were put through: Motion 20 about 
compulsory redundancies, enforced transfers or compulsory detached duty.  If that 
comes upon us then we will bow at the members for industrial action up to and 
including strike action. That’s the policy that you have set, a brave policy in my view 
and the Executive’s view, but what I now want you to do, go back, report back from 
Conference of the motions that were passed and carried, call branch meetings, 
inform the membership. Motion 23, again, another one where they say if they hive 
off prison officers to private companies then we’ll be on that same course of action 
for a ballot of the membership for their view on industrial action up to and including 
strike action as well. You have set the agenda for the Pay Review Body and I think, 
along with this Executive, you have made the right choice in this because we cannot 
sit back year, after year, after year in a situation where they ignore pay issues for our 
members across the board.  

But it isn’t just a prison officers’ union, and Peter alludes to it at times, as do others; 
we’re all POA members together no matter where you work. But I want to make, and 
I don’t often make a speech on behalf of a certain grouping within our membership, 
the operational support grades. I think operational support grades think that they’re 
undervalued and that we undervalue them as well. We don’t undervalue them. I 
remember this discussion way back many moons ago when the prison auxiliaries 
used to say the same, ‘It’s a prison officers’ union.’ Brian Caton, at the time, moved 
away from Prison Officers Association to the POA so as it was more inclusive, and I 
think that was the right thing to do. People still refer to us as the Prison Officers 
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Association because that’s what the media know us by, but we are the POA that 
should be inclusive, not exclusive.  

I want to go onto Michael Gove. Michael Gove, I will offer on behalf of the Executive, 
an olive branch to Mr Gove; you’ve got nothing to fear from this trade union as long 
as you treat us with courtesy, professionalism, because that’s what we will treat him 
with. I have got no axe to grind with Mr Gove or any other Minister that comes our 
way, because you know what, they come and go before we do. We will always be 
here. They will come and go. The reality is what we need to do is persuade Mr Gove 
that we want to work with him, but we’re not going to be bullied by him, we’re not 
going to be intimated by him and you’ve set the agenda and we will follow that.  

Now, I do a little bit of research sometimes on Mr Gove: he was born in Edinburgh; 
at four-months-old he was adopted by a Labour-supporting family in Aberdeen. I 
don’t know what happened to him after that. But then he became a trainee reporter 
in Aberdeen and The Press and Journal where he spent several months on strike in 
1989-1990 with a dispute over union recognition and representation. Well what’s 
good for you, Mr Gove, will be good for us.  

<Laughter>  

The anti-union laws where we’ve seen the media rhetoric again in May 27th the 
Queen’s Speech will be along where I am sure there will be loads of rafts of 
legislation being ploughed through to restrict trade unions further. Well, they can’t 
restrict us any further, can they? Because they’ve taken away our rights since 1993 
so we’re used to it. And what I say to the Trade Union Movement, embrace it and 
break the law. Join us because as always I’ve read in The Morning Star and various 
other papers, is that unions now are in fighting mood and I’m glad they are! Because 
the reality is I’ve been asking them to do that for the last five years, and now some 
unions are going to get a little bit of what we’ve had for the 21 years and the only 
way that they can defeat it is by attacking it, not sliding backwards, not running away 
from it, embrace it, have that collective discussion at TUC level, let’s see where we’re 
going to go with it, campaign together and strike together, that’s the reality.  

Now, Europe, in-out referendum will be coming. I’m a great believer that we should 
prepare the ground as a trade union and next year we may well have to look at 
debating motions with outcomes of whether we determine to remain neutral as a 
union on that particular issue. But I think it will be divisive, it will be divisive for some 
trade unions, it will certainly be divisive within the Conservative Party and I expect a 
little bit of a war there to be honest with you, but we need to prepare the ground 
because it will have effect on our members and their families so I think we have got 
to have that discussion at our Conference.  

Motion 1 de-affiliated us from EUROFEDOP, and as the NEC speaker, Andy Darken, 
quite rightly outlined, our argument isn’t with individuals, Bert Van Caelenberg or 
Eurofedop itself. And I say to Bert, now it’s out the rules I’m open to negotiations, 
but I must warn you it will be on our terms as to how we go forward, if there’s a deal 
to be done which is in the best interest of the POA membership then this Executive 
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will look at that deal but we will also be talking to other organisations. Restructuring 
was mentioned, colleagues, again, it’s not going to go away because it can’t go away. 
We are going to have to continue restructuring this union so that you and the wider 
membership get the benefits of this trade union. As I stated last year, I didn’t have a 
crystal ball, but I knew when I took this motion to the Executive, which they fully 
supported and brought to you in 2011, the reality was that we couldn’t stand still as 
a trade union. We haven’t stood still as a trade union. And over the next five years 
we will have those challenges and discussions and you will make the decisions about 
where we go with restructuring. But one thing’s for sure, again, we can’t bury our 
heads in the sand and pretend everything is going to be OK, if we do that we’ll die on 
our feet. The finance report was clear, and as the ex-finance officer I know how 
difficult it is for the incoming finance officer. Bet let me tell you, over the last five 
years Pete Chapple has done a magnificent job on behalf of this union and he will get 
the support from me, as General Secretary, and from the Finance Committee and 
this Executive to keep us on a path which maintains our independence as a trade 
union, because if we don’t maintain that independence then we get swallowed up by 
other unions. And I’ve seen it happen time and time again within the Trade Union 
Movement where they’re not self-sufficient and they have to go and look for a 
home. I don’t want that to happen to us. I value our independence as a trade union 
and long may it continue.  

Conference, it’s not all doom and gloom, we talk about the cuts, we talk about a 
variety of other issues, but let me tell you, this Executive and you, the wider 
delegates and membership, actually have achieved. It might not seem like massive 
wins but when we had our march and rally last year we set out an agenda, an agenda 
of key principles which we’re not going to back off from and that was pay, pensions, 
prison violence and privatisation. Now, to a certain extent we’re moving on 
pensions. The violence that our members face on a daily basis we’ve achieved the 
joint protocol between the police, the Crown Prosecution Service and NOMS. That 
was a success without any shadow of a doubt, and by Jeremy Wright now being the 
Attorney General I think we may go on to better things in relation to the protection 
of our members. Wrexham remaining in the public section, that didn’t happen by 
accident, that happened because of the negotiating skills of the Executive and the 
campaigns that we ran with the councils in Wales etc. Now, I went to a meeting 
recently and someone said, ‘The POA didn’t achieve that, it was the Welsh 
Assembly.’ Well, the Welsh Assembly didn’t have devolved power for the Criminal 
Justice System. Let me put it where it was, it was through pressure from this union 
that got us Wrexham. That’s the reality. And I think, for a small union who hasn’t got 
the right to take any form of industrial action it’s still punching above its weight with 
good, solid arguments, we’re regularly in the media and we will continue to do our 
best on your behalf with you leading us and telling us what to do. And Conference, 
you have done that this week. Thank you very much and have a safe journey home.  

<Applause>  

PJ MCPARLIN – NATIONAL CHAIRMAN: Conference, thank you very much, safe 
journey home.  
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[End of Conference] 
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