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IPP External Stakeholder Challenge Group
Meeting Notes
Date of meeting:         4 March 2026
	Present:
	HMPPS, UNGRIPP, Howard League, Royal College of Psychiatrists, Prison Reform Trust, The Parole Board, Fair Justice

	Next meeting:


	1 June 2026, in person/MS Teams




1. Actions & Introductions
· Actions from the last meeting were completed and updates were provided to Stakeholders ahead of the meeting. 
· The Chair opened the meeting and invited any concerns about previously agreed actions.
· A key issue raised was the reliance on accredited programmes and courses as the primary method of risk reduction. A representative from UNGRIPP questioned whether courses were being over‑relied on, noting that they are not suitable for all individuals and that alternative risk‑reduction methods are not being sufficiently explored.
· The Chair agreed and highlighted that some people who have completed courses still feel as though the “goalposts are being moved.”
· The IPP Operational Lead in HMPPS fed back from a conversation with the Chief Psychologist, confirming that mobile courses can be deployed where there is a high concentration of prisoners, and that Building Choices could offer a more modular approach to interventions.
· The Psychology ISP Lead noted that Continued Personal Development (CPD) events in 2024 and 2025 emphasised individualised sentence planning, and work has been done to “myth‑bust” assumptions about courses being essential in every case.
· A Representative from UNGRIPP added the view that individuals who are recalled without further offences should not be required to complete additional courses.
ACTION: Continue to explore the topic of accredited programmes at future meetings.
2. Long Term High Security Estate (LTHSE) Strategy
· An overview of the work carried out in the Long-Term High Security Estate (LTHSE) was provided by officials from the HMPPS LTHSE. The LTHSE spans 13 prisons, mainly Category B. HMP Belmarsh also houses a remand and reception cohort alongside the LTHSE role.
· The estate prioritises risk reduction, progression, and strong operational–clinical partnership, supported by dedicated psychology teams at each site.
· Pathway to Progression units (e.g., the Mulberry Unit at HMP Wakefield) support prisoners with specialist needs, including autistic prisoners.
· Psychology teams work closely with functional leads, heads of safety, and population management to ensure IPPs are in the right place, offering:
· Complex‑case advice
· Attendance at progression panels
· 1‑page staff support plans
· Holistic, psychologically informed work in segregation and specialist units
· Regional psychology teams oversee IPP cases, ensuring a more individualised and flexible approach, including bespoke 1:1 work when programmes are not appropriate.
· Officials from the LTHSE provided attendees with the latest figures during the meeting. 
· It was observed that engagement varies; some prisoners feel they have “done everything,” requiring motivational work rather than further programmes. IPP RAG (Red, Amber, Green) ratings identify individuals at risk of stagnation, but tracking of disengagement is local, not national, prompting calls for action‑plan level monitoring.
· Concerns about whether prisoners are in the correct locations for access to programmes and progression. 
· Representatives from UNGRIPP expressed frustration that despite progress models, outcomes are not felt by IPP prisoners and evidence of positive impact is not always visible.
· The representative from the Royal College of Psychiatry has observed a lot of expert assessments contributing to parole reviews. Representatives from UNGRIPP also raised that people serving the IPP sentence often lack trust in the system; when reports do not lead to progression, this can deepen disengagement. There is also a perception that the Parole Board places greater weight on HMPPS reports than independently commissioned ones, leading some individuals to prefer obtaining expert assessments through their legal representatives rather than relying on those commissioned by HMPPS.
· Concerns were raised around reliance on outdated courses linked to historical offending, and the need for specialist external assessments to support progression.
· External stakeholders also raised concerns that progression in HMP Belmarsh is limited; recalled IPP prisoners add further pressure on progression panels.
· It was observed that there is persistent distrust from IPP prisoners in the system, especially when independent expert reports do not lead to progression.
· Need for clearer escalation routes, bespoke interventions, and improved placement decisions.
· It was acknowledged that some IPP prisoners, particularly those with complex needs (including Neurodiversity) or in segregation, feel trapped in “remission cycles” without meaningful routes forward.
· HMPPS official reaffirmed that the focus remains on the “hardest to reach” individuals, especially those categorised as Category A within the cohort. Agreement that continuing the same approaches is insufficient in some areas and fresh thinking may be needed. A scrutiny panel will review LTHSE practice in upcoming weeks. 
ACTION: HMPPS to consider tracking disengaged prisoners (those not engaging / losing hope) at a national level.
ACTION: HMPPS officials in the LTHSE to follow-up on the case-specific examples raised by representatives from the Howard League and the Royal College of Psychiatry.
3. Deep Dive on Never Released Cohort 
· The Psychology ISP Lead provided a presentation on the findings from the IPP Never Released Deep Dive exercise to explore the factors that impact progression for the never released group of IPP sentence prisoners. This ensures that there is a collective understanding of the barriers faced by this cohort and as part of the psychological commitment in the IPP Action Plan. However, the deep dive exercise was not formal research. A summary of the Deep Dive will be shared in the next iteration of the IPP Annual Report.
· A representative from UNGRIPP queried how the issues discussed are affecting release outcomes and whether IPP prisoners themselves understand key processes (e.g. progression panels, action plans). They highlighted a gap in how impacts translate to individual progression.
· The Psychology ISP Lead explained that information is shared across events and stakeholders, and regionally with psychology to inform progression panels, 1:1 work, formulations, and assessments. They acknowledged communication with IPP individuals is an ongoing challenge, with efforts including newsletters and focus groups. They agreed a more tailored (non-blanket) approach is needed and will follow up on specific issues raised (e.g. “open” data, neurodiversity definition, borderline intellectual disability category).
· Representatives from UNGRIPP also questioned how progress and impact are being monitored, noting the need for measurable targets. They challenged the absence of clear success metrics and asked how outcomes can be assessed without defined goals.
· Representatives from the Howard League also requested a copy of the presentation slides and raised concerns about People Convicted of Sexual Offences (PCoSOs) data regarding the rate of progression to open conditions. They highlighted that disengaged individuals are unlikely to attend forums, stressing the need to provide hope. Asked whether issues discussed apply to IPP cases.
· A representative from the Royal College of Psychiatry asked for clarity on what counts as ‘neurodivergence’ in terms of a definition and noted the lack of a category for borderline intellectual disability. They mentioned their discussion with the Parole Board and offered to support further engagement.
· The Chair noted that open recommendations have increased and agreed to share updated data. They acknowledged that demonstrating causal links and measuring success is difficult.
ACTION: HMPPS Officials to share the presentation slides with attendees.
ACTION: HMPPS and Parole Board officials to share the number of Parole Board recommendations for a move to open conditions and the rate that recommendation was accepted or rejected by the Secretary of State.
ACTION: The Psychology ISP Lead to liaise with the representative from the Royal College of Psychiatry with regard to their query on neurodiversity and join their discussions with the Parole Board.
4. Data Update
· HMPPS officials shared a data pack with external stakeholders ahead of the meeting.
· The next set Offender Management Quarterly Statistics up to the 31 March 2026 will be published in April 2026.

5. AOB
· The representative from the Parole Board asked for an update on revising the Progression Panel Policy Framework. HMPPS confirmed work is already underway: feedback from the internal survey has been received, timelines are being considered, external consultation is planned, and the aim is to make the framework more agile (particularly ensuring panels take place before parole hearings). The Parole Board highlighted feedback that progression panels are becoming increasingly important for parole reviews. 
· The Chair confirmed that HMPPS will issue a letter to implement changes immediately, with policy updates to follow later. They noted changes may not reach 100% coverage initially. 
· A representative from UNGRIPP requested that the action plan be circulated with enough lead‑in time for stakeholders to review and provide feedback. 
· Another representative from UNGRIPP asked for a discussion at a future meeting on how progression panels should operate, particularly preventing people from missing panels due to employment. They suggested mandating that panels do not proceed unless the individual attends or all reasonable efforts have been made to secure their attendance. The Chair agreed this can be included in the forthcoming letter to staff about progression panels. 
· A representative from the Howard League stressed the need to ensure people serving IPP sentences understand what the panels mean and do not feel processes are being done “behind their back.” The Chair agreed.
ACTION: HMPPS to issue communications to Area Executive directors to implement progression panels before a parole review, where resource allows, and encourage the attendance of IPP offenders (in line with existing policy) ahead of the revised Policy Framework.
ACTION: HMPPS to include an overview of progression panels as a future agenda item.
ACTION: HMPPS will provide an update on communications at the next meeting.
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