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Republic of South Africa
Judicial Inspectorate for Correctional Services

	Private Bag X9177, Cape Town 8000    Tel: +27 (0)21 421 1012/3/4/5    Fax: +27 (0)21 418 1069    http://judicialinsp.pwv.gov.za


JUDICIAL INSPECTORATE FOR CORRECTIONAL SERVICES.

Presentation to the Parliamentary Portfolio Committee on Correctional Services in regard to the budget allocated to Vote 20: Correctional Services

Introduction

The Judicial Inspectorate for Correctional Services (the Inspectorate) regards these hearings, and in particular the process of open and often robust debate concerning the Department of Correctional Services (DCS) budget, as an extremely important opportunity to influence the strategic direction of the DCS. The approval of the budget by the Portfolio Committee remains the most effective manner in which this Committee can ensure improved service delivery within the DCS. The budgetary process is a powerful lever in the hands of this Committee which can, and should, be directed at ensuring that the DCS is steered in the right direction.   

Therefore, Mr. Chairperson, I trust that our observations regarding the 2010/11 budget of the DCS and our comments in this regard will not be taken amiss and will add some value to the important work of this Committee. 

Last year, when we appeared before the Committee, we raised a number of issues, more particularly our concern, at the time, as to the sustainability of the rate at which the DCS budget has grown in recent times and continues to grow. Secondly, we highlighted the ostensibly disparate alignment between the previous DCS budget and the principles set forth in the 2005 White Paper on Correctional Services. In this regard by far the most substantial portion of the amount budgeted had been allocated to security and administration (60%), whereas a relatively miniscule amount was to be spent on development (3%) and social reintegration (4%). Lastly, we raised our concerns regarding the lack of focus in the budget and in the strategic plan of the DCS to give effect to section 3(2)(b) of the Correctional Services Act 111 of 1998 (the Act), which provides that the Department must, “as far as practicable, be self-sufficient and operate according to business principles”. 

Chairperson, I shall not waste the time of the Committee by repeating these issues in any detail. I do, however, believe it necessary to reflect on some of these issues again especially inasmuch as it relates to recent developments within the DCS. Thereafter I shall briefly refer to those issues which the Inspectorate considers relevant to the budget for the 2010/2011 financial year.
According to the budget, the DCS will be spending about R 15,129 billion in the 2010/11 financial year. This calculates to about R41 million per day to secure and care for the about 165 000 inmates in their care. The nominal growth rate between the actual expenditure of this financial year and the budget allocated to the next financial year amounts to 9.4% which, if discounted against the current headline inflation estimates of 7.1%
, constitutes a real increase of approximately 2.3%.  

For a number of years we have raised concerns regarding the sustainability of the continued growth of the DCS budget. This is most visible when looking at table 1 below, which illustrates the annual budget of the DCS since 1997, projected over the current Medium Term Expenditure period. This year (2009/10) was the first time in many years that the DCS was obliged to implement cost-saving measures commonly referred to as “belt-tightening”. This appears from the moratorium placed on the appointment of staff and the severe cutting of operational budgets. The Inspectorate believes that, in coming years, the DCS will be compelled to reduce its costs even more substantially by the introduction of progressively more severe cost-saving measures. 

	Year
	Budget- Rmillion

	1997/1998
	 R      3,580,054 

	1998/1999
	 R      4,515,581 

	1999/2000
	 R      4,679,993 

	2000/2001
	 R      5,392,819 

	2001/2002
	 R      6,658,102 

	2002/2003
	 R      7,156,897 

	2003/2004
	 R      7,601,778 

	2004/2005
	 R      8,828,792 

	2005/2006
	 R      9,631,216

	2006/2007
	 R      9,251,186

	2007/2008
	 R    10,754,409

	2008/2009
	 R    11,671,834 

	2009/2010
	 R    13,834,500 

	2010/2011
	 R    15,129,000 

	2011/2012
	 R    16,027,400 


	2012/2013
	 R    18,277,200 


In view of these circumstances, we regard it as essential that clear guidelines should be laid down by the Portfolio Committee to ensure that a more equitable division of funds be achieved and that “forced” cost-saving measures not be directed at and prejudice inmates only. I mention this because we have observed, during recent visits to Correctional Centres, early indicators of the impact of these so-called belt-tightening exercises. Rehabilitation and recreational programmes which were previously offered to inmates have been suspended, causing dissatisfaction and developing resistance among inmates. In addition critical maintenance projects have been left unattended and funds for material required in training workshops have been reduced to levels which inevitably result in no work or training of any note being performed or undertaken. In order to prevent this, we believe that the Portfolio Committee should ensure that cost-saving strategies directly impacting on inmates should, before implementation, be measured against existing alternatives.   

Chairperson, the above argument is best supported by an analysis of the monies spend on staff as opposed to all other “operational costs”. During the 2006/07 financial year R5.6 billion was spent on the item “compensation of employees”
. This calculates to about 60% of the total DCS budget. For 2009/10 this has increased to 67% of the budget and next year 69% of the total budget will be spent on the compensation of employees. The implication of this is that for every R1 allocated to the DCS only 31 cents is available for the running of the Correctional Centres, including caring for inmates, which costs includes the procurement of food, medical care, training programmes, procurement of vehicles, maintenance of infrastructure and the like.    

The second matter I wish to raise which was also highlighted last year concerns the distribution of funds between the various programmes (priority areas). An evaluation of the spending patterns in the 2010/11 budget again shows that most money, namely 34%, is earmarked for Security, followed by 26% for Administration costs, 12% for Facilities, 10% for Corrections, 9% for Care and only 3% and 4% respectively for Development and Social Reintegration. Chairperson, although this is marginally better than last year, we wish to draw the attention of the Committee to the fact that these spending patterns remain skewed in favour of security at the cost of other equally important priorities such as development, care and social reintegration. We believe that, until the budget is adjusted to be aligned with the principles set out in the White Paper, change will not take place at operational levels.  

Chairperson, last year we also reported on our concerns regarding the lack of focus appearing from the budget and the strategic plan of the DCS with a view to developing its business side as envisaged in section 3(2)(b) of the Act, which expressly states: “The Department must … (b) as for as practicable, be self sufficient and operate according to business principles”.
I wish to emphasise that we are not saying that our Correctional Centres should become profitable industries, nor are we advocating the re-introduction of forced labour. The Act is clear, however, about the fact that the DCS has a statutory obligation to create industries and use the labour at its disposal to achieve self-sufficiency which could save the taxpayer billions of rand. Achieving self-sufficiency is, however, not only about the planting of your own vegetables, but should be considered in all spheres of the organisation. Last year and this year we have seen how equipment, which was procured at a cost of millions of rands, fell into disuse because the DCS cannot operate, maintain or repair such equipment. The security “turn stiles” installed at most Correctional Centres is an example of this; so also the automated doors and security systems installed at the Emthonjeni Youth Correctional Centre at Baviaanspoort. At this centre DCS officials had to “disconnect” all automated doors leaving them open all the time. They had to “override” the hydraulic system to allow for the cells to be opened and closed manually and to be locked by means of padlocks. The reason for this is simply because neither they nor the Department of Public Works know how to maintain or operate the system. This, Chairperson, is in direct conflict with the statutory responsibility of the Department to achieve and maintain self-sufficiency. 

The second part of section 3(2)(b), namely operating according to business principles, is concerned with consistently improved production through innovation, reduction in cost and waste, and creating value. Far too many able-bodied young inmates are still not involved in any meaningful work or rehabilitation programmes. The Inspectorate strongly believes that the DCS should use its statutory mandate to get these inmates to work with a view to achieving higher levels of self-sufficiency and to save costs. 

This links up to the two new issues which the Inspectorate wishes to place before the Committee. The first is about staffing and production levels. The budget indicates that the DCS now has a total staffing complement of 41 549 members of staff. This calculates to a staff-to-inmate ratio of 1:3.9, which compares favourably with the situation in other countries. Yet wherever we visit, Heads of Correctional Centres report to us that they are unable to run rehabilitation programmes, provide inmates with exercise, provide escort duties, and so forth, because of a shortage of staff.  On closer inspection we have established that this is due mainly to the implementation of the so-called “two-shift system”, whereby members of staff now work for four days and take off four days. The major problem appears to arise from the manner in which leave policies are applied within this two-shift system. We have received many reports and seen many examples of staff apparently “manipulating” this system by working for four days, then taking four days off, after which they take four days vacation or sick leave before taking another four days off in terms of the system. This may have the effect of reducing the number of days at work from about 20 per month to less than half that number.  The Inspectorate recently reported on the high absenteeism levels amongst members of staff at those Correctional Centres which were visited as from January 2010 and about the effect this may have on the treatment of inmates and on the conditions in Correctional Centres.    

Lastly, Chairperson, the Inspectorate supports the declaration of intent which is reflected on page 397 of the budget, stating that feasibility studies concluded that a public-private partnership (PPP) was the preferred method of procurement of the planned four new Correctional Centres within the MTE period. We have recently visited both existing PPP Centres and believe that they represent “pockets of excellence” within the DCS. We are, however, concerned with the apparent lack of emphasis being placed by both parties on the final P in these PPP projects, namely the “Partnership” that exists between the public and private sector. It is significant that the DCS has pioneered PPP projects in South Africa and should be wary of losing this initiative. The Inspectorate is of the opinion that this partnership could assist in addressing some of the complex challenges faced by the DCS, such as the automated doors at the Emthonjeni Youth Centre. The business and management models used in these partnership centres are reflected in the innovative use of controllers, as opposed to expensive and bureaucratic hierarchies and structures. It also appears from the decentralised management models and the use of prison industries to facilitate social reintegration. These are but a few of the examples of areas in which the partners should be working together.     

In conclusion, Chairperson, as you are aware the budget of the Inspectorate is included in the budget of the DCS and it is important for me to note that last year our total expenditure of R 16,3 million amounted to only about 0,12% of the DCS budget.

Thank you for your attention!

Prepared by: 
Gideon Morris



Director: Judicial Inspectorate for Correctional Services
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