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SCOPE OF THE EVALUATION 
 

Deliverables 
Business Trust requires an annual evaluation of all the projects it 

funds, and obtains the services of an external evaluator to do so. This 
is done for two reasons. First, to determine whether the project 

outputs have met the project objectives and targets. Second, to assist 
the project and the Business Trust to learn from past practice so as to 

undertake corrective measures and improve the effectiveness of the 
evaluated project. 

 
On 14 March 2001 Business Trust appointed the Institute for Security 

Studies (ISS) as a consultant to Business Trust to evaluate the 
Business Against Crime: IJS-Project Office (the Project Office).1 In 

terms of its appointment the ISS undertook to: 

 evaluate the impact of the Project Office in its second year of 

operation since receiving Business Trust funding (ie from 1 July 
2000 to 31 June 2001) in the context of the aims, functioning and 

needs of the Integrated Justice System (IJS); 
 recommend how the Project Office‟s effectiveness can be improved 

given the needs of the IJS; and 
 recommend a framework for evaluation that could be used in the 

remaining life cycle of the project. 
 

The ISS evaluation of the Project Office was a process and impact 
assessment that assessed the impact the Project Office has had on 

achieving its objectives. It was further agreed between Business Trust 
and the ISS that the evaluation of the Project Office would include: 

 
 establishing the goals of the Project Office in relation to the contract 

between it and Business Trust; 
 establishing and describing the outputs (or projects) and activities 

of the Project Office for the year of the evaluation that were set in 
the contract between the Business Trust and the Project Office; 

 describing the governance structure of the IJS; in particular the role 
of the IJS-User Board and its relationship with the Project Office;2 

 describing who is responsible for implementing the objectives of the 
Project Office; 

                                                 
1 The IJS-Project Office was formerly called the IJS-National Implementation Centre 

and had, at the time of writing, been renamed to the IJS-Programme Office. 
2 At the time of writing the IJS-User Board had been renamed the „Justice, Crime 

Prevention and Security Development Committee‟. 
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 determining to what extent the Project Office has succeeded in 

meeting its targets and objectives, and making recommendations 
how corrective action can be undertaken to avoid the non-fulfilment 

of targets and objectives; 
 evaluating how well the various role players who are responsible for 

implementing the projects of the Project Office understand the role 
of the office, the projects themselves and their own role in the 

process; and 
 conducting three case studies of IJS projects that the Project Office 

has been involved with. 
 

Challenges 
In its agreement with Business Trust, the ISS listed two challenges in 

its evaluation of the Project Office; namely: 
 

 The effectiveness of the Project Office is related to that of the IJS, 
which is a separate government project. The scale of the IJS and 

the limited time frame of the evaluation will not allow a full 
assessment of the IJS. 

 There is a lack of clarity about the exact objectives, outputs and 
outcomes of the Project Office which presents a challenge from the 

outset for the evaluation. As a result of this the evaluation team 
began its evaluation by looking at the activities and role of the 

Project Office so as to establish what the objectives of the Project 
Office should be. 

 
Methodology 

The evaluation covers the activities and functions of the Project Office 
between 1 July 2000 and mid-May 2001. It is important to note that 

the manner in which the IJS was implemented – and the Project 
Office‟s role – changed significantly during the second half of 2000. In 

other words, the purpose, role and some of the aims of the Project 
Office changed during the period covered by the evaluation. 

 
The evaluation included: 

 
 An extensive literature review including, inter alia, the Mulweni 

consortium report; the IJS-User Board report on the Integrated 
Justice System; the Logistics Management Institute (LMI) report 

assessing the IJS; Business Against Crime‟s (BAC) business plans 
and quarterly reports submitted by the Project Office to the 

Business Trust; a State Information Technology Agency (SITA) 
report on integrated justice and the management information 

system project and evaluation reports on the awaiting trial prisoner 
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project; reports on a semi-automated justice environment and 

inmate tracking; and Project Office briefing documents to BAC and 
Business Trust. 

 
 Formal and structured interviews were conducted with, inter alia, 

the head of the Project Office, Project Office programme managers 
and Project Office project facilitators; three out of the four 

departmental facilitators seconded to the Project Office; the 
chairperson of the IJS-User Board and senior Board members; the 

managing director of BAC-National, other senior BAC board 
members and the KwaZulu-Natal BAC chairperson; senior 

governmental officials; and a variety of criminal justice personnel 
working at different levels on IJS projects. The interviews were 

conducted between the end of March and the beginning of June 
2001. 

 
 The brief to the evaluation team was to conduct a constructive 

evaluation of the Project Office. That is, to appraise the Project 
Office‟s performance and identify weaknesses in the Project Office‟s 

activities, so as to develop recommendations which seek to assist 
the Project Office to improve its performance. Moreover, at the 

request of Business Trust, a summary of the evaluation team‟s 
main findings and recommendations were presented to the head of 

the Project Office prior to the writing of this final report. Comments 
made by the Project Office head were, where appropriate, included 

in this report. 
 

Most interviewees in one way or another commented positively 
about the purpose, role and performance of the Project Office. 

However, to achieve its purpose, this report has sought to 
emphasise critical comments made, and complaints raised, about 

the Project Office. 
 

 The evaluation team consisted of: Antoinette Louw (ISS), Janine 
Rauch (CSVR), Martin Schönteich (ISS), Makubetse Sekhonyane 

(ISS), and two technical consultants from Praxis Computing: 
Nicholas Chetwin and Maggie Friedman. 
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BACKGROUND TO THE IJS 
 
National Crime Prevention Strategy 

Business Against Crime has long been involved in attempts to reform 
the criminal justice system in South Africa. The criminal justice 

enterprise includes most of the work of the South African Police 
Service (SAPS), the Department of Justice (including the National 

Prosecuting Authority), the Department of Correctional Services; and 
those aspects of the program of the Department of Welfare which 

concern victims, youth crime prevention and juvenile justice (a 
relatively small proportion of the work of the Department of Welfare). 

Each of these departments receives its own budget allocation, each 
has its own minister and director-general. Historically, each 

department tended to focus on its own priorities, and there were 
significant problems at the interfaces between them. Some of these 

problems were identified in „Pillar 1‟ of the National Crime Prevention 
Strategy (NCPS). 

 
Soon after the adoption of the NCPS by the government of national 

unity in May 1996, BAC assisted the NCPS implementation structures 
with an investigation into blockages in the criminal justice system. The 

investigation was conducted by Andersen Consulting in late 1996, and 
produced a report which highlighted two sets of possible areas for 

intervention – one was the „A‟ list of critical priorities for intervention. 
Many of the items on that „A‟ list were issues which needed to be 

addressed across all four criminal justice departments – enterprise-
level issues – like management of people and information, human 

resource development, and IT infrastructure. 
 

Integrated Justice System 
At the end of 1996, government made some funds available (through 

the RDP Fund) to assist with the reform of the criminal justice system, 
and some of the items on Andersen‟s „A‟ list were selected for 

implementation. Among these was an investigation into the enterprise-
level process and information management in the criminal justice 

system – which became known as the Integrated Criminal Justice 
System (IJS) initiative. 

 
The main objective of the IJS is to transform the criminal justice 

system „into a modern, efficient, effective and integrated system‟. With 
this in mind an IJS-User Board was established in early 1997 on which 

senior members of the four aforementioned core departments are 
represented. This was followed by the establishment of the IJS-Project 
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Office staffed by facilitators of the core departments and professionals 

seconded by Business Against Crime. 
 

„The IJS is not an IT system. It is a business re-engineering 
enterprise: one business with 4 business units (4 government 

departments). This understanding is vital, otherwise there will be 
fierce competition between the 4 departments over the budget. 

The aim of the IJS is to provide a management system to 
manage this „enterprise‟ like a good business.‟ 

 
„The goal is to „manage an offender and his case through the 

system, to achieve swift and efficient justice‟. The criminal 
justice system should be a deterrent to crime. The deterrent 

effect only comes about if  suspects are brought to book rapidly. 
This will – eventually – bring about a reduction in crime, 

although such a reduction is also dependent on other factors 
such as low unemployment, growing the economy, etc.‟ 

(interview with Hardie Fourie, IJS Project Director). 
 

Mulweli consortium 
Consultants – the Mulweli Consortium – were appointed to analyse the 

information management problems in the IJS and to make 
recommendations on the way forward. Thus, in February 1998 a 

comprehensive six month investigation was initiated by the Mulweli 
Consortium to investigate how an integrated criminal justice system 

should function and how the criminal justice system could be 
transformed. The approach taken was to review the business 

processes involved in managing an offender in his or her journey 
through the criminal justice system. 

 
The investigation concluded that the criminal justice system was 

running out of capacity. There was an unacceptable high number of 
case withdrawals and undetected cases, and low conviction rates. 

Courts had huge backlogs of cases and prisons were overcrowded with 
an alarming increase in the number of awaiting trial prisoners. 

 
The investigation identified numerous blockages which impeded the 

effective operation of the criminal justice system. These related to, 
among others, functional and business integration, policy alignment, 

timeous access to criminal record history, timely notification of events, 
imbalances in the level of automation of departments and incompatible 

information technology, and lack of quality information and 
information sharing. 
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Solutions were developed to deal with the blockages that impeded the 

creation of an integrated criminal justice system. The Mulweli 
Consultants‟ report to government contained: 

 
 a new vision for the criminal justice system – which was 

significant as it was the first time a common vision had been 
proposed for all four departments; 

 business process and information models; 
 identification of the blockages that contribute most to the delays 

in the criminal justice process; 
 an implementation approach for 96 quick-fix projects, 26 fast-

track projects, and 6 enterprise-level projects; and 
 a financial analysis, suggesting that it would cost R2 billion to 

address all the problems in the criminal justice system. 
 

IJS-User Board report 
For about nine months after the consultants had produced their report, 

effort went into making sure that Mulweli was „internalised‟ within each 
of the departments, and that the IJS-User Board was satisfied with 

their recommendations. This process culminated in a report produced 
by the IJS-User Board – but based on the original Mulweli report – 

which was then used to draft a cabinet memorandum proposing 
government‟s approach to criminal justice reform. Cabinet approved 

the IJS-User Board report in 1998. Six enterprise-level systems were 
identified as the minimum necessary components of an integrated 

criminal justice system: 
 

 Identification services, allowing for the identification of people 
within the system. 

 Criminal history information management, allowing for easy 
access to criminal record information by those components of 

the system which need it. 
 Docket management by the police and the prosecution service. 

 Event notification to reduce delays and non-appearances. 
 Business Intelligence to support the entire system. 

 IT infrastructure to support the entire system. 
 

LMI report 
The major obstacle to implementation of the IJS was the massive costs 

associated with implementing the proposed approach. A budget for the 
IJS initiative had been presented to the treasury as part of the 

government‟s medium-term expenditure planning process. Given the 
large amounts of public money being requested for the IJS, the 

treasury decided to obtain a „second opinion‟ on the costs.  They 
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contracted a group of international consultants, Logistics Management 

Institute (LMI), to review the Mulweli/IJS report and make 
recommendations on the financing of the IJS initiative. These 

consultants (LMI) found that the Mulweli‟s original costing of the IJS 
initiative was more-or-less accurate, and they made a number of 

recommendations (in mid-1999) about the approach which should be 
taken to the IJS, which included cutting out some of the proposed 

activities. 
 

SITA established 
When the State Information Technology Agency (SITA) was 

established, they were also approached to review the Mulweli report 
and make proposals as to how SITA might assist the IJS in a more 

cost-efficient way. In early 2000, SITA came up with a costing of the 
Mulweli/LMI approach which was not much cheaper than had originally 

been proposed. 
 

Modular approach 
It was becoming clear that the Mulweli approach would be extremely 

expensive, as it envisaged a total replacement of existing IT systems. 
An alternative to the Mulweli approach had to be found. According to 

the IJS-User Board, „the only option available‟ was the modular 
approach which would see different components of the criminal justice 

process being re-engineered in sequence, instead of attempting to 
overhaul or re-engineer the entire system in one process. Much of 

2000 was spent re-conceptualising the IJS within this new modular 
approach, which was approved in August 2000. The Project Office‟s 

work for most of 2000 consisted of working with the IJS-User Board to 
develop and implement the new modular approach. 

 
According to one senior BAC official, it was only in late 2000 that the 

NCPS ministers agreed that the IJS initiative is their main priority. „It 
is the first time that government commitment to the IJS is there.‟ 

 
IJS 2000 Plus 

Further problems and delays, restructuring processes in the 
departments, and the refining of the modular approach led the IJS-

User Board to produce a new vision for the IJS initiative – the „IJS 
2000 Plus‟ strategy – in February 2001. 

 
In the new „IJS 2000 Plus‟ strategy document, the collective mission of 

the four criminal justice departments is defined as: 
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„To reduce crime. We are accountable to the public and the 

State, in rendering an accessible, fair, speedy and cost-effective 
system of justice, in the interest of a safer and more secure 

South Africa. We will achieve this by integrating the 
management of cases and offenders through the four 

departments, supported by the necessary enabling technologies.‟  
 

The new IJS consists of the following elements: 
 

 An architectural plan clearly defining the integration of the 
justice system. This architecture will have to take into account 

the existing (legacy) systems within each department.  
 A virtual private network for the four departments, to provide 

the necessary security and stability of the network. 
 Providing access to electronic (IT) infrastructure in all four 

departments.  
 A common method of identifying persons, cases and key 

business requirements in each of the departments. Central to 
this is the Automated Fingerprint Identification System (AFIS). 

 A court and case management system, that includes docket 
management, case tracking facilities, event notification, inmate 

tracking and resource scheduling. This system is now referred to 
as the mini-IJS because it consists of the essential functions 

required within the IJS. 
 Data warehousing facilities, supported by business intelligence 

functions.  
 

This new strategy provides the context for the current work and future 
plans of the Project Office.  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 



 10 

 

 

GOVERNANCE STRUCTURE OF THE IJS   
 
During the period under review the governing body of the IJS is the 

IJS-Used Board. The IJS-User Board manages and co-ordinates the 
establishment of the overall IJS programme, and it is at the level of 

the IJS-User Board where the progress of the programme is 
monitored. The IJS-User Board is made up of senior (mainly deputy 

director-general level) personnel of the four core departments (safety 
and security, justice, correctional services and welfare) and other 

institutions such as the National Prosecuting Authority, the National 
Intelligence Agency, the State Information Technology Agency, 

representatives of BAC, and at times other stakeholders. 
 

A steering committee structure is created for each IJS project. A lead 
department for each project is appointed to manage the project and 

report to the IJS-User Board. (Frequently representatives of lead 
departments on the IJS-User Board are the executive sponsors of 

individual IJS projects.) Some large inter-departmental projects do not 
have a lead department and are managed directly by the IJS-User 

Board. 
 

The IJS-User Board is chaired by Hassan Ebrahim, department of 
justice deputy director-general: corporate services. The IJS-User 

Board reports to the directors-general cluster of „justice, crime 
prevention and security‟ (JCPS). According to Hassan Ebrahim the 

„Board gets good buy-in from the directors-general cluster‟. The 
directors-general cluster reports to the JCPS cabinet committee, made 

up of ministers broadly responsible for security.3 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

                                                 
3 Ie the ministers of safety and security, justice and constitutional development, 

correctional services, home affairs and defence. 



 11 

BACKGROUND TO THE PROJECT OFFICE 
 
In 1997, the first Project Office for the Integrated Justice System 

initiative was established to support the NCPS implementers in 
government. It was created through resources (both human and 

financial) provided by Business Against Crime, and reported to the 
NCPS Secretariat, then headed by Dr Bernie Fanaroff. The first Project 

Office consisted of a Project Director (Willie Scholtz, followed by Hardie 
Fourie) and a number of contracted or seconded staff. The Project 

Office was based at Gallagher Estate. It did much to facilitate the 
process of getting the Mulweli/IJS report finalised and approved by all 

the participating departments and by cabinet. One senior member of 
the IJS-User Board described the roles played by the first project 

team: 
 

 analysing the environment in the criminal justice system; 
 helping to design the IJS; 

 helping to design the vision of the IJS; and 
 providing administrative support. 

 
In November 1999, Business Trust entered into a funding agreement 

with BAC. This saw Business Trust funds covering the costs of the 
Project Office (just over R29 million over five years), in place of the 

corporate sponsorships which had previously funded the project team. 
 

The Project Office is now based at the SITA offices in Pretoria, and 
consists of approximately 20 members of staff. The head of the Project 

Office, and the IJS-Project Director is Hardie Fourie. 
 

As the IJS has evolved, so too has the role of the Project Office. There 
are far greater levels of understanding and acceptance of the IJS 

within the government departments than there were in the late 
1990‟s. Now that the IJS is well-conceptualised and reaching the 

implementation phase for most projects, the Project Office is required 
to assist with project implementation and project management. As a 

result of the changing needs, BAC has already planned some 
restructuring of the Project Office, primarily to place their human 

resources at the implementation interfaces – in departments and in 
the provinces, thereby introducing a new phase of the life of the 

Project Office. 
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INTEGRATED JUSTICE SYSTEM AIMS 
 
Confusion between IJS and Project Office aims 

The aims of the Project Office are closely linked with those of the IJS-
User Board and the IJS as a whole. Ultimately, the one cannot succeed 

without the other achieving its aims and objectives. Possible because 
of this there appears to be some confusion between the aims and 

activities of the Project Office and those of the IJS-User Board. 
 

It is possible that the reason for this confusion can be traced back to 
the initial BAC business plan to Business Trust on which the latter‟s 

funding of the Project Office is based. In the September 1999 business 
plan the Project Office‟s role was not clearly articulated: „The 

overarching role [of the Project Office] is to ensure that each project 
delivers its intended outputs in alignment with the other projects in a 

holistic way to achieve maximum synergy to the enterprise… With its 
structured programme and project management approach, the Project 

Office directs the project towards achieving its goals… Together the 
departmental facilitators and BAC staff [ie the Project Office] will focus 

on critical areas of implementation such as organisational structure, 
organisational culture, business processes and human resource needs. 

They ensure continuous improvement through communication, policy 
formulation, and information dissemination.‟4 

 
The blurring of the aims of the Project Office and the IJS was also 

accentuated by the September 2000 contract between Business Trust 
and BAC-National. According to the contract  Business Trust‟s 

involvement in the IJS „is restricted to the functioning of the Project 
Office, but its overall aim with the IJS project as administered by the 

IJS board will only be met if Government succeeds with the 
implementation of the IJS‟ (our emphasis).5 

 
IJS objectives, benefits and aims 

In terms of a November 1998 report by the IJS-User Board, the main 
objective of the IJS is to transform the criminal justice system „into a 

modern, efficient, effective and integrated system‟.6 Achieving this 
objective will bring about the following benefits:7 

                                                 
4 Business Against Crime business plan submission to Business Trust on the 

Integrated Justice System, 27 September 1999, paragraph 3.4.1, p 8. 
5 Integrated Justice System Programme. Agreement between Business Trust and 

Business Against Crime – National, signed 7 September 2000, Schedule 5, point 4. 
6 D C J Burger, et al, Summary report of the Integrated Justice System, 17 

November 1998, p 3. The same objective is also contained in IJS Project: Executive 

summary, 20 September 1999, p 3, which is attached to the Business Against Crime 
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 reducing the cost of the criminal justice system; 
 providing information on criminals and crime where and when it is 

needed; 
 identifying persons with histories of prior criminal activity quickly 

and reliably; 
 providing mechanisms to identify repeat offenders to expedite their 

arrest and prosecution; 
 notifying stakeholders in the criminal justice system automatically 

when repeat offenders enter the criminal justice process; 
 basing decisions on bail, community diversion, prosecution, 

sentencing and incarceration on accurate and timely information; 
and 

 channelling relevant information to crime victims. 
 

According to BAC-National‟s September 1999 business plan submission 
on the IJS to the Business Trust, the implementation of the IJS will 

provide South Africa with a world-class criminal justice system. „One 
that will lead to swift and appropriate punishment of criminals, serve 

as a deterrent to crime and that will ultimately contribute substantially 
towards ridding South Africa of unacceptable levels of crime.‟8 

 
In terms of the agreement between Business Trust and BAC-National, 

dated September 2000, (for the funding year 1 July 2000 to 30 June 
2001), the IJS shall aim by 2003 to: 

 
 Reduce the level of crime in South Africa by: 

 reducing the number of all crimes reported by 10%; 
 reducing the number of violent crimes reported by 20%. 

 
 Improve the operation of the courts by: 

 increasing the conviction rate from 7% to 20%; 
 reducing the loads on the courts by 10%; 

 reducing the proportion of cases withdrawn from 58% to 27%. 
 

 Reduce the recidivism rate from 66% to 50%. 

                                                                                                                                                 
business plan submission to Business Trust on the Integrated Justice System, 27 

September 1999. 
7 D C J Burger, et al, Summary report of the Integrated Justice System, 17 

November 1998, p 11. Virtually identical benefits of the implementation of the IJS 

are contained in Business Against Crime business plan submission to Business Trust 

on the Integrated Justice System, 27 September 1999, p 2. 
8 Business Against Crime business plan submission to Business Trust on the 

Integrated Justice System, 27 September 1999, p 1. 
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 Reduce the cost of crime management by reducing the average cost 
per crime case by 15%. 

 
 Reduce the cost of the criminal justice system per 100 000 of the 

population. 
 

Problems with IJS aims 
There are a number of problems with the aims of the IJS as set out 

above. 
 

 There is an assumption that the swift punishment of criminals will 
serve as a deterrent to crime and thereby ultimately substantially 

reduce crime. There is, however, little undisputed scientific 
evidence to demonstrate a correlation between an effective criminal 

justice process and levels of crime. 
 

The behavioural premise of deterrence is based on that of 
responsible and predominantly rational, calculating individuals – a 

premise that criminologists may call into question. Satisfactory 
empirical evidence of the effect of deterrence is difficult to obtain.9 

The conditions must be such that non-offending can safely be 
ascribed to the deterrent effect of being caught and punished rather 

than the other myriad influences on people‟s conduct, such as the 
opinion of significant others, childhood upbringing, or levels of 

poverty or inequality in a society. Few research findings meet that 
criterion, and those that do provide support for deterrence only in a 

few types of situation.10 
 

A number of violent crimes, notably murder, rape and assault, have 
been called „social fabric crimes‟ by the South African Police Service 

because many of these offences are committed by people known to 
one another in familiar environments. 

 
According to the 1997 National Victims of Crime Survey, 60% of 

assault victims and 63% of sexual offence victims knew the 
offender by name, while a further 17% of assault victims and 12% 

of victims of a sexual offence knew the offender by sight. Fewer 
than a quarter of assault and sexual offence victims did not know 

                                                 
9 A Ashworth, Sentencing, in: M Maguire et al (ed.‟s), The Oxford Handbook of 

Criminology, Oxford University Press, New York, 1997, p 1098. 
10 See, for example, R Harding, Rational choice gun use in armed robbery, Criminal 

Law Forum, No. 1: 427, 1990; or D Beyleveld, Deterrence research as a basis for 

deterrence policies, Howard Journal, 18: 135-149, 1979. 
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the offender at all.11 Institute for Security Studies victims surveys 

in the country‟s major cities made similar findings in respect of 
murder.12 

 
It would appear, therefore, that the majority of murders, rapes and 

assaults in South Africa (as in most countries) are not committed 
by calculating individuals who plan their crimes and weigh up the 

pros and cons of committing them. Rather most of these crimes are 
committed in a moment of passion, anger, thoughtlessness, spite or 

drunkenness. The fear or knowledge of being caught and punished 
for their deeds will do little to prevent the criminal actions of such 

offenders. 
 

It would be more realistic to argue that crimes motivated by greed 
and involving a certain level of premeditation on the part of the 

offender, can be reduced through an effective criminal justice 
system. Offenders who rob banks, hijack motor vehicles or commit 

fraud usually have to plan their nefarious deeds. This places them 
in a position to consider the consequences of their actions and 

weigh up the likelihood of their arrest and punishment. 
 

 It is likely that a ‘modern, efficient, effective and integrated justice 
system’ will increase levels of reported crime. 

 
For crime to make it onto the official police records two things need 

to happen. First, victims or witnesses must report it to the police. 
Second, the police must record the crime in their records. As many 

crimes fail to make it over these hurdles, official statistics 
significantly undercount the number of crimes that are committed. 

Victimisation surveys – which ask a random sample of the 
population whether they have been victims of crime – are 

estimated to uncover between 60% and 70% more crime than that 
reported by official statistics.13 

 

                                                 
11 Statistics South Africa, Victims of Crime Survey 1998, statistical release P0341, 

Pretoria, 1998. 
12 A Louw, Crime in Pretoria. Results of a city victim survey, Institute for Security 

Studies and Idasa, Halfway House, 1998. 
13 Statistics South Africa, Victims of Crime Survey 1998, statistical release P0341, 

Pretoria, 1998. See also J J M van Dijk, On the uses of local, national and 

international crime surveys, in: G Kaiser, H Kury and H-J Albrecht (ed.‟s), Victims 

and criminal justice, Max Planck Institute for Foreign and International Penal Law, 

Freiburg, 1991. 
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An efficient and effective criminal justice system is likely to 

encourage more people to report crime. The public will (correctly) 
believe that their reporting of a crime will lead to police action and 

the likely apprehension and conviction of the perpetrator. In other 
words, the public will be more willing to report crime as their efforts 

are more likely to be rewarded by an effective and efficient 
response by the justice system. Similarly, an effective police service 

is likely to uncover more crimes than an ineffectual one. Crimes 
such as drunken driving, the possession or dealing in drugs and the 

possession of illegal firearms or motor vehicles are largely 
dependant on police action for their detection. 

 
It is consequently probable that an efficient and effective South 

African criminal justice system will produce an increase in the 
number of recorded crimes, while the actual number of crimes 

committed decreases. 
 

 The aims relating to a reduction in crime are further flawed by their 
optimism. 

 
A reduction in the number of violent crimes reported by 20% by 

2003 would be a miraculous achievement. Even in the United 
States, with its considerable resources, decade-old war on drugs 

and tough deterrent-based approach on fighting crime, crime levels 
have not declined to such an extent in such a short period of time.  

 
 There is a potential conflict between the goal to make the criminal 

justice system more efficient and effective, and to reduce the load 
on the courts. 

 
An efficient and effective criminal justice system will arrest more 

suspects, solve more cases and consequently send more cases to 
court for the prosecution of the suspects. While an efficient justice 

system can dealt with some cases more expeditiously or creatively 
(eg through admission-of-guilt payments, diversion or spot fines), 

the aim of reducing the courts‟ load will invariably be inhibited the 
more effective the police becomes at identifying suspects and 

taking them to court. 
 

 The aim of reducing the recidivism rate is problematic as no reliable 
research has been conducted on the recidivism rate in South Africa. 
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The limited research that has been undertaken suggest a recidivism 

rate higher than 66%.14 The true recidivism rate in a society is 
almost impossible to measure. Many people with previous 

convictions might relapse into a life of crimes without their criminal 
behaviour being detected by the criminal justice system. Their 

recidivism will thus be unknown for statistical purposes. This could 
be overcome be counting only the recidivists who are identified by 

the criminal justice system through arrest or conviction. Such an 
approach will, however, again result in two separate IJS aims 

conflicting with each other. Namely, the more efficient and effective 
the criminal justice system, the greater the likelihood that repeat 

offenders will be caught and convicted, thereby resulting in an 
increase in the recorded recidivism rate. 

 
 Reducing the average cost per crime case by 15% by 2003 is 

unrealistically ambitious. 
 

Certainly, an implemented IJS will, in theory, be more cost effective 
as duplicated work processes are eliminated and modern 

information technology systems replace archaic and labour-
intensive manual systems. However, the bulk of the expenditure of 

the criminal justice departments is devoted to personnel costs 
(77%, 72% and 58% for the safety and security, correctional 

services and justice departments respectively in the 2001/02 
budget year). These proportions have changed only marginally 

since the 1999/2000 budget year.15 It is unlikely, given high levels 
of unemployment, the high degree of unionisation within the public 

service and protective labour legislation that any significant number 
of people will leave the employ of the criminal justice departments 

by 2003. In the short-term, therefore, savings will have to come 
primarily in a reduction in capital expenditure. This is, however, 

also unlikely to occur by 2003. Until then significant amounts of 
money will be devoted to implementing the IJS and its related 

projects, many of which will require considerable capital 
investments. 

 
The cost per average case could be reduced by significantly 

increasing the number of cases that flow through the justice 
system. Provided that overall costs stay the same, the average cost 

per case should drop. However, this can only be achieved to the 

                                                 
14 J H Prinsloo, An exploration of recidivism in South Africa, Acta Criminologica, 9(1), 

1996, pp 40 - 57. 
15 M Schönteich, Justice the winner: The 2001/2002 criminal justice budget, Nedbank 

ISS Crime Index, 5(1), January – February 2001, p 27. 
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detriment of the two goals of reducing the level of recorded crime 

and the load on the courts. That is, the greater the number of cases 
that flow through the system (to reduce the average cost per case) 

the higher the number of cases coming into the system (ie higher 
levels of recorded crime) and the higher the number of cases going 

to court. 
 

 Many of the aims of the IJS are vague and open to different 
interpretations as to their actual meaning. 

 
For example, it is unclear: 

 
 What a reduction in the loads on the courts means. It could 

mean the number of cases which are referred to the courts by 
the police, or the number of cases prosecuted in the courts (two 

quite different figures). 
 What is meant by recidivism rate. It could refer to repeat 

offenders generally, or only repeat offenders who are detected 
by the criminal justice system as such. 

 Whether a reduction in the average cost per crime case refers to 
a reduction in real terms or not (ie taking into account inflation 

or not). 
 

 To sum up: the poor performance of a criminal justice system 
should not be interpreted as a cause of crime. 

 
The primary function of the criminal justice system is not to reduce 

crime but to process cases and offenders speedily and effectively 
and to hand down appropriate sentences (punishment) to those 

convicted of an offence. This is not to say that the IJS‟ vision of 
creating a „modern, efficient, effective and integrated system‟ is not 

important. How well the criminal justice system functions is 
important for several reasons: 

 
 A relatively small proportion of offenders are believed to commit 

the majority of serious crimes, and especially organised crime. If 
these perpetrators are apprehended and convicted timeously and 

effectively, certain crimes can be reduced. 

 An effective and efficient justice system inspires confidence 
among victims and witnesses and encourages them to 

participate in the criminal justice process, thereby leading to the 
arrest and conviction of offenders. 
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 Criminal justice successes – especially if well publicised – are 

essential for boosting public confidence in the government, even 
if they do not reduce the crime rate substantially. 

 
Virtually all the interviewees the evaluation team spoke to – both in 

government and in BAC – stated that the above mentioned aims of the 
IJS are unrealistic, and that the IJS could not achieve such goals 

without substantial other crime prevention projects in place, especially 
in the case of the aim of significantly reducing overall and violent 

crime by 2003. Typically, interviewees argued that the aims were 
developed to motivate funders and policy makers alike to back the IJS. 

There is a risk to such an approach, however. 
 

First, (besides being disingenuous) come 2003, policy makers and 
funders are likely to be disillusioned when most of the professed aims 

of the IJS are not achieved. This could impair the political backing the 
IJS presently enjoys and place at risk the financing and expansion of 

the IJS beyond 2003. 
 

Second, if in a year‟s time (by mid-2002) it becomes apparent that 
many of the aims of the IJS will not be met by 2003, the senior 

operational personnel in the criminal justice system – who are familiar 
with the aims of the IJS and had to sell the IJS to their subordinates – 

could loose faith in the efficacy of the IJS. This could lead to a general 
sense of disillusionment amongst those responsible for making a 

success of the IJS in the police stations, courts and prisons around the 
country. The implementation of many IJS projects – already being 

implemented under considerable time constraints – could thereby be 
placed in jeopardy. 

 
The new 2000 Plus approach adopted by BAC has recognised the 

problematic nature of the above mentioned IJS goals. In terms of the 
2000 Plus approach the collective vision of the IJS is to „reduce crime 

by rendering an accessible, fair, speedy and cost-effective system of 
justice. This will be achieved by integrating the management of 

offenders, supported by the necessary enabling technologies‟.16 
 

Fulfilling this vision, BAC suggests, will produce the following results: 
 

 a more cost-effective and efficient utilisation of resources; 
 speedy and effective resolution of cases; 

                                                 
16 Integrated Justice System Program, Business Plan 2000 Plus. Submission by BAC 

to the Business Trust for the renewal of the contract, 16 May 2001, p 1. 
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 a better image of the justice system; 

 implementation of a workable system that will act as a deterrent to 
crime. 

 
While these amended IJS goals are more realistic and attainable they 

have become too vague to be measurable. 
 

Recommendations: 
 The goals of the IJS need to be measurable throughout the 

implementation process of the IJS and realistically attainable. 
 

 Instead of focusing on end-level outputs – such as the number of 
crimes recorded, recidivism rates and courts loads, over which the 

criminal justice system has only limited control – the goals of the 
IJS should focus on the efficiency of the system. Goals in this 

regard could include (which are in many ways similar to the goals of 
individual IJS projects): 

 
 Reducing the average awaiting trial period by X%. 

 Reducing the awaiting trial population by X%. 
 Reducing the average time between an offender‟s arrest and 

conviction by X days. 
 Reducing the average number of postponements/remands in 

criminal trials by X%. 
 Reducing the delays in the commencement of an average 

criminal trial because of a missing docket, missing witnesses, 
prisoners being brought to court late etc., by X% per average 

criminal trial. 
 

 An important reason why Business Trust is funding the Project 
Office is to contribute to a South Africa whose inhabitants feel safer, 

thereby fostering greater economic stability, economic growth and 
investor confidence in the country. It is consequently important not 

only to reduce crime levels per se, but to reap the benefits of such 
a reduction: greater feelings of safety and security. International 

research suggests that public feelings of safety and confidence in 
the government‟s performance on crime are not directly related to 

actual levels of crime.17 Thus, the IJS would be successful vis-à-vis 
Business Trust‟s reasons for supporting the Project Office, if goals 

                                                 
17 See, for example, M Hough and J Roberts, Attitudes to punishment: Findings from 

the British Crime Survey, Home Office Research and Statistics Directorate, Home 

Office Research Study 179, London, 1998. 
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relating to the criminal justice system‟s service delivery are 

attained: 
 

 Increasing the public‟s feelings of safety by X%. 
 Increasing users of the criminal justice system (victims‟, 

witnesses‟ and those who report a crime but are not necessarily 
victims) satisfaction with the criminal justice system‟s response 

by X%. 
 Increasing the public‟s belief that the state‟s „war against crime‟ 

is winnable by X%. 
 Increasing the reporting rate for certain crimes (eg domestic 

violence, rape and official corruption) by X%. 
 Increasing investors‟ confidence in the state‟s ability to uphold 

the rule of law, protect judicial independence, limit vigilante 
activity and reduce corruption within the criminal justice system 

by X%. 
 

 If the IJS is to reduce levels of recorded crime – and this might be 
important to get the necessary political support for the IJS – a 

focused approach should be adopted which realistically seeks to 
reduce certain levels of crime only. For example: 

 
 Reducing premeditated murders involving the use of illegal 

firearms by 5% by 2003. 
 Reducing armed vehicle hijackings by 3% by 2003. 

 Reducing cash-in-transit heists by 3% by 2003. 
 Reducing burglaries of business premises in the country‟s 

metropolitan areas by 3% by 2003. 
 Reducing drunken driving offences by 5% by 2003. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 



 22 

PROJECT OFFICE AIMS 
 
In terms of the business plan submitted by BAC to Business Trust in 

September 1999 the overarching role of the Project Office is to ensure 
that each IJS project „delivers its intended outputs in alignment with 

the other projects and in a holistic way to achieve the maximum 
synergy to the enterprise‟. 

 
According to the agreement between Business Trust and BAC-National, 

of September 2000, (for the funding year 1 July 2000 to 30 June 
2001), the objective of the Project Office is to „facilitate successful 

implementation of the overall project [ie the IJS] by providing the 
required administrative support as well as intellectual capital in the 

form of Business Management skills; Technology Management 
expertise; and Project Management skills‟ (our emphasis).18 

 
Moreover, the agreement dictates that the Project Office will be 

performing, inter alia, the following tasks (emphasis ours):19 
 

 oversee the design of the IJS, and management of contractors; 
 develop project implementation plans; 

 facilitate the prioritisation of projects and the allocation of lead 
departments; 

 facilitate the allocation of funds to IJS projects; 
 facilitate the drafting and issuing of tender specifications; 

 facilitate and participate in the evaluation of tenders and in the 
management of tender contracts; 

 design and implement project reporting systems; 
 co-ordinate and consolidate project reports; 

 evaluate the progress of the IJS and its component parts on an 
ongoing basis; and 

 make recommendations on corrective action where required. 
 

In terms of the BAC‟s Business Plan 2000 Plus the future goals of the 
Project Office will be to specifically provide:20 

 project management skills; 
 programme support; 

 secretarial support; and 
 other specialised services. 

                                                 
18 Integrated Justice System Programme. Agreement between Business Trust and 

Business Against Crime – National, signed 7 September 2000, Schedule 5, point 2. 
19 Ibid, Schedule 5, point 3. 
20 Integrated Justice System Program, Business Plan 2000 Plus. Submission by BAC 

to the Business Trust for the renewal of the contract, 16 May 2001, p 3. 
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PROJECT OFFICE STRUCTURE AND FUNCTIONING 
 

Governance and structure of the Project Office 
The Project Office is managed by its head and, at the time of writing, 

consists of 18 staff members. These comprise project managers, 
project facilitators and project assistants, and departmental facilitators 

seconded to the project office.  
 

Project Office managers and facilitators are deployed in the following 
provinces: Eastern Cape, Gauteng, KwaZulu-Natal, Mpumalanga, and 

Western Cape, to assist with the implementation of the various IJS 
projects. Project Office staff are on the payroll of BAC. The 

performance of Project Office staff is overseen by the head of the 
Project Office, but the departments manage the work of the projects 

on which Project Office staff work. Project Office staff must deliver to 
the satisfaction of the departments which they are assisting. 

 
Project Office facilitators also (in addition to being overseen by the 

head of the Project Office) report to their departmental project 
sponsor, who in turn report to the IJS-User Board. For example, Mike 

Makhura, the project facilitator for the Johannesburg court 
management project, reports to the chief magistrate of Johannesburg 

who, in turn, reports to the regional office of the department of justice 
which is overseen by a deputy-director general of justice Simon 

Jiyane, who is a member of the IJS-User Board. 
 

The Project Office is also assisted by four departmental facilitators: 
one each from the departments of safety and security, justice, 

correctional services and welfare. The facilitators are on the payroll of 
their respective departments and report to their departments‟ 

representative on the IJS-User Board. The facilitators do not work full 
time on the IJS projects, but are engaged in many other tasks for their 

respective departments. 
 

Organisationally the head of the Project Office reports to the 
chairperson of the IJS-User Board. (Ie Hardie Fourie reports to Hassan 

Ebrahim.) Moreover, the head of the Project Office reports to the 
board of BAC-National. 

 
Activities of the Project Office 

Describing and assessing the activities of the PO is difficult for two 
reasons: 
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 The recent change in how the IJS will be implemented has been 

cited by the Project Office as implying substantial changes in the 
way the Project Office goes about its business. The process of 

deciding on the change of approach took a long time and slowed 
down many of the activities of the IJS. 

 
 More importantly, the Project Office‟s quarterly reports submitted to 

Business Trust tend not to reflect the activities of the Project Office 
but rather those of the IJS (the above section on „Confusion 

between IJS and Project Office aims‟ refers). The Project Office did 
not provide any additional material to illustrate exactly what its 

staff members do on a day-to-day basis. This has meant that the 
findings in this section are based largely on opinions expressed by 

members of BAC and government.  
 

Much of the work of the Project Office – as described in their 
agreement with the Business Trust (above) – is by its very nature 

difficult to demonstrate and quantify. Tasks that involve „overseeing‟, 
„facilitation‟, and „co-ordination‟ provide some examples. In the 

absence of hard facts about whether or not these activities have been 
carried out, those who were intended to benefit from the facilitation 

and co-ordination were asked their opinions about the service provided 
by the Project Office. 

 
On the whole, government officials described the Project Office as 

helpful and willing to assist. Specific mention was made of, inter alia, 
the administrative assistance provided by the Project Office, its 

facilitating role, its ability to resolve conflicts among IJS-User Board 
members and competing departmental interests, its co-ordinating of 

various projects and planning of project activities, and its secretarial 
support to the IJS-User Board. One co-opted IJS-User Board member 

commented: „If the Project Office does nothing, nothing happens.‟ 
Another said: „The IJS-User Board members each have their own line 

function responsibilities and this [the IJS] becomes your spare time 
occupation. They [the Project Office] have been – well I don‟t want to 

say running things – but they have been sort of trying to hold things 
together.‟ 

 
When asked whether the IJS would have been implemented any 

differently had the Project Office not been present, the common 
response was that implementation would have taken much longer. It 

was nevertheless difficult to get any concrete explanations about 
exactly how the Project Office had speeded up the implementation 

process. Furthermore, the quarterly reports of the Project Office to 
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Business Trust indicate (and interviews verified this) that for some 

projects, more than eight months had elapsed without the relevant 
departments approving a project initiation document. Of course this 

may be through no fault of the Project Office, but it nevertheless 
questions the effectiveness of the Project Office‟s methodology in 

„facilitating‟ the prioritisation of government led projects, for example. 
 

Not all the Project Office‟s activities, as stated in the agreement with 
Business Trust, are however difficult to measure. For example, the 

agreement proposed developing project implementation plans, drafting 
and issuing of tender specifications, designing and implementing 

project reporting systems, evaluating the progress of the IJS and its 
component parts on an ongoing basis, and making recommendations 

on corrective action.  
 

The documentary records supplied by the Project Office to the 
evaluation team were examples of workshop reports and minutes of 

the meetings between departmental and Project Office facilitators. No 
other reports or documents illustrating the role of the Project Office in 

these activities as outlined in the project agreement were supplied. 
Members of the IJS-User Board described the role of the Project Office 

in these areas as limited. In the case of developing project initiation 
documents for example, this function is now carried out by SITA at 

least in respect of IT related SAPS projects (which make up a large 
proportion of the IJS projects) as the Project Office lacks the technical 

skills and IT background to do so. 
 

Moreover, certain activities listed in the project agreement refer 
explicitly to project management methods. Evidence that the Project 

Office has not provided sufficient project management capacity to the 
IJS is clear from the views of the IJS-User Board and other 

government officials. All IJS-User Board members stated that the IJS 
now required assistance in the form of capacity for project 

management. Had the Project Office been fulfilling this area of activity, 
the need would not have emerged so clearly. 

 
Project Office activities in the provinces 

Durban case study 
At the Durban magistrates‟ court the Court Process Project (CPP) is 

being implemented as a pilot project. If successfully implemented, the 
CPP will allow the police to take statements manually and then scan 

them into a „virtual docket‟. The same with witness statements and 
other pieces of documentary evidence. All the suspect‟s details are 

also entered into the electronic docket. The virtual docket is then e-
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mailed to the prosecutor ready for the first court appearance of the 

accused. The prosecutor can look at all the statements on his or her 
computer and immediately compile a charge sheet. Any queries or 

requests the prosecution has are e-mailed to the investigating officer. 
Further particulars and witness statements are also made available to 

the defence electronically. This means: no more lost or late dockets. 
The clerk of the court can send a warrant of arrest (after getting the 

magistrate‟s e-signature) directly to the police station for its execution. 
 

At the time of the case study the CPP had just gone through its first or 
„alpha‟ testing. Some minor problems were identified during the test-

run and the implementation of CPP was running a bit behind schedule. 
 

Interviews with local government employees and members of BAC 
revealed that the CPP was poorly sold and communicated at a local 

level. Prosecutors were involved in the planning of the local CPP only 
belatedly causing some tensions among prosecutors. As one 

prosecutor said: „There was a problem of buy-in from prosecutors. 
Better prior communication about the CPP could have sped up 

prosecutors‟ acceptance of the CPP.‟ 
 

A senior member of the provincial IJS-Forum stated that most Forum 
members thought the while the „IJS was presented to local role players 

by the Project Office, there was no real buy-in in respect of the IJS 
vision and overall goals… the IJS vision is perceived as pie-in-the-sky… 

and some of the IJS models are prescriptive and inflexible and don‟t 
take into account local conditions and needs‟. 
 

Mpumalanga case study 

Over the last year the Project Office rolled out the Awaiting Trial 
Prisoners (ATP) Project from Witbank, to Middleburg and Nelspruit. 

Presently, the Project Office is focusing on the implementation of a 
Court Centre at the Middleburg and Witbank magistrates‟ courts. The 

Court Centre brings together representatives from the four 
departments to process and evaluate case dockets speedily.   

 
As a result of the Court Centre the number of missing dockets has 

declined substantially which, in turn, has resulted in the quicker 
finalisation of cases. Success has also been achieved to persuade 

judicial officers to impose a sentence of correctional supervision in a 
greater number of cases. 

 
According to government employees interviewed in the province 

(including the provincial head of the justice department and the 
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control prosecutor in Middleburg) the Project Office serves as a central 

communication node between the four core departments, and provides 
administrative support for the IJS projects in the province. The Project 

Office has also helped to procure resources, such as computers and 
printers, for provincial IJS projects, and played a mediating role when 

the successful implementation of the Court Centre project in the 
province was placed in jeopardy because of a lack of SAPS buy-in. 

 
Port Elizabeth case study 

During the past year the following IJS related projects were 
implemented: 

 
 Awaiting Trial Prisoner‟s pilot projects were rolled out to East 

London, Mdantsane, King William‟s Town and Umtata.  
 A periodical court was opened in St Albany‟s prison to reduce the 

risk of prisoners escaping, maximising the utilisation of court hours, 
reducing transport costs and ensuring the trial-readiness of cases 

before they are placed on the court rolls. 
 The establishment of a Court Centre at the Port Elizabeth 

magistrates‟ court. The aim of the Centre is to speed up the 
processing of cases, reduce the length of time suspects remain 

incarcerated awaiting trial, utilise court hours more productively, 
and increase the conviction rate. (At the time of the case study the 

Centre was fully operational with dedicated staff members. The 
Centre had achieved some notable successes such as reducing the 

number of awaiting trial prisoners.) 
 

According to government officials interviewed, the Project Office 
assisted with the co-ordination and implementation of the above 

projects. It appeared, however, that the support of the Project Office 
project facilitator was primarily an administrative one, and that project 

management skills were lacking. 
 

Activities, results and outcomes 
In conclusion, it would appear that the bulk of the Project Office‟s 

achievements in the period under review have been in the non-
measurable but no doubt valuable areas of facilitation, changing 

organisational culture, changing mind-sets and establishing 
organisational buy-in. 

 
The importance of these activities should not be underestimated given 

two challenges that characterise the IJS project: on the one hand BAC 
is attempting to assist government departments to implement projects 

that are often seen as „additional‟ or „add-ons‟ to their line function 
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activities. Moreover, BAC frequently has to sell a product or idea which 

government does not want. BAC consequently first has to assist 
government departments to understand what their needs are. As if 

that was not enough of a challenge, BAC is also attempting to get 
three government departments (and more recently SITA) to work 

together on these „add-on‟ type projects. Moreover, there is little 
experience in government about this type of work from which BAC can 

learn – the IJS is probably the only successful long-term inter-
departmental project currently being undertaken in government. 

 
The challenge of this type of work should not however be pursued at 

the expense of sound project planning in relation to clear aims and 
results. 

 
In its conceptualisation, the project seems to skim over a crucial 

component between the high level goals and the specific activities that 
the Project Office will perform. This component is the „result‟ that it 

hopes to achieve – namely to enhance government‟s ability to do its 
job (Figure 1). As a result of this oversight, it would appear that the 

question of how to achieve this result (the answers to which would 
dictate the specific type of activities required) has not been adequately 

considered. The diagram below illustrates this. The question that 
needs to be asked about the planning of BAC‟s role in the IJS project is 

whether the planned activities of the Project Office are the most 
effective in achieving the result. Based on the discussion above and 

that which follows, it would seem that the activities of the Project 
Office need to be honed to ensure the desired result and ultimately, 

the outcomes. 
 

 
Figure 1: Project Office (PO) intended activities and outcomes 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Anticipated outcome 
 

 Each IJS project 
delivers its intended 
outputs. 

 Successful 
implementation of 
the overall project. 

 
Through this achieve 
more effective and 
efficient  criminal justice 
system. 
 

Planned activities of 
the PO 

 

 Provide admin 
support to IJS. 

 Provide skills. 

 Facilitate 
development of 
project plans, 
prioritisation. 

 Design and co-
ordinate project 
reporting and 
evaluation. 

Result of planned 
activities 

 
Government 

officials are better 
able to do their 

jobs with respect to 
IJS projects 
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Problems with Project Office aims and functioning 
The aims of the Project Office are sound and, in principle, support the 

IJS-User Board in its tasks. There are, however, a number of problems 
relating to a lack of skills and the relationship between the Project 

Office and the IJS-User Board, which impede the Project Office in the 
achievement of its aims. 

 
 The state lacks the human resources required to effectively 

implement the IJS. This lack of resources is at its greatest in 
respect of project (and programme) management skills and, to a 

certain extent, information technology skills. According to Hassan 
Ebrahim, the chairperson of the IJS-User Board, there are a number 

of reasons why state departments are reluctant to procure such 
skills by employing more personnel: 

 
 IJS projects are implemented in terms of strictly demarcated 

plans which have a beginning and end point. It is consequently a 
waste of state resources to employ project managers on a full-

time basis as public servants (who enjoy pension benefits and 
expect to have a job „for life‟) when their work is going to be 

accomplished in a few years time. 
 The IJS – as with other large departmental projects – involves 

changing the mind-sets and attitudes of public servants; of 
persuading public servants to not only think in terms of narrow 

departmental interests. In such situations it is helpful to have 
outsiders who do not appear to be partisan and who can 

objectively implement projects in the interest of the programme 
as a whole, without favouring a particular programme or interest 

in the public service. 
 While the state could hire outside experts on a contract basis, 

this is a time consuming task in terms of the public service rules 
and regulations. According to Ebrahim it takes months for the 

approval to go through the bureaucratic processes for the public 
service to hire someone on contract (even if the money is 

available). 
 

Thus, while it is appropriate for the business sector to supply 
especially project management skills, these appear to be lacking 

within the staff supplied by the Project Office for the 
implementation of IJS projects. This is poignantly illustrated by the 

comment of one senior government interviewee that one Project 
Office facilitator, working on a justice department project, 
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requested to go on a department sponsored project management 

course. 
 

Most Project Office facilitators are not savvy and entrepreneurial 
individuals from the private sector with project management skills. 

Many Project Office facilitators are ex-public servants who left their 
government jobs for a variety of reasons over the last few years. 

Such people have the advantage of understanding the bureaucratic 
intricacies of the public service and the operating environment of 

the criminal justice system. They do not, however, generally have 
the skills the IJS so desperately needs: project and programme 

management, and related business skills (ie skills which bring a 
sound fiscal and financial approach to a project, and the skill to 

develop clear objectives which are measurable and output 
orientated) as the public service did not foster such skills. As one 

User Board member points out, „The IJS does not need more people 
but skills… The IJS has the financial and political support it needs, 

but is lacking the required skills.‟ 
 

 The fact that the Project Office has employed a number of ex-public 
servants has been the cause of some tension with some 

government officials and departments. One outspoken government 
interviewee stated the hiring of Project Office staff „is a job creation 

initiative for a few people who were in government before… this 
may affect the legitimacy of BAC involvement in the IJS overall‟. 

The interviewee‟s comments do not represent the views of most 
interviewees. There was, however, a general feeling that employing 

ex-public servants to do in essence what they would have been 
doing anyway had they not resigned, but at higher salaries, caused 

tensions between them and the government employees they had to 
work with.  

 
 The Project Office is inhibited from successfully achieving the aims 

whose execution relies on decisions and directives of the IJS-User 
Board. For example, the Project Office should, inter alia, „facilitate 

the successful implementation of the overall IJS project‟, and the 
„prioritisation of projects‟. These aims are achievable by the Project 

Office only if the IJS-User Board co-operates with the Project Office, 
and the departmental representatives on the IJS-User Board share 

the Project Office‟s vision of the way in which the IJS should be 
implemented. 

 
The Project Office does not have any authority over the decision 

making process at the level of the IJS-User Board. The Project 
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Office is consequently powerless if, for whatever reason, it is unable 

to persuade the IJS-User Board to follow its course of action. This 
creates some difficulties for evaluating some of the Project Office‟s 

activities. Strictly speaking, the Project Office can be held 
accountable in respect of its activities which acquire IJS-User Board 

support, only where it has the necessary influence or impact on the 
IJS-User Board. 

 
The difficulties the Project Office has in respect of its lack of formal 

authority with the IJS-User Board, have so far been mitigated by 
the relatively sound and amicable relationships between the head of 

the Project Office and most members of the IJS-User Board. This 
could, however, be rapidly undermined by the sudden departure of 

two or three key persons from the IJS-User Board – not an 
outlandish possibility given that the overall project is to be finalised 

only in mid-2004. 
 

 From the IJS-User Board‟s point of view, the Project Office does not 
always have the right priorities. Two senior IJS-User Board member 

interviewed, for example, felt that some of the Project Office‟s 
projects were good but did not reflect the priorities of the IJS. One 

of them pointed out: „Sometimes the Project Office comes up with 
proposals of its own, for projects that they think need to be 

implemented, or they just start these projects.‟ This situation is 
aggravated by the fact that, even though the Project Office reports 

to the IJS-User Board, it is awkward for the latter to determine the 
formers‟ priorities as the Project Office is financed by the private 

sector. As one senior IJS-User Board member said: „One does not 
look a gift-horse in the mouth.‟ IJS-User Board members are also ill 

informed about the financial resources of the Project Office. Not 
knowing the amount of money the Project Office has to assist them, 

IJS-User Board members appeared to be hesitant to place too many 
demands on the Project Office. One result of this is that the 

requests or directives from the IJS-User Board to the Project Office 
are not always clear and precise leading to unnecessary confusion 

and frustration among Project Office staff and IJS-User Board 
members alike. 

 
 Because the activities of the Project Office are so closely linked with 

those of the IJS-User Board and the IJS as a whole, there is some 
confusion between the aims and activities of the Project Office and 

those of the IJS-User Board. There is, for example, merit to one 
IJS-User Board member‟s comment that, „The Project Office reports 

to Business Trust on what the IJS is doing rather than on what 
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support the Project Office is giving to the IJS.‟ This view was shared 

by several other members of the IJS-User Board. 
 

For example, in annexures A, to the Project Office‟s second and 
third quarterly reports for the year under review (the latest 

quarterly reports at the time of writing), the „aims‟ and „outputs‟ 
listed are those of the IJS programme as a whole and not those of 

the Project Office. This is different in the Project Office‟s first 
quarterly report during the year under review, where „key activities‟ 

of the Project Office were listed in that quarter‟s „input/output 
schedule‟. 

 
Recommendations: 

 
 If the Project Office intends to continue with activities that involve 

‟overseeing‟, „facilitation‟, and „co-ordination‟, then systems of 
tracking these events and monitoring their outcomes need to be 

developed and included in the project plans and reports to Business 
Trust as deliverables. This could take the form of minutes of 

meetings no matter how informal, contacts with various 
stakeholders, and results and actions taken.  

 
 Project Office progress reports to Business Trust should distinguish 

between IJS or IJS-User Board objectives and outputs, and Project 
Office objectives and outputs. The section on „key activities‟ of the 

Project Office should be reintroduced in the input/output schedule 
of the Project Office‟s quarterly reports to Business Trust. 

 
 The Project Office should avoid employing people who recently left 

the public service. Such people are unlikely to have the skills the 
successful implementation the IJS requires. Moreover, BAC should 

have sufficient contacts and the necessary networks within the 
business community to source the skills which are required from 

the private sector. 
 

 There should be a service level agreement between the IJS-User 
Board and the Project Office setting out the roles, responsibilities 

and powers of both parties. Crucially, such an agreement should 
specify what formal powers the Project Office has over the decision 

making processes of the IJS-User Board. This would limit the 
potentially damaging consequences to the IJS implementation 

process by the departure of key role players from the IJS-User 
Board before mid-2004. 
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 High level meeting(s) between the Business Trust, the IJS-User 

Board, the Project Office and BAC-National should be held to 
confirm and establish: 

 
 that the IJS-User Board is the client of the Project Office; 

 that Business Trust is funding the Project Office with the 
principal aim of assisting the IJS-User Board with the successful 

implementation of the IJS; 
 the extent of the Project Office‟s annual budget and resources 

which can be devoted to assist the IJS-Project Office in its work; 
and 

 that the IJS-User Board should be forthright and explicit about 
its needs, and the kind of assistance it does – and does not – 

require from the Project Office. 
 

Such a high level meeting(s) should be chaired by the Business Trust. 
 

 Greater efforts should be made by Project Office programme 
facilitators to sell and communicate the IJS and its constituent parts 

to relevant provincial and local role players. While this is not the 
responsibility of the Project Office alone – but also that of the 

government departments –  the implementation of the IJS would be 
boosted if more emphasis was placed on marketing the goals and 

purpose of individual IJS projects to local and provincial role players 
who are responsible for implementing IJS projects. 
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NEEDS OF THE IJS 
 
 

The needs of the IJS have changed as the project has developed. This 
is to be expected in any project as original and as complex as the IJS. 

The main challenge of the IJS (which has a direct bearing on the needs 
of the project) is the planning and implementation of a new, 

complicated inter-departmental project. 
 

Initially what was needed was an analysis of the whole criminal justice 
system – an understanding of the „big picture‟ – to identify where the 

blockages were, prioritise, plan and budget to clear these blockages, 
and convince leaders of all three government departments of the plan. 

This required people with specific technical skills, a knowledge of the 
criminal justice system, and the ability to plan in a practical and 

achievable manner. But it also required people with clout and 
credibility with decision makers in all three government departments, 

and the ability to motivate and encourage high level politicians and 
government officials to keep the IJS high on their departments‟ 

priorities and ensure that projects were implemented. 
 

After more than three years, and a lot of „learning-by-doing‟ as 
opposed to strategic planning, most of these needs have been met. 

BAC played an important role in achieving this.  
 

What the IJS now requires – particularly with the adoption of the 
„modular‟ or bottom-up approach to implementation – is dedicated 

project managers for each of its projects. The urgency of this 
requirement is obvious when considering that this was recommended 

as far back as July 1997 in the LMI report. In April 2001, all the 
government officials involved in the management of the IJS identified 

this as the most important need of the project. It is fair to conclude 
that project management is the one requirement of the IJS that BAC 

has not provided over the past few years. 
 

The needs of the IJS, and the ability of the Project Office (PO) to fulfil 
these needs, are outlined in the table below. This information is based 

on the views of mainly government officials. 
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Needs of IJS Is there a role for the PO?  

Integrated planning and 
budgeting 

 

Assistance in conceptualising needs 
and projects. 

Yes, this has been done in the 
Mulweli and post-LMI phases of the 
IJS project. 

Assistance in prioritising projects. Yes, although in the past the PO has 
not had the clout to tell UB that plans 

are too ambitious (so it depends on 
who the PO representative is). 

Matching budgets to these. Yes, but this would depend more on 
the involvement of departmental 
officials responsible for budgeting. 

Ensuring that integrated budgets are 
submitted on time. 

Yes, but the PO does not have the 
clout to ensure that departments 

deliver on time. (One official believed 
that the PO was responsible for the 
budgets not being submitted on 

time.) 

Ensuring that expenditure remains 

within these budgets. 

No, the PO does not have the 

mandate to ensure this. 

Administrative/secretarial support to 

keep departments working together. 

Yes, this is what the PO has provided 

over the last 2 years. 

Skills and capacity  

General  

Not necessarily more staff, but 

certainly more skilled staff. 

Yes, but currently the PO does not 

have the project management skills 
that are required (see below). 

Type of skills and deployment of staff 

should be decided by the IJS-User 
Board. 

Yes, in an advisory capacity to help 

source the skills and people.  

Dedicated, full time capacity within 
government to manage each of the 

IJS projects. 

No. This is a decision that must be 
taken by each department and 

respondents believe this capacity is 
unlikely to be provided in the near 
future. 

Project management  

Dedicated project managers for each 

IJS project to ensure that UB‟s 
decisions are implemented and that 
delivery happens. They need: 

 
 sound understanding of fiscal 

issues and IT in some cases; and 
 ability to develop clear objectives 

with measurable outputs and 

timeframes. 

Yes, in sourcing these skills as per 

the needs of the departments. The 
inability of the PO to provide these 

skills based on its existing capacity is 
illustrated by the views of some 
government officials: 

 
“Business Trust can get its greatest 

returns through providing its core 
competency – giving government the 
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skills that government does not 

have: project management skills. 
Only the private sector has these 
skills. (The IJS has got the financial 

and political support it needs, but is 
lacking the required skills.) The state 
could hire experts on a contract basis 

but this is a time consuming process. 
Moreover, BAC can get experts with 

skills and the right references as they 
are usually known to BAC.” - UB 
member 

 
“There is no point in taking ex-civil 
servants (who left the civil service on 

a package) and give their services 
back to the government through the 

BAC Project Office (which is presently 
the case). These people generally do 
not have the project management 

skills required as the civil service did 
not foster such skills.” - UB member 
 

“The IJS needs dedicated project 
managers. BAC can‟t provide this. 

They don‟t have the resources 
[financial] or the skills [among 
existing personnel].” - UB member 

Change management  

Most IJS problems (as with any 

project as large as this one) relate to 
changing mind-sets and attitudes and 

getting officials to think beyond their 
departmental interests. 

Yes, in sourcing these skills as per 

the needs of the departments. 

Knowledge of IT and criminal 
justice processes 

 

IT skills and knowledge of criminal 

justice processes for all the projects 
where SAPS is the lead 

Yes, to help source these skills. 

Governance structure  

Profile of UB representatives: 

 
 enough clout to keep ministers‟ 

support and keep IJS on the 
agenda; and 

 understand integration across 

departments.  

Yes, but only if the PO representative 

has enough of a profile within 
government. Ideally, senior 
government officials should fulfil this 

role. Getting things done in the IJS is 
based on personal relationships and 

trust – no UB members can hold 
others accountable. 
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Separate governing entity with a 

separate budget to implement 
projects over 3 departments and 
report to parliament (as suggested in 

LMI report). 

No. This is a decision that would need 

to be taken in government and some 
respondents believe it is unlikely. 

Strong leadership – a leader who is 

visionary and can see the big picture. 

No. Such a position is unlikely given 

the above issue of a separate 
governing entity. The chair of the UB 
could play this role, but this would 

not involve the PO. 

UB members must be strong enough 

and senior enough to make decisions 
and ensure they are implemented. 
Should be from line functions in each 

department, not from support 
functions as is currently the case. 

No. Other than advising, the PO is 

unlikely to be in a position to get 
involved in appointments to UB from 
each department. 

Co-ordination between the 
government departments. 

No. The PO does not have a mandate 
to co-ordinate government activities. 

Without an explicit mandate from 
government at the highest level to do 
this, an outside body cannot assume 

this function. Indeed, according to 
one UB member, the PO's attempt to 
do this has had negative 

consequences: 
“The Project Office at times plays 

„shuttle-diplomacy‟ between User 
Board members who disagree with 
each other. This is not always helpful 

as it can fuel disagreements or pull 
the Project Office into the quarrel.” 

 
 

Recommendations: 
 

 If the Project Office agrees that the main need of the IJS is now for 
dedicated project managers for each of the IJS projects, then the 

business plan submitted to the Business Trust for the forthcoming 
year should be amended to clearly reflect that the Project Office‟s 

role is to assist the IJS-User Board in sourcing and funding the 
salaries of project managers for identified IJS projects. 

 
 The Project Office needs to appoint people with the necessary 

project management and information technology skills. Moreover, 
such appointees should be selected on the basis of their ability to 

understand bureaucratic government processes, and their 
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negotiation and diplomatic skills in respect of influencing public 

servants who have a sceptical view of the IJS. 
 

 Specific job descriptions for the project managers should be drawn 
up jointly with relevant departmental officials who are currently 

responsible for each of the IJS projects. The positions should, 
where practicable, be advertised and the interviews and 

appointments made jointly between the Project Office and relevant 
departmental officials. Existing Project Office members should re-

apply for these positions based on the new job descriptions. (The 
Project Office has pointed out that the advertising of positions could 

elicit a large number of applications. To evaluate and respond to 
the applications could pose a significant administrative burden on 

the staff of the Project Office.)  
 

 The governance structures between the Project Office and the IJS-
User Board are not clear and not conducive to good management 

and oversight of progress, either by the IJS-User Board or Business 
Trust. Reporting systems will need to be established between the 

three parties concerned – the project managers, the officials in 
government departments who they will report to, and the Project 

Office. These systems could take the following form: 
 

 Structured reporting on a regular (monthly/quarterly) basis 
between the project managers and the head of the Project 

Office. This reporting should be based on measurable criteria 
and deliverables that have been established and agreed upon 

by all three parties (government, project manager and Project 
Office) prior to commencement of the contract. 

 
 Structured reporting on a regular (monthly/quarterly) basis 

between the government official overseeing the project 
managers and the head of the Project Office. This reporting 

should also be based on measurable criteria and deliverables 
that have been established and agreed upon by all three 

parties (government, project manager and Project Office) 
prior to commencement of the contract. 

 
 The Project Office would need to retain only a small core of staff to 

manage the contract with Business Trust, manage the reporting 
procedures between the project managers and the departmental 

officials to ensure that performance criteria are being met, and 
liaise with the IJS-User Board to keep abreast of the overall needs 

of the IJS-User Board. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The recommendations cover three aspects of the project. These 

aspects, and the recommended actions in each case, are summarised 
below. 

 

1. Amend the outcomes or high level objectives of the IJS and thus 

by default the Project Office, as specified in the business plan. 

 
 The goals of the IJS need to be measurable throughout the 

implementation process of the IJS and realistically attainable. 
 

 Instead of focusing on end-level outputs – such as the number of 
crimes recorded, recidivism rates and courts loads, over which the 

criminal justice system has only limited control – the goals of the 
IJS should focus on the efficiency of the system. Goals in this 

regard could include (which are similar to the goals of individual IJS 
projects) reducing the average awaiting trial period by X number of 

days, or reducing the average time between a person‟s arrest and 
conviction by a certain period. 

 
 If the IJS is to reduce levels of recorded crime a focused approach 

should be adopted which realistically seeks to reduce certain levels 
of crime only. The focus should be on crimes, the execution of 

which requires a high level of premeditation or planning, and where 
the primary motive is one of greed. Eg cash-in-transit heists or 

contract killings. 
 

 The objectives of the Project Office must be focused and 
measurable, and clearly distinguishable from the objectives of the 

IJS-User Board or the IJS. Project Office objectives should strive to 
maximise the support the Project Office can give to its client: the 

IJS-User Board. The focus needs to be on providing project 
management skills. 

 
 

2. The relationship and lines of accountability between the Project 
Office and the IJS-User Board should be amended to ensure that 

the Project Office responds to government‟s needs. 

 

 Reporting systems should be established between IJS project 
managers, the officials in government departments they report to, 

and the Project Office. The reporting should be based on 
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measurable criteria and deliverables that have been established and 

agreed upon by all three parties prior to commencement of the 
contract. 

 
 There should be a service level agreement between the IJS-User 

Board and the Project Office setting out the roles, responsibilities 
and powers of both parties. Such an agreement should include any 

formal powers the Project Office has over the decision making 
processes of the IJS-User Board. 

 
 High level meeting(s) between the Business Trust, the IJS-User 

Board, the Project Office and BAC-National should be held to 
reconfirm that the IJS-User Board is the client of the Project Office, 

and that Business Trust is funding the Project Office with the 
principal aim of assisting the IJS-User Board with the successful 

implementation of the IJS. 
 

 The Project Office‟s resources should be made known to the IJS-
User Board, and the latter should be encouraged to be forthright 

and explicit about its needs, and the kind of assistance it does – 
and does not – require from the Project Office. 

 
 

3. The skills and capacity of the existing Project Office staff should 

be reviewed to reflect the needs of the IJS-User Board. 

 
 The business plan submitted by the Project Office to Business Trust 

should reflect that the Project Office‟s role is to assist the IJS-User 
Board in sourcing and funding the salaries of project managers for 

relevant IJS projects. 
 

 The Project Office needs to appoint people with project 
management and information technology skills who ideally 

understand bureaucratic government processes. 
 

 Job descriptions for the project managers should be drawn up 
jointly between the Project Office and relevant departmental 

officials who are responsible for each of the IJS projects. 
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EVALUATIONS FRAMEWORK FOR THE PROJECT OFFICE 
 
Planned developments 

After the draft of this evaluation report had been written, a summary 
of the evaluation team‟s findings and recommendations were 

presented to the head of the Project Office. The head of the Project 
Office pointed out that a number of the recommendations contained in 

the report will be implemented by the Project Office in the first few 
weeks of the Project Office‟s new funding year (which commences on 1 

July 2001). Crucially, the following is planned: 
 

 The introduction of service level agreements between Project Office 
staff (project managers and facilitators) deployed to specific IJS 

projects and departmental project sponsors. And, service level 
agreements between Project Office staff and BAC. These will be 

individualised service level agreements aligned to the needs and 
requirements of the project on which the Project Office staff will 

work on. The envisaged service level agreements will include 
specific and measurable performance targets such as mileposts to 

be achieved and delivery dates within budgetary constraints. 
 The introduction of a service level agreement between the Project 

Office and the IJS-User Board which will specify the level and type 
of support the Project Office will provide to the IJS-User Board. 

 
These envisaged developments do not form part of this evaluation. 

They are, however, relevant for the purpose of developing a 
framework for future evaluations of the Project Office. 

 
Evaluation framework 

Future annual evaluations of the Project Office need to keep in mind 
some of the points that have been made in this evaluation report. 

Namely: 
 

 to distinguish between Project Office and IJS goals, and to focus on 
the former; 

 the Project Office must have a clear conceptual grasp of its 
purpose, role and aims (and these should be written down); 

 the tasks and goals of the Project Office should be realistic, specific 
and measurable with delivery dates; and 

 progress reports to the project sponsor (Business Trust) should be 
written and set-out in an easy-to-read format avoiding unnecessary 

technical language. 
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Future evaluations of the Project Office should include: 

 
 Perusing and evaluating the performance level agreements 

between: 
 

 Project Office staff and departmental sponsors; 
 Project Office staff and BAC; and  

 the Project Office and the IJS-User Board. 
 

 Comparing Project Office goals and aims set out at the beginning of 
the annual reporting period (contained in the Business Plan to 

Business Trust), with the results of Project Office activities at the 
end of the annual reporting period. 

 
 Measuring the „soft‟ activities of the Project Office, such as 

facilitation, relationship building and advocacy work. To do so 
detailed minutes of both formal and informal meetings attended by 

project office staff should be perused. Such minutes should set out 
the purpose of the meeting, what the Project Office staff member 

sought to achieve at the meeting, and the result(s) of the meeting. 
 

 Scanning the diaries of key Project Office staff members to 
ascertain their activities on a day-to-day basis. For this purpose 

Business Trust should request that Project Office staff members 
keep detailed diary entries of their Project Office related activities. 

 
 Interviewing key IJS-User Board members, senior departmental 

officials, and criminal justice personnel tasked with the 
implementation of IJS projects, about the effectiveness of the 

Project Office and its staff members. Such interviews will need to 
focus on interviewees‟ opinions of the Project Office‟s impact and 

success in respect of its „soft targets‟, which are problematic to 
measure in a quantitative way. 

 


