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INTRODUCTARY REMARKS

1. NICRO would like to commend the DCS on the additional budget information made available which supports the objectives of transparency and accountability. NICRO would like to once again as noted during last year’s deliberation that inputs received from Stakeholders at this stage of the Budget Vote, seems to be quite late, and is not able to influence budget allocations. Previously the Chair made a statement that we could consider having a consultation earlier to influence input to National Treasury in October of that year. 
2. Further NICRO would also like to note the rising costs of incarceration, which is estimated to cost the SA tax-payer over 20 billion in 2015/16. We are of the opinion that we have to refocus our priorities to ensure that increased use of alternatives to incarceration be made, as well as effective rehabilitation and reintegration takes place, to avoid this upward spending trend. In SA, 243 Correctional centres, 160,000 people incarcerated, how many released per month? Recidivism rates are high (60-80%). Over 2/3 expected to be arrested within 3 years after release. Expenditure on Corrections alone is increased from R13 687.3 billion in 2009/10 to R18748.10 billion projected for 2013/14. And if you think about it these figures do not include the cost of arrest and prosecution, nor do they take into account the states cost to support victims. We just cannot be doing the same thing each year and expecting a different result-this is referred to as insanity. We need to have a different way of turning this around. Our hope is that the Committee will be able to establish a significant turnaround regarding the spending priorities of the DCS in the next year.  
3. It has been noted that personnel information has also been disaggregated and move to the programme level, which is likely to inflate the budgets?
4. We commend the Department for declaring 2013 as the year of the Correctional Official. It would be good to see a plan of how the Department will increase their focus on this valuable resource-what would be done differently and how much has been allocated to this. We are hoping that budgets will not be sent on grand certification ceremonies and events and that rather allocations be made to professionalize Corrections, train and up-skill staff (including training of the appropriate “use of force”), a focus on employee well being and motivating the Correctional official, as well as a huge focus on changing the culture and ethical conduct of a large component of staff of the DCS.
5. Although this presentation includes comments on the budget and plans, the core of my paper will be on the motivation for the DCS to incorporate Evidence-Based Practice (EBP), in the REHABILITATION AND REINTEGRATION of inmates, into Departmental planning and budgeting policies and processes. In the world rehabilitation and reintegration of offenders is not a new issue and has been the focus of research and debate for decades. Governments around the world are moving to align their programmes and services with what is known as Evidence –Based Policy and Practices (EBP)
. Starting in the medical profession two decades ago, EBP asserts that public policy and practice must be based on the best available scientific evidence in order to be effective in the achievement of its goals and to be efficient in the use of taxpayers’ money. Failure to match services to rigorous evidentiary standards not only wastes precious public resources but can lead to an exacerbation rather than the improvement of the problems and issues that government is attempting to address (Domurad & Carey, 2010:2). Research and evidence based practice has shown certain key components that are crucial for effective rehabilitation which I will discuss further below. We would like to draw the attention to the committee at this stage to the question of is the DCS plans and strategies aligned to evidence based principles in the rehabilitation and reintegration of offenders? Is the Departments strategy for REHABILITATION and prevention of Recidivism based on these principles?  Neither the White Paper on Corrections nor the Departments plans make mention of Evidence Based Practice (EBP) in the rehabilitation and reintegration of offenders.
6. The Minister in the Strategic Plan 2013/14-2016/217 document alludes to the US governments, Second Chances Act 2007, and states that we can learn much from this Act, and that the DCS intends to pilot programmes based on these principles. A Brief overview of the Second Chances Act is discussed in this paper, referring particularly to the Grant making tool, as well as incorporation of EBP’s.
DCS FAILING TO ACHIEVE ITS LEGAL MANDATE AND STRATEGIC GOALS
7. It continues to be a grave concern that, given the high number of assaults per annum in our correctional facilities (3463-2013/13), rape in prison, over-crowding(32%-2012/13), challenges with access to medical treatment, gang activity, not all inmates benefitting from correctional programming and literacy, education and skills programmes(only 19.98% of eligible offenders-2012/13), issues of hygiene, food, community supervision mainly serving a policing rather that continuation of rehabilitation and effective rehabilitation, and the high rates of recidivism, the Department seems to be a far way off from achieving its strategic goals of: sentenced offenders held in safe, secure and humane custody, have correctional sentence plans, are healthy and have their literacy, education, and skills competencies improved; remand detainees are held in safe, secure and humane conditions, have access to court processes, are healthy, and have their social and family needs supported; and parolees, probationers and offenders are sentenced under Community Correctional Supervision are rehabilitated, monitored and accepted back into communities; and in this way the department contributes to ensuring that all people in South Africa are and feel safe. 
8. Further Vision 2030, as declared in the National Development Plan is that people living in South Africa must feel safe. The plan outlines an integrated and inter-departmental approach to building safety, including increasing the rehabilitation of prisoners and thus improving their reintegration into society and reducing recidivism. We are sceptical though that the budget and plans before support such priorities. Strategic goals include Correctional sentence plans, skills development and rehabilitation and acceptance of offenders into the community, yet the spend if at all is minimal in these areas, even on reintegration the focus is purely on supervisory staff, not proper allocation to necessary evidence-based programmes to reduce recidivism, and ultimately reducing our overcrowded facilities.
9. Glad to hear that the Department is working with other departments in the justice, crime prevention and security cluster in encouraging the use of we hope “alternatives to incarceration” for minor offences. 
BUDGETARY SUMMARY
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	Administration 
	27.76%
	5250.7
	28.00657
	5474
	29.19763
	5851.5
	31.21116
	

	Incarceration 
	 53.33%
	10021.5
	53.45342
	10567.7
	56.36678
	11051.18
	58.9456
	

	Rehabilitation 
	5.48%
	1092.4
	5.826724
	1144.3
	6.103552
	1208.7
	6.447053
	

	Care 
	9.20%
	1582.2
	8.439255
	1676.5
	8.942239
	1768.3
	9.431889
	

	Social Reintegration
	4.20%
	801.3
	4.274033
	858.6
	4.579664
	915
	4.880495
	

	TOTAL BUDGET
	 
	18748.1
	 
	19721.1
	 
	20795.3
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


10. It is clear from the Budget summary that no significant shifts have been made regarding the budget allocation. Comparing 2012/13 figures, the Administration allocation increased by 1%, and Incarceration by 0.12%. Rehabilitation increased by a miniscule 0.4%. The Care budget allocation actually dropped by 0.8% and the Social Reintegration allocation remained the same at 4%. In the Department’s mandate remains a clear objective to ‘correct offending behaviour and facilitate optimal rehabilitation and reduce repeat offending.’ Without the necessary resources we are not sure how this mandate can be fulfilled. How does this dovetail with the National Development Plan Vision 2030 that mentions increasing rehabilitation, improving reintegration and reducing recidivism?
11. On the other hand in the Foreword to the Budget Vote, departments and spending agencies do have to learn to do more with less, and all institutions are called to increase their efficiency and effectiveness in terms of service delivery. So we are curious to see what the Department will do differently in achieving its objectives. All institutions are requested to increase their efficiency and effectiveness in terms of service delivery, particularly in relation to infrastructure development. The DCS has certainly been one of those Departments were over the years wasteful expenditure has been noted. Further we are all aware of the poor efficiency and effectiveness and wasteful expenditure and delays regarding building and renovation. We are hoping that the Department of Public Works relationship would work more effectively and trust that the PC: Correctional Services will continue to monitor this closely. See National Development Plan 2030 for improving delivery in the public sector.
12. An interesting concept came across recently, which is being implemented in Mexico, sis making the budget more human rights focused-Creating a human rights context-“respect the dignity and worth of every human being.” Would be an interesting angle in which to analyse the budget for future deliberations.
13. Expenditure trends –It was good to hear that the spending focus over the medium terms will be on improving the management of offenders and remand detainees, implementing rehabilitation programmes and strengthening the parole system, but when we read on to see the indicators the Department highlighted in that same paragraph-however we are sceptical whether the Department will indeed do something different to turn this around. Further are these plans aligned with evidence based practice? Further detailed strategies are needed for Gang Management, improving Rehabilitation, and Correctional Supervision. 
14. Expenditure on consultant services decreased between 2009/10 and 2012/13 due to cost cutting measures, but it expected to increase over the medium term. This is hard to understand, given the deliberation with the Portfolio Committee over the over-use of consultants? R486.9 million is projected to be spent on Consultants, contractors and out-sourced services. Yet no allocations earmarked for NGOs (including faith based and community organizations) that are doing work for DCS?  Would also be useful to know the cost in monetary terms of the services and programmes that NGO’s (including faith based and community organizations) are offering.
15. Throughout the Budget Vote 21 document, it is mentioned that because of its labour intensive nature, the bulk of spending goes towards compensation of employees. If we are spending so much on employees then they should be delivering the goods. R128, 180 million has been allocated to Training of Staff. Will be good for the Committee to see a Training plan, working towards EBP.
16. The bulk of the rehabilitation and social integration budgets (more than 80%) go to salaries and the rest to overheads, there is not sufficient allocations for programmes related to rehabilitation and reintegration. It would be useful to know how much of the time of salaried DCS staff is spent on rehabilitation and reintegration programmes, and what they are actually involved in. 
17. The capital budget was reduced as Treasury took back some unspent capital projects money – how is this possible when the training facilities at these institutions are in such disrepair?  Is it possible to re-allocate some of the unspent funds to development programmes?

PROGRAMME 1: ADMINISTRATION: Purpose: Provide the administrative, management, financial, information, and communication technology, research, policy coordination, and good governance support functions necessary for all service delivery by the department and in support of the functions of the ministry.
18. The department has a funding establishment of 41 911, of which 1562 posts are vacant (pg5) as at 30 September 2012. The Department is planning to increase its post establishment to 42 006. Vacancies, especially in critical posts, continue to be a glaring concern that still requires further deliberation.
19. It is stated (pg8) that the spending focus will include building capacity to improve service delivery. Budgets have been allocated to upgrade various structures at correctional facilities, and we are hoping that this would include consultation rooms, where correctional programming can take place. NGO’s often experience access problems when arrive at a prison to do an individual consultation or run a correctional programme, due to problems with space. Sometimes the venues allocated are not suitable due to noise etc. If rehabilitation is a priority then more can be done to create a conducive environment.   
The Department states that another focus of spending will be on professionalizing the Department, but it is not clear what costs will be spent on this?
20. Expenditure in the Corporate services sub-programme is expected to increase over the medium term to provide for improved conditions of services –what will these be? And training for personnel (who will be trained on what and how it impacts the strategic goals?)
PROGRAMME 2: INCARCERATION: Purpose: Provide appropriate services and well maintained physical infrastructure that support safe and secure conditions of detention consistent with human dignity of inmates, personnel and the public; and provide for the profiling of inmates and the compilation of needs based correctional sentence plans, administration and interventions.
21. It is great to hear that by 2014/15 100% of offenders serving sentences of longer than 24 months have correctional sentence plans, but what we have come to discover is that this does not guarantee that inmates will have access to correctional programming. Also it is not clear that we are using evidence based practice to rehabilitate offenders. NICRO does not support the White Papers (S8.2.8) stance that “fundamental to rehabilitation ..is the voluntary participation of offenders in a correctional sentencing plan?” If correctional facilities are places of rehabilitation-inmates should not be given a choice to be rehabilitated or not? Evidence based practice shows that motivation is something that is tackled by the correctional programme officer through motivational interviewing methodologies, in the programming process.
22. NICRO continues to remain concerned about those inmates serving sentences less than 24 months, who may not be receiving any intervention, and that may benefit rather from serving non-custodial sentences. Previously we have also recommended that those serving 24 months be considered for a conversion of their sentences to Correctional/community supervision. This could contribute to also reducing overcrowding and improve the management of offenders serving a longer time. Once again our view, in line with the White Paper on Corrections is that Correctional centres should be rehabilitating inmates, and reducing their risk of re-offence, and not just warehousing them. 
23. The bulk of spending on Offender Management is said to be for compensation of employees. Further this sub-programme has a funded establishment of only 5760 posts -359 of which are vacant as at 30 September 2013. 
24. Escapes: The fact that the reasons cited for the increase of escapes in 201/11 was due to negligence and non-adherence to security procedures is concerning, which raises a larger problem of the lack of respect for the rule of law or non-compliance to rules/regulations and procedures.  How does the Department plan on changing this which seems to be a problem among the Departmental staff? In the past we have seen also poor accountability for such serious non-compliance. And these staff has to be the ones modelling pro-social behaviour to inmates, as stated in the White Paper, “leading the offender by example (S8.2.5)?

25. Assaults: As of 30 September 2012, 3132 inmates were assaulted. What is more concerning about this figure is that the Judicial Inspectorate for Correctional Services in their Annual Report 2011/12:40, reported 1945 of the assaults was by DCS members on inmates(2011/12).  Consequently JICS has strategically identified assaults by officials on inmates a priority. The JICS Annual report stated that, “assaults on inmates by officials can involve abuse of power and may qualify as torture.”
 The JICS Annual Report 2011/12, points out that ‘the Department is slow in taking disciplinary action against officials in these matters.  Reflecting back on Groenpunt and the trends in assault figures of official on inmate, it is hoped that the Department has included in this budget a training plan on responding to crisis situations and in the appropriate “use of force”, which seems to be a problem for our Correctional and SAPS officials. It is really a matter that must be further investigated, as we often receive complaints that correctional officials, usually in large numbers beat up one inmate. Serious allegations against correctional officials, such as torture and inhumane treatment have also been an issue reported in recent times. Conflict management, anger management, managing aggressive inmates, and the appropriate use of force, and how to be a ‘rehabilitator,’ are some training and development areas to be considered.
26. Gang management strategy: Section 10(6) of the White paper, more specifically 10.6.2, makes it very clear that, “the pervasive manner in which prison gangs assert control over the management of correctional centres requires an anti-gang strategy to be adopted by correctional management.” The issue of The Gang Management strategy has been in plans year after year, and is once again included in the Strategic Planning for the Department for 2013/14. Yet, has the Committee seen the strategy and been given an opportunity to deliberate over it? What are the components of such a strategy is? Is it based on research and evidence-based practice? What would it cost to implement such a strategy and what results is it expected to yield, and over what period?  On page 9 of the Budget Vote document is the ‘establishment of a gang management unit,’ which we assume is a component of the strategy. Is the motivation for such a unit based on evidence based practice? What does this entail, what would such a unit do and how much would this cost? The Committee would need a well-motivated strategy to deliberate over before such costs should be approved. Given that the issue of Gang violence and activity is such a concern in our Correctional facilities, it is time we deliberated over such a strategy. Gang activity contributes to high levels of assault, corruption, and crime, and must be addressed. According to the White Paper, (S10.6.1), “The safety of inmates compels the Department to effectively deal with the issue of gangs in correctional centres.” The White Paper highlights that gangs play a key role in Correctional centre violence and is manifested in gang supported fights; assault and murder; forced sexual activity and rape; intimidation and coerced favours; and complicity of or the turning of a blind eye by correctional officials in relation to these activities(S10.6.1). Further, anecdotal evidence indicates that gangs continue to be involved and commission criminal activity while in prison. There seems to be a growing link between prison and community gangs, and must be addressed as a necessary and urgent crime prevention strategy. To the public eye, the ongoing and deliberate avoidance of presenting this strategy indicates a lack of serious commitment to this very concerning issue. 
PROGRAMME 3: REHABILITATION: Purpose: Provide offenders with needs based programmes and interventions to facilitate their rehabilitation and enable their social reintegration. 
EVIDENCE-BASED PRACTICE IN REDUCING RE-OFFENDING: GOALS FOR REHABILITATION AND SOCIAL REINTEGRATION

27. I think we are all very well aware that the Recidivism rate/Reoffending rate in South Africa is very high. We do not have exact figures but anecdotal estimates have shown 60-80% of ex-inmates return to prison, which may imply that re-offenders account for the majority of the prison population. An indicator used by the DCS is recording ‘the number of prison violations by parolees’, show that on average 10,000 parolees are violating parole conditions annually. In 2011/2012, -11276 violations were recorded; in 2012/13, -9607; and in 2013/14,-9935 are projected. Given these huge numbers it is fair to say that we(particularly the DCS) is failing in rehabilitating and effectively reintegrating offenders into their families, communities and broader society. Hence we have to ask ourselves the question what can we do differently? It is also a fair proposal to look at what research has shown to work? Have we tried EBP in South Africa?
28. According to Domurad & Carey (2010:7) the evidence from research is clear and compelling regarding recidivism reduction, which demonstrates that a 30% reduction in recidivism is possible  if current knowledge-“evidence-based practices”-is applied with fidelity (Domurad & Carey, 2010:7). While there are hundreds of studies relevant to effective offender re-entry, the research conclusions of Domurad & Carey(2010:8-9) listed in Figure 1(Appendices, pg27-28), CORE EBP Findings, are perhaps the most clear and fundamental to the work performed by correctional professionals and their partners aimed at reducing the likelihood that offenders released from correctional facilities will re-offend in the future. 
29. No longer is the challenge in understanding what we need to do to positively influence offender behavior; instead the challenge is doing it. Practically speaking, adopting an evidence-based practices approach would mean restructuring the way we do business –in our correctional facilities, in parole and correctional supervision, and among judges and prosecutors -and others(in fact the whole of the CJS and other departments and agencies-whole of society approach)- so that organizational structures and cultures enable rather than hinder the implementation of programmes and services that are known to reducing criminal behavior(Domurad & Carey, 2010:7). The DCS planning documents elude to integrated service delivery and corrections is a societal responsibility, and we believe EBP is the basis upon which we should collaborate. 
30. “In 2003, the National Institute of Corrections (NIC), in collaboration with the Crime and Justice Institute, assembled leading scholars and practitioners from the fields of criminal justice and corrections to define the core elements of EBP based on the “what works” research. They identified eight evidence-based principles for effectively intervening with offenders. These eight principles serve as the foundation for agencies interested in grounding policy and practice in the principles of effective intervention in order to reduce recidivism among the offender population ( Domurad & Carey, 2010:7). See Figure 2- eight Evidence-Based Principles for Effectively Intervening with Offenders. (Appendices, pg29).
31. Substantial published research across multiple countries and correctional agencies has also demonstrated that a primary method to reduce prison misconducts and recidivism is through effective correctional programming (Andrews, Zinger, Hoge, Bonta, Gendreau, & Cullen, 1990; French & Gendreau, 2003; Losel, 1995, McGuire, 1995, 2002, in Serin, R.C, 2005:5). Therefore if prison administrators want to ensure safer institutions and communities, then they need to provide correctional programming opportunities consistent with evidence based practice. For prisons the pre-occupation with operational goals [admissions, transfers, accommodation, and the daily routine of prison (in which we seem to be stuck)], is understandable but can easily exhaust available fiscal and human resources. Such preoccupation leaves few resources left for the agency to meet its commitment regarding the broader goals of effective corrections and public safety. This however is a false economy since money spent on programming is cost effective (Aos, Phipps, Barnoski, & Lieb, 1999 in Serin, R.C, 2005:5). One possible strategy is to incorporate existing programmes that have been demonstrated to be effective in one setting for use in another. In this manner the initial set up costs are greatly diminished and staff benefit from the implementation lessons from other jurisdictions. NICRO would like to recommend for piloting one site that can incorporate and test these evidence based practice and using baselines and research evidence to test if it works. Surely we can start implementing at one setting and then transfer lessons and increase roll-out year by year. Staff needs to realise that meeting the competing goals of managing prisons and treating inmates (i.e. providing correctional programming) is actually consistent with their interest to have safer prisons and eventually lower rates of recidivism. 

32. Correctional programming is often seen as a “getting soft” approach to crime rather it is holding inmates accountable for their criminal behaviour and providing ways for them to become pro-social (Serin, R.C, 2005:6). From a prison classification perspective, criminal risk information must be incorporated into standardized programme assignment decisions. For the past decade the most critical factors to be targeted in correctional programming have been described as criminogenic needs. Criminogenic need factors are changeable factors that when changed have an impact on the probability of future criminality. Criminogenic needs are factors that are correlated with recidivism. According to the Risk/Need model (Andrews & Bonta, 2003, in Serin, R.C, 2005:11) effective correctional programming should restrict programming to only consider criminogenic needs as treatment targets. Put any other way, it is inefficient and ineffective to target needs that will not reduce reoffending (i.e. self –esteem) (Andrews & Bonta, 2003, in Serin, R.C, 2005:11.)
33. Further the authors Domurad & Carey, (2010), outline a Table on Criminogenic Needs and Implications for interventions (see Table 1, Appendices, pg30).
34. Figure 3 –Another list of criminogenic needs, pg 31
35. Way forward in implementation for Correctional Institutions (Domurad & Carey, 2010:22-23):
· Engage leadership 

· Involve Line staff

· Use an empirically based risk/need assessment tool(s)

· Provide training

· Focus on risk level and criminogenic needs

· Provide an array of evidence-based programmes

· Assure the quality of your efforts (assessment, case planning, cognitive behavioral training, motivational interviewing and core correctional practices

36. Please see Appendices (Figure 4, pg 32-33) for Implementing Evidence-Based Practices Coaching Packet Checklist (Domurad & Carey, 2010:26)
ANALYSIS OF REHABILITATION BUDGET against EBP

37. The spending focus for Rehabilitation for instance makes no mention to evidence based practice principles. On Pg 16 for instance reads, “spending focus …addressing factors that lead to offending behaviour, providing offenders with opportunities for personal development, and psychological, social work and spiritual care services –to what end, against what standards.
38. It is stated(pg14) that the DCS will facilitate effective rehabilitation of offenders by: 

· Ensuring that 80% of offenders with correctional sentence plans complete correctional programmes in 2016/16, compared to 23.9% in 2011/12 (although this is a great improvement this confirms that having a Correctional Sentence Plan does not imply that the inmate will have access to correctional programming).

· Ensuring that 100% of offenders with approved parole dates complete pre-release programmes as from 2013/14, compared to 20.5% in 2011/12
39. The issue NICRO has with these figures is that it is great to show improvement in access to rehabilitation, but it does not guarantee that effective rehabilitation will take place, which brings us to the point of EVIDENCE-BASED PRACTICE IN REDUCING REOFFENDING.
40. The programme has a funded establishment of 2242 posts, 285 of which were vacant as at 30 September 2012.
41. The training and development has a focus on basic and higher education.  There are matriculants that enter the job market every year, without a criminal record, and they battle to find jobs!  DCS should focus more on skills development so that offenders can compete on a much more equal footing in the job market, or be in a position to start a business.
42. According to evidence based practice education/employment skills are key criminogenic needs that if provided are likely to decrease risk for re-offence, and improve the chances for rehabilitation. Yet not all inmates have access to education and skills development.  74.1% of inmates will participate in adult education and training programmes, as stipulated in their sentence plans (as compared to 65.4% in 2011/12). Only a marginal increase of 1.6% of inmates are projected to participate in further education training in 2015/16(as compared to 1.4% in 2011/12). –pg 14. While only 21.02% of inmates will participate in skills training and further education and training college programmes, from 18.92% in 2011/12. 
43. 67% of inmates (119635/178560) are projected to have access to social work services in 2015/16, as compared to the 54 %( 40469/75517) in 2011/12. It is stated that access to social work services will enhance the social functioning and reintegration of offenders into the community. Do social workers provide Correctional programming? Are they following Evidence based practice? Social workers also have a key role to play in family strengthening programmes. How much of family work is happening at present. Given the family and marriage stability is a key factor to reducing re-offending this should not be left to chance. NICRO and other community based organizations can play a key role in facilitating family interventions. A Family Centre has been proposed to the Department by NICRO, some years ago, and the Department at the time indicated a keen interest to follow through. But to date no further developments have been made towards this. 
44. Restorative Justice Programmes are also key in addressing attitudes (promoting pro-social attitudes), strengthening family, community and interpersonal relationships. 
45. 56% of inmates will have access to spiritual care services in 2015/16.
46. It is interesting to note that the sub-programme Correctional Programmes has a staff complement of 82 in 2012/13. Do the assessment, research, design, implementation, and evaluation of correctional programmes lie with 82 people across the country? This is the core unit and is so poorly resourced. This certainly does not show a serious commitment to rehabilitation. 
47. It does appear from the plans that in SA rehabilitation is accidental 
REHABILITATION AND THE ROLE OF THE CORRECTIONAL OFFICIAL. 

48. We were inspired by the Minster’s Foreword, as he placed emphasis on the need for order within the DCS, and the important role of the Correctional official in the DCS achieving its objectives and vision. We (NICRO) support the Minister in his statement, “The ideal Correctional official should embody the values that the DCS hopes to instil in the offender, as it is the official who is to assist and facilitate the rehabilitation processes of the offender. An attitude of serving with excellence, a principled way of relating to others and, above all, a just and caring attitude are essential ingredients of the behaviour of a Correctional Official” (NICRO has on several occasions through submissions and dialogue emphasised this important point). We would also like to add that this be a goal for all Correctional officials at every level, especially for leaders, as leaders play a key role in modelling such behaviour. It cannot be about power, but having a servant –heart! We are pleased with 2013, being declared as, “The Year of the Correctional Official.” At the same time, we agree with the Minister that we need to acknowledge the risks and nature of the work in a correctional environment, and the DCS needs to take seriously the concerns and needs of officials to cope with this environment and inmates. Stress among correctional officials is however not a new phenomenon, and is widespread and a global phenomenon, according to research studies and anecdotal evidence. The threat of inmate violence against officers, actual violence committed by inmates, inmate’s demands and manipulation, and problems with co-workers are very real issues that officials have reported in recent years that can cause stress. These factors, combined with understaffing(check numbers for staff shortages and vacancies), extensive overtime(find out about overtime hours), rotating shift work, low pay, poor public image, and other sources of stress, can impair officers health, cause them to burn out, or retire prematurely, and impair their family life (Finn. 2000: iii). The DCS needs to develop an effective programme to prevent and treat officials stress, and should be built into the budget accordingly. Let us see what components have been incorporated and what are still gaps. Samuels J,E; in Finn(2000:iii), proposes some distinguishing features that prison administrators can consider adopting: (i) run the programme in-house or contract with external agencies; (ii) offer professional counselling, peer support or both; (iii) address chronic stress, stress following a critical incident, or both; conduct academy (Correctional academy proposal) or in-service training; (iv) serve family members. We would also suggest skills training on managing a range of difficult offending behaviour are needed, as a well as possibly structured peer support group-work among staff is needed. It is important that the process of developing such a programme explores methods of obtaining buy-in from Correctional officials themselves-which is important in gaining correctional officials trust of the programme. One would also need to list sources of help to implement or improve a stress programme, and address monitoring, evaluation and funding issues. Positive outcomes of such a programme are –financial savings. Save correctional administrators money by reducing the need to pay overtime to cover for officers who take sick time or quit because of job related stress(-reduced stress related costs(sick leave, etc), improved officer work performance by enhancing staff morale, and increased institutional safety by reducing officer distractions due to stress, improved relations with the unions, help officials get back to work sooner after critical incidents, demonstrated concerns for the employee, and in NICRO’s view will ultimately and directly improve the Correctional officials interaction and management of the offender, and in impacting positively on rehabilitation.  Researchers have long reported that Correctional officials take excessive sick leave as a means of coping with stress on the job. Can we estimate what the percentage of officials is that are burnt out? How many officials abuse sick leave? Administrators have to pay overtime to other personnel to cover for personnel who take overtime.  According to Finn (2000:3) programme costs vary considerably, depending primarily on how much programmes rely on volunteers and existing staff and the services the programmes provide. For example “The Post-Incident Debriefing Programme” developed by the New York State Department of Correctional Officials costs almost nothing because it relies entirely on officers who have received training as debriefers at their own expense or through department training funded by Federal Government grants. Other programmes described in this report have annual budgets ranging from $27,500-$87,289 (R250, 000-Million rand). The DCS can also recoup their costs by reducing on excessive sick time and staff turnover. Mind-sets and attitudes of correctional officials. The present scenarios based on reports we get are that “wardens are merely there to provide security/supervision when the offender is in Correctional Centre”.
49. The White Paper on Corrections in South Africa (S8.2.1), states that the relationship between staff and offenders is key to correction and rehabilitation, as well as to the management of corrections. The White paper is clear that the competencies of ideal correctional official should be informed by(S8.2.3): 
· The desire to achieve a level of excellence in any field through self-development and team development;

· A focus on productivity, efficiency, and discipline through the implementation of best work methods, procedures and systems in order to lead to efficiency in service delivery;

· Recognition of the need to take responsibility for assigned tasks and to be accountable for one’s own omissions or actions; and
· Upholding of security through vigilance, to ensure the safety of employees, offenders and the community. 

50. Effective prison classification and correctional programming requires good staff (highlighted by rigorous selection, ongoing training, and support from within an organization). Indeed staff is a critical resource (Serin, 2003; Taxman et al, 2004) that can make or break a programme. In programmes were staff display good communication, limit-setting and empathic skill, these result in improved programme retention and greater disclosure about criminal risk factors, the latter which can be used in community supervision (Marshall, Serran, Moulden, Mulloy, Fernandez, Mann, Thornton, 2002 in Serin, R.C, 2005:15). Trained and empathic staff is the cornerstone to effective corrections. Since many staff has extraordinary skills and experience, successful methods must reflect expertise from the ground up as well as top down. Punitive and confrontational strategies, do not build rapport, and have proven ineffective. The working relationship between staff and client account for 1/3 of the change. Key indicators: staff beliefs about inmates-punitive attitudes will reduce programme effectiveness; fundamental skills-fair but firm, empathic, good interpersonal skills; provide ongoing training and support to staff. Since change is rarely an instantaneous burst of insight, staff must effectively model pro-social attitudes and skills in order to reinforce incremental gains by inmates (Marshall, Serran, Moulden, Mulloy, Fernandez, Mann, and Thornton, 2002 in Serin, R.C, and 2005:15). Improved staff selection and training could lead to fewer altercations between staff and inmates, which in turn could reduce staff absenteeism due to injury and improve management-union relations (Rice, Harris, Varney, & Quinsey, 1989 in Serin, R.C, 2005:16). Punitive and confrontational strategies offer short term solutions to managing difficult situations but fail to achieve the long term outcomes of interest (i.e. reduced misconducts, lower rates of recidivism; French & Grendeau, 2003  in Serin, R.C, 2005:16-17). Such strategies must be discouraged and replaced with proven, effective methods of conflict resolution. Training: All staff should receive the vision and understand common correctional goals (i.e. safe and humane prisons; preparation of inmates for safe entry; and communication with correctional partners) Serin, R.C, 2005:18). Additional training for specific applications and competencies would then be provided for identified groups. 

CONDITIONS OF INCARCERATION OF WOMEN: ANECTODAL ACCOUNTS
51. NICRO does not work extensively in Female Correctional facilities, but over the years, we have heard anecdotal accounts that conditions in Female facilities are also problematic. Complaints reported are related to rehabilitation, hygiene, and inhumane treatment and overcrowding.  

52. Hygiene. According to a report we received- in Pollsmoor Correctional Women’s facility for example, the female offenders only get three sanitary towels per day. One of the reports we received was that one of the female offenders was always sick and complaining of abdominal pains until she was removed out of an overcrowded cell and put in a single cell only then she recovered – she said it was the toilet in the overcrowded cell. The R400 per month is way too little to shop – that’s when the female offenders start stealing from other offenders, fight over food, underwear and toiletries. Some Female offenders that were used as models in a hairdressing class in Pollsmoor Female Centre had not washed their hair for months and some of them even use butter on their hair. 

53. Inhumane treatment – NICRO receives reports of female inmates being ill-treated. One case was of attempted suicide – one of the female offenders that feared for her life and took her HIV tablets – as she was assaulted by a warden as she was witness to an unlawful act 

54. Overcrowding – We know of one cell with over 100 females in with one toilet and shower  –– the awful odour /stench was unbarring  , offenders was sleeping two on a bed and even on the floor , wet washing all over .
55. Rehabilitation – we hear reports that there are no rehabilitation programs inside the Female Correctional Centre or outside and for female Parolee’s. NPO’s have to spend money and resources to rehabilitate and reintegrate these females back into society.

REHABILITATION AND OVERCROWDING –THE NEED FOR ALTERNATIVES
56. The courts can no longer close their eyes to this fact. Imprisonment is not a sentence imposed in a vacuum. South African prisons are getting so overcrowded, with conditions in many prisons so bad, that incarceration is very close to contravening a number of rights in the Bill of Rights, if not beyond that already. In a recent paper on sentencing in South Africa, the author stated that, “Courts of law dare not wilfully send offenders to such conditions (Terreblanche, S, Sentencing in South Africa: lacking in principle but delivering on justice?).

57. Non-custodial sentencing, Called Chance to Change, NICRO’s non-custodial sentencing service (NCS) began in 2008. NCS did have a forerunner in the form of a Justice pilot in 2007, and the NCS service really gained momentum under funding from UKaid. Non-custodial sentences (NCS) are sentences served outside of prison. NICRO believes that prison is not the best option for many offenders, and in some cases, sending an offender to prison simply makes the problem of crime worse. Certain offenders can be sentenced to therapeutic programmes and services designed to address their behaviour. These sentences can be carried out in the community. Over 6300 offenders have been through a NCS programme at NICRO since 2008. An independent NCS impact study was conducted, and what has emerged from the study is that the NCS service has a positive effect in addressing offending behaviour. A Value for money analysis indicated that NCS is generally more cost-effective than imprisonment. However major challenges are that referral rates from courts were lower than anticipated, as well as the lack of formal buy-in from government departments. No formal partnerships have been signed with government, despite several attempts from NICRO for this. What is frustrating is that because of the lack of funding we have to now scale back from 45 to 28 sites that deliver NCS services. In this way, the root causes of the criminal behaviour are addressed and offenders are afforded the opportunity to turn their lives around. When a NCS includes attending therapeutic services and programmes, the offender’s behaviour can be changed. By making therapeutic services available at magistrates’ courts, NICRO seeks to encourage the courts to sentence suitable offenders to NCS, where the offenders’ sentences are carried out in the community rather than in prison. NCS is when an offender is sent to trial and they are found guilty.  They have a criminal record. NCS for children is set out in the Child Justice Act. The Criminal Procedures Act sets out NCS options for adults. By delivering NCS XE "Non-custodial sanctions"  services at courts, NICRO seeks to provide magistrates with viable alternatives for those offenders who do not need to be sent to jail. By making use of NCS alternatives, we can achieve the following:
· Ensure that offenders can access services that will assist them in changing their thinking and behaviour, thus reducing the possibility of committing further crimes;

· Keep low risk offenders out of prison and away from harmful influences;

· Reduce the number of offenders who must be kept in prison; and

· Encourage the public and the criminal justice system stakeholders to engage with the causes of crime and not simply punish offenders after the fact.

It is important that offenders are not simply given a NCS without addressing the behaviours that caused the crime in the first place. Ordering a fine to be paid or community service hours to be performed does little to change behaviour. Unless EBP principles and criminal thinking patterns and behaviours that the offender presents are changed, there will always be the likelihood of recidivism. If we are to fight crime in a meaningful way, we cannot simply punish people without addressing their behaviours and thinking patterns.  By making use of the NICRO social worker and EBP programmes available at court, magistrates can ensure that offenders make amends for their actions and receive therapeutic interventions at the same time. The Benefits of Diversion and NCS are illustrated in Table 1(Appendices, page 36).
NICRO NCS PUBLIC ATTITUDES SURVEY KEY FINDINGS (January 2010-November 2012):

58. The perceptions, beliefs and attitudes of the 1 016 people who participated in this research indicate:

1. A willingness to consider NCS as a sentencing alternative for offenders they perceive to not be dangerous or high risk

2. A belief that civil society has a role to play in reducing crime and those private citizens should be more involved.

3. Ambivalence about the rehabilitative capacity of South African prisons

4. A general belief in the value of offender rehabilitation and social reintegration, even for violent offenders.

5. Ambivalence about the efficacy of longer prison sentences in recuing crime.

59. Focused and ongoing public education needs to be done on the following topics:

1. The impact of incarceration on offenders in terms of behaviour change and reducing reoffending

2. The comparative costs of NCS versus incarceration

3. The comparative impact that prison versus NCS has on families, communities and general society

4. Understanding offender risk and why you cannot base this on the nature of the offence committed.
60. See some NICRO NCS Survey Tables, Appendices pg 34,36,37

PROGRAMME 4: CARE: Purpose: Provide needs based care service aimed at maintaining the personal well-being of all inmates in the department’s custody.
61. On page 5, says that expenditure in the Care Programme is expected to decrease between 2012/13 and 2015/16 due to the special remission of sentences in 2012 which is due to the reduced number of offenders. Given the challenges experienced with Care, this was an opportunity with the reduced number of offenders to improve the Care of inmates.
It continues to be of grave concern that 1059 offenders (16577/17636) who need antiretroviral therapy will not have access to it (pg 3 of Budget Vote). 

62. It was encouraging to see that access to treatment for inmates diagnosed with mental illness will increase from 98.8% in 2011/12 to 100% from now onwards. In practical terms this would mean that more psychiatrists and psychologists are employed, that correctional facilities be designed to cater for such treatment, and I don’t see how this has been drastically changed, unless the budget has catered for this? On pg 17, it states that the sub-programme for health has a staff complement of only 1107 in 2012/13. How many of those is mental health staff? We know for instance that Pollsmoor has I psychiatrist part time? Having spoken to psychologists and psychiatrists in various facilities across the country, which is despondent about the lack of infrastructure and resources to treat mentally ill inmates. 
63. In the section on Care– there is no mention of the needs of females with regard to menstrual, menopausal and/or assistance during childbirth, lactating or other challenges related to the normal reproduction cycle, let alone the emotional issues associated with separation from a dependent child, parent or family. We get reports of female inmates who do not have access to menstrual pads/tampons, and poor hygiene.
PROGRAMME 5: SOCIAL REINTEGRATION: Purpose: Provide services focused on offender’s preparation for release, the effective supervision of offenders placed under the system of community corrections and the facilitation of their social reintegration into communities.
64. A key performance indicator is number of parolees without violations in a year.  This is a lag indicator. Why not try to rather measure the number that finds employment, as a lead indicator?  

65. When inmates are placed on parole, it has been reported that “the parole officer just check on them – merely a security job! – they could not care what happen with the offender”.

66. Community reintegration: Great to see the Department will be increasing its support to Halfway house projects managed by the Department and NPO’s from 1 in 2011/12 to 12 in 2012/13. It is not clear in the Community Reintegration budget how will the Halfway houses be financed, and what is the budget allocation specifically, and if a proper costing of this has been done, following the piloting, and is this contained in the Policy Framework? Has the DCS presented the Policy Framework to the Committee? Would be important for the Committee to request such a presentation and interrogation of the Departments commitment to what seems to be a key programme, in line with EBP, in assisting ex-inmates and parolees during the critical period following release. Community Reintegration (R30, 236 mil-3.7% of the total Social Reintegration allocation of R801.34million) funds the reintegration of offenders into society, as well as stakeholder management in relation to community reintegration. This sub-programme has a sub-programme of only 63 throughout the country in 2012/13. The budget increase in this sub-programme of community reintegration increased by about R6 million for the country, from R24, 962 million (2012/13) to R30, 236 million (2013/14). This is the heart of the rehabilitative and reintegration component of the Social Reintegration programme (other includes parole administration, supervision and office accommodation). It is not clear then from this allocation and these resources how the Department intends to strengthen Community Corrections, as a key spending focus? According to the Department the increase in expenditure in the Community Reintegration sub-programme over the medium term provides for an expected increase in the number of persons under parole and correctional supervision and the implementation of integration programmes, such as the halfway house project to reintegrate released offenders into society? The gap in this budget, beside the miniscule allocation, is not funding NPO’s for the services they offer, and has a limited budget to support Halfway house initiatives.
67. An interesting ‘funding model’, worth investigating further is found in US governments  Second Chance Act 2007, that the DCS Minister alludes to on page 5 of the Strategic Plan document 2013/14-2016/17. The Second Chances Act also incorporates EBP.
68. Signed into law on April 9, 2008, the Second Chance Act (P.L. 110-199) was designed to improve outcomes for people returning to communities from prisons and jails. This first-of-its-kind legislation authorizes federal grants to government agencies and non-profit organizations to provide employment assistance, substance abuse treatment, housing; family programming, mentoring, victims support, and other services that can help reduce recidivism. In operationalizing this model - the establishment of a Prisoner Re-entry Initiative (PRI)-a joint collaboration of the US Department of Justice (DOJ), Office of Justice Programmes, Bureau of Justice Assistance and the US Department of Labour (DOL) was established to support the development and implementation of re-entry programmes. Grants were awarded to state and local corrections agencies by DOJ to provide pre-release and transition services to offenders and were “matched” by DOL grants to NGO’s, faith and community-based organizations to provide post-release services, focused on employment and mentoring assistance(Domurad, F & Carey, M.2010:2). (This is something NICRO has motivated in previous submissions –that these services provided by NGO’s needs to be funded. Without the funding the programmes cannot make a sustainable impact. For instance NICRO sees a little more than 10,000 clients per annum. If NICRO shuts down, 10,000 people do not have access to services. The US grant system funds such services and programmes that are needed to effectively implement the act). The robust funding provided for the Second Chance Act and Justice Reinvestment Initiative reflects continued congressional support for prisoner re-entry and recidivism reduction efforts. The Second Chance Act was passed by Congress in 2008 and also supports evidence-based strategies proven to reduce recidivism. The purpose of the Second Chances Act (outlined in Section 3(a) are:

1. to break the cycle of criminal recidivism, increase public safety and help States, local units of government and Indian tribes better address the growing population of criminal offenders who return to their communities and commit new crimes[S3a(1)]; 

2. to rebuild ties between offenders and their families, while the offenders are incarcerated and after re-entry into the community, to promote stable families and communities [S3a(2)]; (research and evidence based practice has shown time and time again that promoting and strengthening family ties is a key indicator for successful reintegration and prevention of recidivism. Yet in SA, offenders are transferred away from their families, some offenders never get visits from their families, and I don’t see a strong commitment from the DCS to promote family strengthening. Over the years NICRO has also proposed offering services and assisting the DCS for the establishment of Restorative Justice and Family Centres on the prison campuses. To date nothing has materialized. The budget makes provision for upgrading visitor’s centres, should we not be looking at how these facilities facilitate better interaction between offenders and their families, and also having a vision for family consultations and space for family counselling work? Families play such a key role. Many offenders cannot be released on parole because often families are not willing to have them back. Hence family and marriage work needed from the time an offender is incarcerated or even at the remand detention phase. Mediation, restorative justice, and family counselling and therapy key indicator for the prevention of recidivism. I recall when I was a social worker, working for NICRO in Pietermaritzburg; we had thick if not several files for the offender and work with their family. Over the years NICRO acted as a bridge between the offender, the prison and their family. We would take families into prisons for consultations on various issues, encourage and facilitate visits and basically keep the offender involved in his families’ lives-we also assisted in mediating many conflicts and hurt and plan when released).
3. to encourage the development and support of, and to expand the availability of evidence-based programmes that enhance public safety and reduce recidivism, such as substance abuse treatment, alternatives to incarceration, and comprehensive re-entry services[S3a(3)];  (the grants will be provided to those agencies offering evidence –based programmes-small fledging organizations should cooperate with other organizations).

4. To protect the public and promote law-abiding conduct by providing necessary services to offenders, while the offenders are incarcerated and after re-entry into the community, in a manner that does not confer luxuries or privileges upon such offenders [S3a(4)];

5. To assist offenders re-entering the community from incarceration to establish a self-sustaining and law-abiding life by providing sufficient transitional services (this includes the Halfway house services and programmes) for as short of a period as practicable, not to exceed one year, unless a longer period is specifically determined as necessary by a medical or other appropriate treatment professional [S3a(5)]; and

6. To provide offenders in prisons, jails or juvenile facilities with educational literacy, vocational and job placement services to facilitate re-entry into the community [S3a (6)]. (no use training without hope of a job placement-can already happen in prison)
What does research show? 
69. Alarmingly many inmates leave correctional centres with little or no supervision or aftercare services, reducing the likelihood f successful reintegration back into their families and communities. Accordingly a strong transition process through which inmates are prepared for release, leave prison, return to communities and eventually adjust to crime free living is needed to most effectively protect the public. Improved transition and reintegration of inmates back into the community has major implications for the budget. The more people we are able to successfully able to reintegrate, the less likely they are to return to prisons. Although we do not have the official measure of recidivism in South Africa-it is believed to be very high –over 60% if not higher. This implies that there are many inmates that go in and out of prison, which implies that they are not getting rehabilitated or deterred from further crimes, and the cycle continues. Prisons referred to as Universities of Crime, are said to even create more dangerous criminals. Surely this requires a different strategy. There is no way the White Paper objectives can be achieved if we continue in this manner. Hence Offender Reintegration also requires a costed and separate strategy. Sure these strategies overlap-but we need to disaggregate them to understand exactly what we want to do and what will it cost, and if it is cost effective and yielding results etc. Civil society organizations are a key player in providing reintegration services and programmes and need to be included in the drafting of such a strategy. 

70. Coordinated responses will yield efficiency: Evidence based research of Broome, Simpson, & Joe, 2000 in Serin, R.C, 2005:4) shows that “notably when prison inmates are released to community supervision, continuity between their prison programmes and community re-entry plans, yields reduced re-offence rates. As well, the same strategies that are said to reduce prison misconducts (i.e. dynamic assessment of criminal risk; correctional programming) also generalise to yield reductions in recidivism (French & Gendreau, 2003, in Serin, R.C, and 2005:4). The benefits of this integration are multiple. In addition to increased public safety, the reduction in prison admission rates due to lower revocation rates will serve to decrease prison overcrowding and therefore the overall costs of incarceration. A minority of inmates account for the majority of criminal justice interventions, often having frequent contact with all components of the CJS(Farrington, Joliffe, Loeber, Stouthamer-Loeber, & Kalb, 2001).These individuals referred to as chronic inmates or career criminals (Snyder 1998, in Serin, R.C, 2005:4). Third many inmates are high need, resulting in repeated contacts with correctional, mental health and addiction agencies. These multiple users are a significant resource drain and management problem for all agencies. Integration and coordination, particularly in terms of standardized assessment and programming procedures, and sharing of information among agencies could markedly improve efficiency and effectiveness. Fourth skilled staff from one agency can share their best practices to assist partner agencies. Successful community re-entry necessitates good communication between community and institutional corrections. Prisons are expected to provide effective correctional programming , thereby initially reducing risk, whereas Community Corrections should provide aftercare /programming in order to continue to manage risk. Management of the inmate is therefore a dynamic strategy, requiring communication among staff. Therefore ‘coordination between community and institutional corrections can simultaneously improve public safety through lower recidivism, thereby reducing prison admissions and the overall costs of corrections.

Diagram 1:




71. Implications for State – Civil Society Partnerships-Creating and sustaining non-politicized state- civil society community initiatives that focuses on community health, welfare and safety.  These must not be ‘owned’ or controlled by government, but instead are jointly managed and decisions are taken through consensus based on community needs and preferences. The current community policing forums and safety forums fall short of these standards.  Unless the state learns to work alongside the citizenry as an equal partner, it will continue to miss valuable opportunities for innovation, synergy and inclusiveness. 

RECOMMENDATIONS:
1. REQUEST THE COMMITTEE TO ENCOURAGE THE DCS TO UNDERTAKE A RIGOROUS PROCESS OF INCORPORATING EVIDENCE-BASED PRACTICES IN PLANNING AND BUDGETING PROCESSES. MAY IMPLY POLICY AND LEGISLATIVE CHANGES.
2. PROPOSAL FOR EARLIER PARTICIPATION AND INPUT OF CIVIL SOCIETY STAKEHOLDERS BEFORE TREASURY BUDGET ALLOCATION PROCESS. THROUGH THESE DELIBERATIONS HOPE TO FIND SOLUTIONS TO STRENGTHEN RESOURCE ALLOCATION TO THE REHABILITATION AND COMMUNITY REINTEGRATION COMPONENTS, AND ACHIEVE GREATER INTEGRATION BETWEEN THE TWO. 
3. GRANT FOR NGO’S –INVESTIGATE US SECOND CHANCES ACT 2007
4. PROPOSE TO THE COMMITTEE A DCS FAMILY STRENGTHENING PROGRAMME
5. IMPROVING THE CONDITION OF FEMALE CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES
6. 2013-YEAR OF THE CORRECTIONAL OFFICIAL-THE COMMITTEE TO REQUEST A PLAN FROM THE DCS. GOAL: PROFESSIONAL, WELL TRAINED, COMPETENT AND HUMAN RIGHTS FOCUSED CORRECTIONAL OFFICIALS 
7. ALTERNATIVE SENTENCES AND DIVERSION-CONSIDERATION OF CONVERSION OF SENTENCES FOR THOSE INMATES WITH SENTENCES LESS THAN 24 MONTHS
8. GANG MANGEMENT STRATEGY –PRESENTATION AND INTERROGATION BY THE COMMITTTEE

9. GREATER COORDINATION BETWEEN REHABILITATION IN CORRECTIONAL FACILTIIES AND COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS 
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APPENDICES
FIGURE 1: CORE EBP FINDINGS (Domurad & Carey, 2010:8-9)

	CORE EVIDENCE- BASED PRACTICES(EBP) RESEARCH FINDINGS

	FINDING
	EXAMPLES OF IMPLICATIONS FOR RE-ENTRY
	SOUTH AFRICAN DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONAL SERVICES

	· Services should be targeted to those offenders who are assessed at medium or high risk to re-offend. Offenders who are at low risk to re-offend are unlikely to benefit from a correctional intervention designed to change their behaviour (Andrews, 2007; Andrews & Bonta, 2007; Andrews, Bonta & Wormith, 2006; Andrews & Dowden, 2007; Andrews, Dowden & Gendreau, 1999; Bonta, 2007; Dowden, 1998; Gendreau, Goggin, & Little, 1996; Lipsey & Cullen, 2007).
	Assess the risk level of offenders to determine who (i.e. medium and high risk) should get services and the length and intensity of those services.
	Correctional sentencing plans and Offender Pathway-is this level of risk assessment happening and are offenders differentiated according to low-medium-high risk and assigned to programming accordingly?

	· Low risk offenders tend to recidivate at higher rates when services /interventions are over-delivered (Andrews & Bonta, 2007; Cullen & Gendreau, 2000; Gendreau, Goggin, Cullen & Andrews, 2001; Lowenkamp & Latessa, 2004; Lowenkamp, Latessa & Holsinger, 2006).
	· Give the low risk offender stabilization services (housing, medical, transportation) rather than those that target behavioural change.
	· Has this differentiation been made by the DCS and is it being done?

	· Offenders that are extremely high risk may be able to benefit from an intervention, however the length of time and intensity of the intervention will likely exceed the resource capacity of most agencies (Skeem, 2008; Skeem, Polaschek, & Manchak, 2009; Stewart & Smith, 2007; Wojciechowski, 2002).
	· Target interventions to medium and high (rather than low and extremely high) risk offenders.
	· Already have CSP’s for 24 months and older-assess for medium and high risk and plan interventions accordingly

	· Empirically based assessment tools provide a more accurate statistical probability of re-offence than professional judgement alone (Andews & Bonta, 1998; Andrews et al., 2000; Grove & Meehl, 1996).
	· Administer and empirically-based risk assessment tool.
	· Is the Department using an empirically-based risk assessment tool?

	· Risk of recidivism is greatly reduced when attention is paid to criminogenic needs (dynamic risk factors) such as anti-social attitudes, beliefs and values, antisocial peers, and certain personality and temperamental factors. There is a clear association between the numbers of criminogenic needs targeted and reduced recidivism; the higher the number of needs targeted, the lower the rate of recidivism (Andrews, 2007; Andrews et al., 1990).
	· Use assessment instruments to identify criminogenic needs.

· Train staff to understand criminogenic needs and how to effectively address these in case management planning.

· Have available programmes and services to address the full range of criminogenic needs in case management planning.
· Direct through policy, that staff address the top three (or more) criminogenic needs in case management planning.
· Match offender’s programming and services to their assessed criminogenic needs.
	· Are present instruments identifying criminogenic needs?

· IS the DCS does case management teams doing this?

· DCS facilitates correctional programming, NGO’s and faith based organizations called into to render pre-release services? In the DCS accreditation process is the DCS assessing that programmes are addressing the full range of criminogenic needs?



	· The most impactful programmes aimed at changing criminal behaviour and reducing recidivism are cognitive-behavioural and behavioural interventions (Andrews, 2007; Aos, Miller, & Drake, 2006; Landenberger & Lipsey, 2005; Lipsey & Landenberger, 2006; Lipsey, Landenberger, & Wilson, 2007). 
	· Have available cognitive-behavioural programmes for medium to high risk offenders.
	· Is the DCS using these for medium to high risk offenders? 

	· The use of incentives can be a powerful tool to enhance individual motivation in meeting case plan goals and for promoting positive behavioural change (Andrews & Bonta, 2006; Cullen & Gendreau, 2000; Drake & Barnoski, 2008; Latessa, Cullen, & Gendreau, 2002; National Research Council, 2007; Petersilia, 2004; Taxman, Soule, Gelb, 1999).
	· Develop policies around rewards that staff can use to encourage pro-social behaviour (such as letters of affirmation, reduced reporting requirements, bus passes and early termination).
	

	· Graduated sanctions (i.e., sanctions that increase in severity based on the nature or number of violations) decrease recidivism (Andrews & Janes, 2006; Burke, 2004; Harrell et al., 2003; Hay, 2001; Taxman, Soule, & Gelb, 1999; Taylor & Martin, 2006).
	· Develop a violation decision-making guideline that takes into account the risk of the offender and the severity of the violation behaviour.
	

	· The quality of the interpersonal relationship between staff and the offender, along with the skills of staff, may be as or more important to risk reduction than the specific programmes in which offenders participate (Andrews, 2007; Andrews 1980; Andrews & Bonta, 1998; Andrews & Carvell, 1998; Dowden & Andrews, 2004).
	· Train staff in core correctional practices that include relationship building and skill practice with offenders.
	

	· Risks of recidivism is highest in the initial weeks and months following release from prison; recidivism rates stabilize in years two and three (National Research Council, 2007).
	· Front load supervision and support services for re-entering offenders, providing more intensive services initially, and then diminishing intensity over time as offenders behaviour dictates. 
	· Supporting establishment of Half-way house and post release initiatives (grant-making process needed); strengthening community corrections.


FIGURE 2: EIGHT EVIDENCE-BASED PRINCIPLES FOR EFFECTIVE INTERVENTIONS 

Eight Evidence-Based Principles for Effective Interventions (to reduce recidivism among the offender population). 

1. Assess actuarial risk/needs.

2. Enhance intrinsic motivation.

3. Target interventions

a. Risk Principle: Prioritize supervision and treatment resources for high risk offenders.
b. Need Principle: Target interventions to criminogenic needs.
c. Responsivity Principle: Be responsive to temperament, learning style, motivation, culture and        gender when assigning offenders to programmes.

d. Dosage: Structure 40-70% of high risk offenders’ time for 3-9 months.
e. Treatment: Integrate treatment into sentence and sanction requirements
4. Skill train with directed practice (use cognitive behavioral treatment methods).
5. Increase positive reinforcement. 

6. Engage ongoing support in natural communities.
7. Measure relevant processes/practices. 

8. Provide measurement feedback.
Table 1: CRIMINOGENIC NEEDS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR INTERVENTION

	WHAT ARE THE CRIMINOGENIC NEEDS AND THEIR IMPLICATIONS FOR INTERVENTIONS?

(While the literature has slightly different ways of expressing criminogenic needs, generally they fall into the eight areas below).

	Top Four Criminogenic Needs

	Criminogenic Need
	Response

	History of anti-social behaviour
	Build non-criminal alternative behavior in risky situations 

	Anti-social personality pattern
	Build problem solving, self-management, anger management, and coping skills

	Anti-social attitudes, cognition
	Reduce anti-social thinking; recognize risky thinking and feelings; adopt alternative identity/thinking patterns

	Anti-social association, peers
	Reduce association with anti-social others; enhance contact with pro-social others

	Next Four Criminogenic Needs

	Criminogenic Need
	Response

	Family and/or marital stressors
	Reduce conflict; build positive relationships and communication

	Lack of employment stability, achievement, educational achievement
	Increase vocational skills; seek employment stability; increase educational achievement

	Lack of pro-social leisure activities
	Increase involvement in and level of satisfaction with pro-social activities

	Substance abuse 
	Reduce use; reduce the supports for substance abusing lifestyle; increase alternative coping strategies and leisure activities


Figure 3: Criminogenic needs reflected in public domain classification instruments (Offender Intake Assessment, Wisconsin Risk/Need scale) are:
· Criminal history

· Education/employment skills

· Financial skills

· Family/marital situation

· Accommodation stability

· Leisure/recreation interests

· Companions (prosocial or anti-social)

· Alcohol/drug problem

· Emotional/personal regulation

· Attitude/orientation(prosocial or antisocial) 

FIGURE 4 Section III: Implementing Evidence-Based Practices Coaching Packet Checklist (Domurad & Carey, 2010:26)
	Section III: Implementing Evidence-Based Practices Coaching Packet Checklist

	YES
	NO
	Unclear (Make note of the additional information

that needs to be collected to rate this item)

	1. Are offender assessments conducted shortly after admission to prison –and in an

ongoing fashion thereafter – to identify risk level, criminogenic needs, and

responsivity factors?
	
	
	

	2. Are empirically supported assessment tools used?

· If yes, please list which tools are used: __________________________
	
	
	

	3. Do the results of the empirically supported assessment tools inform the offender

Management process (e.g., treatment planning, supervision case planning)?
	
	
	

	4. Are re-assessments conducted at appropriate intervals (i.e., every six months) to determine changes in risk/needs?
	
	
	

	5. Do case plans address offenders’ risk and needs at each stage (intake and

incarceration phase, pre-release planning phase, and reentry and post-supervision phase)?
	
	
	

	6. Are case plans updated to reflect changes in offenders’ risk and needs, and to document improvement and progress made?
	
	
	

	7. Do offenders receive feedback on their progress addressing their risk/needs?
	
	
	

	8. Do case plans identify programmatic interventions appropriate for offenders based on their assessed level of risk and criminogenic needs?


	
	
	

	9. Do case management plans target the 3-4 (or more) most significant criminogenic needs?


	
	
	

	10. Do case management plans identify offenders’ strengths and draw upon these as assets?


	
	
	

	11. Do case management plans reflect active engagement of the offender’s pro-social network in their day-to-day life?


	
	
	

	12. Are offenders prioritized for participation in programs and services based on risk and needs?


	
	
	

	13. Do appropriate staff (within institutions and in the community) receive skills training on how to better engage offenders in the change process?


	
	
	

	14. Are interactions with offenders, including infractions and violations, viewed as opportunities to enhance motivation?


	
	
	

	15. Do staff provide offenders more positive reinforcements than negative (i.e., 4:1 ratio)?


	
	
	

	16. Institutional/Residential Interventions: Are existing institutionally-based programs

and services for offenders (please indicate yes, no, or not clear for each):

· Multimodal and integrated?

· Cognitive-behavioral in nature?

· Skills-oriented?

· Linked with parallel services in the community?

· Matched to offenders based on risk, needs, and responsivity factors?

· Monitored and evaluated?


	
	
	

	18. Does the agency have a quality assurance program in place to ensure the fidelity of evidence-based practices?


	
	
	

	19. Do staff receive feedback on their effectiveness in applying evidence-based practices?
	
	
	


Table 1: The Benefits of Diversion and NCS
	To the Criminal Justice XE "Justice"  System
	To the Public XE "Public" 
	To the Offender XE "Offenders" 

	NCS and Diversion foster a reduced workload and lessening of the burden on the formal criminal justice system with concomitant cost savings to the state
	Reoffending rates are reduced, helping to build a safer South Africa.


	Suitable offenders do not go to prison but remain productive members of society. Familial patterns of imprisonment are broken.

	A reduction in the prison population and overcrowding in South African correctional facilities and an anticipated improvement in prison conditions will ensure that the basic rights and needs of incarcerated persons can be more effectively addressed and realised
	The “revolving door” and effect of prison is avoided through the availability of viable alternatives to imprisonment. 
	Offenders XE "Offenders"  remain within the community and avoid exposure to hardened criminal elements while the risk of developing stronger criminal tendencies is reduced.

	Reduced prison pressure will be more conducive to and facilitate enhanced rehabilitation and reintegration initiatives within correctional facilities themselves.


	NCCS and Diversion creates an accessible, supportive environment for victims of crime where their voices are heard. 


	Participants experience an intensive psycho-educational and therapeutic intervention rather than incarceration without education and rehabilitation – they experience interventions and an environment that are conductive to rehabilitation.

	NCS and Diversion provide a flexible range of sentencing options that focus on the behaviour of the offender, with the view to correcting or changing behaviour, and not just punishment.
	Participants are afforded valuable opportunities to harness and maximise their human, economic and social potential. This benefits the broader society as it enhances human and social capital.
	NCS fosters improved psycho-social functioning of offenders and their families results.

	NCS and Diversion strengthen the involvement of civil society in the formal criminal justice system. 
	NCS and Diversion promote family preservation as it aims to keep families together and capacitate offenders with necessary life skills.
	Strong value-orientated families emerge as a result of the interventions, which place a great deal of emphasis on the family and home dynamics, as well as capacitating offenders with necessary life skills. 

	NCS and Diversion allow for members of the public such as victims, family members and communities to become more involved in the formal criminal justice system. 
	Participants develop an improved and often deep-seated sense of respect, integrity, and accountability, as well as fundamental life values and a sense of community
	Offenders XE "Offenders"  are able to care for and accept responsibility for themselves and their family members who do not become an additional burden on society

	
	Participation in the programme builds resilience in offenders steering them away from further criminal activities: the risk of re-offending is dramatically reduced

	
	Participants gain significant insight into the impact that crime has on perpetrators, their victims and society.

	
	Participants take full responsibility for their actions and the harm they have caused.


Table 2: Rehabilitative Capacity of Prison

	Prison teaches people to become more serious criminals and creates hardened offenders (N=1016)
	Prisons are too comfortable and criminals do not mind being sent to prison (N=1016)
	Putting criminals in prison stops them from committing crime again. When they are released, they don’t commit more crimes (N=1016)

	Strongly Agree
	134
	13%
	Strongly Agree
	204
	20%
	Strongly Agree
	75
	7%

	Agree
	212
	21%
	Agree
	301
	30%
	Agree
	148
	15%

	Neither
	282
	28%
	Neither
	191
	19%
	Neither
	240
	24%

	Disagree
	226
	22%
	Disagree
	220
	22%
	Disagree
	370
	36%

	Strongly Disagree
	127
	13%
	Strongly Disagree
	73
	7%
	Strongly Disagree
	156
	15%

	Null
	35
	3%
	Null
	27
	3%
	Null
	27
	3%

	Agree
	346
	34%
	Agree
	505
	50%
	Agree
	223
	22%

	Disagree
	353
	35%
	Disagree
	293
	29%
	Disagree
	526
	52%


What is clear is that there is no clear strong support for longer prison sentences Table 3: Alternative Forms of Sentencing

	Community-based rehabilitation programmes are a soft option and do not have the same preventative effect on criminals as going to prison (N=1016)
	Being forced by court (sentence) to attend rehabilitation programmes in the community is also a punishment like going to prison (N=1016)
	Non-violent offenders can be rehabilitated without going to prison (N=1016)

	Strongly Agree
	122
	12%
	Strongly Agree
	87
	9%
	Strongly Agree
	171
	17%

	Agree
	323
	32%
	Agree
	303
	30%
	Agree
	427
	42%

	Neither
	217
	21%
	Neither
	152
	15%
	Neither
	164
	16%

	Disagree
	283
	28%
	Disagree
	348
	34%
	Disagree
	165
	16%

	Strongly Disagree
	46
	5%
	Strongly Disagree
	100
	10%
	Strongly Disagree
	50
	5%

	Null
	25
	2%
	Null
	26
	3%
	Null
	39
	4%

	Agree
	445
	44%
	Agree
	390
	38%
	Agree
	598
	59%

	Disagree
	329
	32%
	Disagree
	448
	44%
	Disagree
	215
	21%
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Correctional outcomes –safer prisons and communities 








� Evidence based knowledge are conclusions drawn from research studies that have been replicated numerous times with defined, measurable outcomes, about the effectiveness of an intervention or process; Evidence-Based Practices: The application of empirical research to professional practice; Evidence-based principles: The eight “principles” of evidence-based practices that have been derived from the research on risk reduction. 


� JICS, Annual Report, 2011/12:40


� Andrews, 2007; Andrews, Bonta, & Wormith, 2006, pg11, in Domurad & Carey, (2010:19).
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