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EVALUATION OF BUSINESS AGAINST 

CRIME’S CONTRIBUTION TO THE 

COURT EFFICIENCY PROJECT 

 
THE INITIAL BRIEF 

 

The Business Trust requested the contractor to evaluate the Integrated 

Justice System Support Programme, which was the subject of a contractual 

agreement between Business Against Crime and the Business Trust. The 

Agreement provided funding for Business Against Crime (BAC) to provide 

project management and other support to the cluster of Government 

Departments responsible for the development and implementation of 

improvements to the Criminal Justice System through the Integrated Justice 

System Programme.  

 

However, Government expressed the view that this would require an evaluation 

of the performance of Government in this project and that the evaluation of the 

performance of the IJSSP could not meaningfully be carried out without an 

evaluation of Government’s performance. The Departments felt that their 

performance was adequately monitored and that it was therefore unnecessary to 

incur further expenditure for this purpose. A letter was sent to the Deputy 

Chief Executive of the Business Trust on 18 October 2002 by Mr Hassen 

Ebrahim, the Chairperson of the IJS Board, setting out the views of the Board 

and stating that Government is satisfied with BAC’s support. We comment on 

this letter later in this evaluation. 

 

SCOPE OF THIS EVALUATION 

 

For the reasons set out above, the Business Trust decided to amend the terms 

of reference of the evaluation. The terms of reference now require an 

evaluation of the Court Efficiency Sub-Programme. The brief to the contractor 

is headed “External Evaluation: Revised Scope” and signed by Mr. Hardie Fourie 

as Director of the IJSSP. It is dated 2 April 2003. The relevant section reads 

as follows: 

 

“The first part (of the evaluation) will now only cover the work done 

under the Court Efficiency sub programme that has been redefined 
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to (be the) Court SDIP. The focus is thus on the work done for the 

Business Unit: Court Services. 

 

The second part of the original Request for Evaluation concerning 

the risk and quality management audit, as well as the late request 

for a systems audit, therefore becomes irrelevant and falls away.  

 

The third part of the original Request for Evaluation is scaled down 

to an external verification of internal project audits that have been 

done. ……………. 

 

3.1.1 The first evaluation should limit itself to Year Three of the 

contractual period that is 1 July 2001 to 30 June 2002 and 

should be done according to the following deliverables: 

 

3.1.1.1 A factual and concise report containing the following 

elements: 

 Objectively verify performance against set 

indicators and targets using programme plans, 

programme reports, other relevant 

documentation and service level agreements 

between the IJSSP and government 

departments. 

 In the evaluation and report cognisance should be 

taken of the context in which developments 

occurred and the influence thereof on the 

outcome of the programme.  

 The impression that government is being 

evaluated and the views conveyed above and in 

the letter to Business Trust should be taken as 

guidance. 

 

3.1.1.2 The question as to what extent BAC succeeded in 

conceptualising the total programme and the 

contributions made should be addressed and contain 

the following elements: 

 The governmental perception of the BAC 

contribution 

 Lessons learned from these kinds of 

partnerships. 
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 An indication as to what should be done by 

government or other parties to maintain 

sustainability in the future. 

 

3.1.1.3 This report is expected by the 31 May 2003.” 

 

This revised scope was discussed in a telephone conference between the 

contractors, the Business Trust and Business Against Crime on 6 May 2003. In 

that meeting the following was agreed: 

 

 “The function of the evaluation is: 

1. Evaluation will be a desktop exercise with limited ratification 

interviews. 

2. A letter is available from Mr H Ebrahim, Chairman of the IJS 

Board, expressing the Government’s satisfaction with BAC’s 

contribution to the IJS. Therefore, the focus of the evaluation 

will be in the area of Court Efficiency in support of the 

Business Unit: Court Services.“ 

 

At a late stage, the contractor instructed to include the programme entitled 

“Justice Reform” in the scope of the evaluation. After further study, it was 

agreed that this programme does not form part of the scope. 

 

WAIVER 

 

It was agreed in a telephone conference on 6 May 2003 that Resolve Crime and 

Security Solutions would provide a draft report in MS Word format by 12 June 

2003 and a final report in electronic format with hard copy on 17 June 2003. 

Although the minutes do not note this, the contractor, Resolve Crime and 

Security Solutions, stated that it would make its best efforts to comply with 

these deadlines but could not guarantee compliance due to the short time 

available.  

 

The contractors agreed to supply a quote for the cost of the evaluation. The 

acceptability of the quote was confirmed on 27 May 2003. Because of previous 

commitments by the contractor incurred in the period between the original 

agreement (6 May) and the acceptance of the quote (27 May), it was not 

possible to start immediately with the evaluation. 

 

The time and resources available for this evaluation have thus been reduced 

very substantially from the original conception. The time available for the 
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evaluation was reduced to less than two weeks. It was necessary in that time to 

follow a paper trail and to source documents required for the evaluation, and to 

interview relevant role players. Because of the nature of the documentation, 

the interviews were more extensive than originally envisaged. In addition, the 

client requested that the cost be reduced substantially from that quoted 

originally, which meant that fewer resources were available. 

 

The evaluation has therefore covered as much as is possible in the time 

available. We believe that it is complete and objective, and covers the issues 

required.  

 

PROJECT ADMINISTRATION AND REPORTING 

 

From our interviews, it appears that: 

 

 There is at present no centralized project archive for the IJSSP. 

Following the migration of the Project Office from Gallagher Estate to 

SITA and its subsequent decentralisation, the project documentation has 

also been decentralised. While this is inevitable, it is a cause for some 

concern. We note further that some documentation is not dated, and 

most documents do not show version numbers. Especially in respect of 

business plans and project plans, that is problematic. Some documents 

are unsigned. 

 

 The reporting format from project managers is that used in the quarterly 

reports to the Business Trust from BAC/IJSSP. This format contains 

sufficient detail to track projects. However, it does not contain 

contextual information (“granularity”). We acknowledge that it is difficult 

to get project managers to report in detail on contextual information, 

which can be voluminous and which generally is seen to be an unnecessarily 

bureaucratic requirement. Unfortunately, it is often difficult to pick up 

strengths, weaknesses, problems and risks in a project without this 

“granularity”. 

 There is no project management or project administration manual (i.e. a 

formalised system) for the projects. A detailed manual was prepared 

while the IJS was part of the National Crime Prevention Strategy, but 

this is apparently not used now. The BAC projects are guided by a 

reference chart entitled “Project Phases”. This is a very useful process 

guide which was formulated for NCPS projects. In addition, the project 

target sheet used by BAC sets out the project management stages 

expected by the Business Trust as follows: 
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o Project Initiation Document (PID) developed 

o Specs approved by User Board / Department 

o Tender issued 

o Vendor appointed 

o Pilot initiated 

o Roll-out initiated 

o Roll-out 

This is a useful guide to the development and execution of a project when 

used with the Project Phases reference chart, but does not replace a 

project management and administration formalism. 

 

CHANGES TO THE INTEGRATED JUSTICE SYSTEM PROGRAMME  

 

The Integrated Justice System Programme has changed over the period since 

1997 and continues to change. The current vision of the IJS is quoted in the 

proposal from Business Against Crime to the Business Trust for Year Four of 

the project (entitled “IJSSP Business Plan 1 July 2002 to 30 June 2003”) and 

is summarised as follows: 

 

Vision of IJS 2000+ 

To reduce crime by rendering a swift, effective, accessible, fair and cost 

efficient system of justice. This will be achieved by integrating the 

management of cases, persons (offenders, victims and witnesses) and 

exhibits throughout the justice system, supported by the necessary 

enabling technologies.  

 

The main elements are: 

 Swift justice 

 Effective justice 

 Accessible justice 

 Efficient justice 

 

 Key focus areas to realise the vision are inter alia: 

 Re-engineer the business processes … to generate greater efficiencies 

and cost benefits  

 Develop an integrated system for the management of cases, offenders, 

witnesses and exhibits supported by a resource scheduling system 

 

 The BAC support strategy is: 
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 To leverage the joint impact of the four departments in their combined 

efforts.” 

 

The proposal contains a diagram showing how BAC intends first to create 

capacity and lift performance, while at the same time transferring skills to 

Government. In due course this will allow Government to take over the provision 

of the extra capacity and maintain the higher performance level. This is a good 

model. 

 

The role of the Project Support Office changed substantially at the beginning 

of Year Three, from a centralised project office to one where: 

 

 The PSO contains only a nucleus of essential human resources; and 

 Resources are deployed to project/sub-programmes and are therefore 

decentralised. 

 

This reflected the changed need of Government from the initial centralised and 

top-down conceptualisation and planning phase of the IJS supported by a 

Centralised Project Support Office, to the decentralised implementation and 

roll-out phase where the implementation was decentralised to the responsible 

departments. In this phase, Government required decentralised support with 

project management, secretarial and specialised services and programme 

support.  

 

PERFORMANCE OF THE IJSSP 

 

The Year Four Business Plan contains a summary report of the progress of the 

IJSSP during Year Three.  

 

In respect of the IJS Court Centres sub-programme, which is the subject of 

this evaluation, it says the following: 

 

“This sub-programme instils the management procedures and 

principles which create case and trial readiness, as well as the 

“business readiness” for departments to implement the technology 

systems currently being developed and piloted. Twenty-one Centres 

had …………… been implemented (by February 2002). Major 

achievements have been forthcoming.” 

 

In respect of the Court Management Sub-Programme the review comments as 

follows: 
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 “This sub-programme developed the model of how our courts need to 

be managed as an adjudication facility.  It separates facility 

management of a shared service centre from the focused specialist 

professions of prosecution by prosecutors and adjudication by 

magistrates and judges. It has been piloted at Johannesburg and 

Durban courts.” 

 

These sub-programmes evolved substantially during the course of Year Three. 

Accordingly, the indicators to measure their success also evolved.  

 

In respect of the overall performance of the IJSSP during Year Three, the 

review in the Year Four Business Plan states on page 17: 

 

 “From the information above, it is evident that the IJSSP has far 

(exceeded) the contractual obligations agreed to in the contracts 

between the Business Trust and Business Against Crime dated 23 

November 1999, 7 September 2000 and 21 September 2001. The 

partnership is on course to provide the intended impact …” 

 

It is not clear to what the words “from the information above” refer to and this 

is left to the reader, which is not a good reporting practice. A statement of 

this nature should be supported by a clear table listing the contractual 

obligations and the performance levels. The results of the IJSSP for Year 

Three are set out in pages 9 and 10 in summary form. Because of the changes in 

the nature of the programmes, some of them are not directly related to the 

indicators set in the Year Three Business Plan.  

 

HEADLINE TARGETS 

 

The headline targets for the overall outcomes of the IJS (reductions in crime, 

etc.) submitted in the First Business Plan in 1999 were rejected in the Business 

Plan for Year Three. We endorse the view of the Institute for Security Studies 

and the Project Office that these outcome-based targets are not appropriate, 

for the reasons set out (mainly that they are hard to measure unambiguously). 

Besides the reasons given by BAC and the ISS, we note that: 

 

 The link between the IJS and crime levels is indirect; 

 There will always be a lag between IJS implementation and its impact on 

crime levels. This lag is likely to be more or less long (certainly of the 

order of years) and will also depend on other factors. 
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We further endorse the conclusion that: 

 

 Headline targets should be aligned with departmental strategic goals 

 Project targets should be aligned with departmental targets, but should 

be formulated per project and measured at the sites. In this we differ 

slightly from BAC – although targets should be project-specific, they 

should not be site-specific. (Note that some departments have only very 

recently completed their Strategic Plans with clear targets and 

indicators). 

 

The new headline (programme) targets are set out in the Year Four Business 

Plan. In our view, the targets are: 

 

 Appropriate 

 Useful 

 Measurable 

 

(The targets for Effective Justice appear to be internally inconsistent: an 

increase of 10% in the conviction rate as a percentage of crimes reported per 

month probably exceeds an increase of 10% in the conviction rate as a 

percentage of cases scheduled for hearing). 

 

The targets should be closely linked to the statistics produced by the IJS 

Business Intelligence System to avoid extra work. 

 

We have therefore accepted the headline targets set out in the reports as 

being relevant and appropriate. The targets appropriate to the Court Efficiency 

Sub-programme at this stage are those for Swift Justice and for Efficient 

Justice. We have used them where necessary. 

 

SERVICE LEVEL AGREEMENTS (SLAs) 

 

In order to ensure that BAC’s key contributions are properly measured, SLAs 

were completed and agreed with the Business Trust and the IJS Board in 

respect of the services to be provided by the individuals who were seconded by 

BAC.  Regarding individual performance, SLA’s were signed to cover the 

deployment of resources for specific prioritized needs. A copy of the signed 

acceptance of the SLA was provided to us and is attached as Annexure A. The 

SLA lists "Monthly Report" as the measure for most of the services, and 

"Acceptance" as the performance indicator. However, it is not clear that the 
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IJS Board or the Business Unit: Court Services has a formal acceptance 

process. For several service areas (e.g. performance support, secretarial 

support, specialized support) the performance indicator is "Client Satisfaction". 

The documentation does not list any measurements of client satisfaction. We 

have therefore assumed that these services were provided at least adequately 

because the projects which they service have been successful, implying that the 

support services were appropriate and successful. This conclusion was confirmed 

by Adv. Du Randt, representing the client for the Court Efficiency sub-

programmes. We have not therefore tried to assess the compliance with the 

SLA for each staff member. 

 

It is not clear how these SLAs for individuals are evaluated by the IJSSP 

Director. The areas covered by the SLA are broad and difficult to measure. 

Some activities in the areas covered by the SLA are reported in the quarterly 

reports sent to the BT by BAC.  

 

GOVERNANCE OF THE SUB-PROJECTS 

 

The Court Efficiency Programme did not report to the IJS Board during the 

period in question. Instead, reports were made to Adv. Jiyane, Adv. Du Randt, 

Adv. Magwaza and Dr. Glanz as the responsible officials in the Business Unit: 

Court Services in the Department of Justice. Meetings took place when needed. 

The approval of monthly and other project reports was verbal and does not 

appear to have been formally recorded. 

 

AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE BUSINESS TRUST AND BAC FOR YEAR 

THREE 

 

The Agreement for Year Three (1 July 2001 – 30 June 2002) specifies the 

development objective, project purpose and activities for the sub-programmes. 

 

The Agreement describes the Development Objective of the IJSSP as follows:  

 

“The reduction of crime by rendering an accessible, fair, speedy and cost-

effective system of justice.” 

 

Output 8 (Court Efficiency) encompasses three sub-projects: IJS Court 

Centres, Court Management and Justice Reform. At the stage of the 

Agreement in which detailed requirements are given, output 10 (Justice 

Reform) has disappeared and has been incorporated as one of the sub-projects 

of output 8. As noted above, we have not evaluated the Justice Reform project. 
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The agreement describes the sub-programmes which are the subject of this 

evaluation as follows: 

 

Court Efficiency 

 

Output 8 is listed as: Court efficiency is improved.  

The output is to be measured by the following indicators: 

 

 A new management model for the court environment 

 Integrated court centres established 

 Optimal utilisation and management of information in the court 

environment 

 

These indicators are to be verified by means of the milestones in the project 

plans.  

 

Court Efficiency: Verification of Indicators 

 

The indicators for these two outputs are expressed mainly in terms of 

documentation which was not initially provided to the evaluator. It includes such 

things as milestones and project plans. The documentation provided to the 

evaluator consisted in the first instance of monthly reports, quarterly reports 

and annual reports compiled by the Project Support Office. In the 

teleconference on the Revised Scope of the Evaluation, it was understood that 

these would be the primary source of information for the evaluation.  

 

The status of the monthly, quarterly and annual reports is not specified on the 

reports. That is, no official from Government has signed off on the reports to 

confirm that they were verified by Government as client.  It appears that there 

was no formal comment or approval mechanism or verification mechanism for 

these reports. We believe that this is problematic, and recommend that they 

should be referred to the relevant departmental officials to peruse before 

submission to the Business Trust.  The IJSSP Steering Committee meets 

approximately once per year, and is a high-level strategy committee. It does not 

receive or approve the reports from BAC to the BT. 

 

We requested letters from Adv Du Randt and Dr Glanz, responsible for the 

Court Efficiency sub-programme, to confirm that they are satisfied that BAC 

has delivered as required by the SLAs and the business and project plans. On 

the basis of these letters, we accept the reports as correctly reflecting the 
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status of delivery of the various sub-programmes and sub-projects for the 

purpose of our evaluation. The letters are attached as Annexure B.  They 

strongly endorse BAC’s role. Further information is given later in our report of 

interviews with these officials. 

 

Because the quarterly and annual reports do not alone contain sufficient 

information for the evaluation, we also obtained and perused other documents. 

The list of documentation is attached. It includes an audit of the IJS Court 

Centres Project and copies of some of the monthly executive reports of the 

project submitted to Adv. Du Randt and approved by him (verbally, but not 

signed off, which is problematic). In addition, business plans and project 

charters were obtained because the indicators submitted to the BT include 

project milestones. 

 

Activities 

 

The activities under each of the outputs are listed as follows in the Agreement: 

 

Sub-Project: IJS Court Centres  

 

1. Methodology and concept approved 

2. Project governance established 

3. Project Manager appointed 

4. 25 IJS Court Centres established 

 

Sub-Project: Court Management 

 

Johannesburg Project Site: 

1. Acceptance of project plan for second phase of project by local 

management team. 

2. Identification of services to be rendered by shared support service. 

3. Audit to ascertain shortcomings and weaknesses in administrative 

component. 

4. Development of interventions to ensure capacity. 

5. Identification of activities to be included in various service level 

agreements. 

6. Negotiation and acceptance of service level agreements. 

7. Appointment of departmental court manager. 

8. In service training by project court manager. 

9. Transfer project to Justice Court Manager. 
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Durban Project Site: 

1. Survey of project environment. 

2. Identify inhibitors of service delivery. 

3. Ascertain level of separation functions. 

4. Map route to full separation and further development of shared 

support service. 

5. Identification of services to be rendered by shared support service. 

6. Audit to ascertain shortcomings and weaknesses in administrative 

component. 

7. Development of interventions to ensure capacity. 

8. Identification of activities to be included in various service level 

agreements. 

9. Negotiation and acceptance of service level agreements. 

10. Appointment of departmental court manager. 

11. In service training by project court manager. 

12. Transfer project to Justice court manager. 

 

Rollout: 

1. Approved rollout strategy. 

2. Define terms of reference and duty sheet of court manager within 

the normal personnel component in the lower court environment. 

3. Identify rollout priorities. 

4. Appoint court manager for each of the project sites. 

5. Manuals for new methodology to be written and proposals for 

amendments of existing manuals and standard codes to be drafted. 

 

Manage development process and implementation of project concepts and 

best practices at each project site. 

 

The Agreement lists outputs, activities and indicators in a way which makes it 

difficult to link them. We have therefore used the Business Plan for Year 3 in 

order to carry out the evaluation. It follows the Agreement quite closely. The 

terminology and the organisation of the business plan and Agreement, with 

objectives, project purpose, deliverables, indicators and activities, are obscure 

and could be made clearer. We however quote the Business Plan for Year 3 as 

follows: 

 

Court Management  

Project Purpose – the action that the target group will take to bring about 

the desired future 
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The development of a new management model for the lower court environment 

that will see: 

 Transfer of non-core administrative duties from magistrate and prosecutor 

component to the administrative component.  

 Development of the present administrative component into a shared support 

service for the magistracy and prosecutorial component  

 Creation of service level agreements (SLA's) between the different 

components in the court process.  

 Creation of a management structure that will ensure an integrated 

management of the court process 

 Development of interventions aimed at addressing inhibitors to service 

delivery.  

The output or deliverable is:  

A new management model implemented at selected court centres. 

The indicators – to provide evidence that objectives have been achieved: 

 

 Further development of the management structure at the Johnannesburg 

project site. 

 Establishment of an office of court manager at the Durban project site. 

 Development of terms of reference and duty sheet for the position of court 

manager within the personnel establishment of lower court centres. 

 Roll-out of proven concepts and best practices to project sites prioritized by 

the Department of Justice. 

 

The means of verification are: 

 

Milestones as per project plan. 

 

We have preferred to use documentation and interviews directly to verify the 

above output, project purpose and indicators. 

 

Court management - Year Three Tasks 

 

Johannesburg Project Site: 

1. Acceptance of project plan for second phase of project by local 

management team. 

2. Identification of services to be rendered by shared support 

service. 
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3. Audit to ascertain shortcomings and weaknesses in administrative 

component. 

4. Development of interventions to ensure capacity. 

5. Identification of activities to be included in various service level 

agreements. 

6. Negotiation and acceptance of service level agreements. 

7. Appointment of departmental court manager. 

8. In service training by project court manager. 

9. Transfer project to Justice Court Manager. 

 

Durban Project Site: 

1. Survey of project environment. 

2. Identify inhibitors of service delivery. 

3. Ascertain level of separation functions. 

4. Map route to full separation and further development of shared 

support service. 

5. Identification of services to be rendered by shared support 

service. 

6. Audit to ascertain shortcomings and weaknesses in administrative 

component. 

7. Development of interventions to ensure capacity. 

8. Identification of activities to be included in various service level 

agreements. 

9. Negotiation and acceptance of service level agreements. 

10. Appointment of departmental court manager. 

11. In service training by project court manager. 

12. Transfer project to Justice court manager. 

 

Rollout: 

1. Approved rollout strategy. 

2. Define terms of reference and duty sheet of court manager within 

the normal personnel component in the lower court environment. 

3. Identify rollout priorities. 

4. Appoint court manager for each of the project sites. 

5. Manuals for new methodology to be written and proposals for 

amendments of existing manuals and standard codes to be drafted. 

 

Manage development process and implementation of project concepts and 

best practices at each project site. 
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It does not add value to evaluate the quarterly targets. We have therefore 

evaluated the project according to the Year 3 targets. 

 

IJS Court Centres  

Project Purpose – the action that the target group will take to bring about 

the desired future 

To collectively manage an offender and his / her associated case effectively and 

efficiently through the Justice system in support of performance measures 

defined in the Cluster Departments’ Strategic Plans  

The output or deliverable is:  

Integrated court centres are established. 

The indicators – to provide evidence that objectives have been achieved: 

 

 Departmental strategic goals for four Departments that cut across the six 

IJS core processes are aligned and utilized for managing performance. 

 Existing automated and non-automated information within the various 

Departments together with the management tool developed to assist in 

managing the Court Centre’s functions are utilized 

 Reduction in the average investigation cycle time 

 Reduction in the average prosecution cycle time 

 Reduction in the average adjudication cycle time 

 Reduction in the average detention cycle time of awaiting trial prisoners 

 80% of the cases on the court roll for District Courts does not exceed 60 

days 

 80% of the cases on the court roll for Regional Courts does not exceed 90 

days 

 Increase in the daily average court hours 

 Number of cases on court role 

 

The means of verification are: 

 

Departmental strategic plans, CAS, CRIM, Community Corrections System, 

management tool, court register, court control register. 

 

These are not accessible to us for the evaluation and would in any case not be 

appropriate. We have preferred to use documentation and interviews directly to 

verify the above output, project purpose and indicators. 
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IJS Court Centres - Year Three Tasks 

 

 Methodology and concept approved 

 Project governance established 

 Project manager appointed 

 25 IJS Court Centres established 

 

It is not clear that the indicators above actually measure any of the Year 3 

tasks. 

 

It does not add value to evaluate the quarterly targets. We have therefore 

evaluated the project according to the Year 3 targets. 

 

FRAMEWORK FOR THE EVALUATION  

 

We ask the following questions: 

1. Is the sub-programme (Court Efficiency) well conceptualised?  

2. Are the sub-projects (Court Centres and Court Management) well 

conceptualised?  

3. Is the progression from development objective to project purpose to 

outputs internally consistent and an effective route?  

4. Are the indicators appropriate to measure success and/or progress of the 

sub-projects and the sub-programmes?  

5. Do the sub-programme and sub-projects create value for money? That is, 

has the money been well used?  

6. Have the indicators been measured?  

7. Do the indicators show that targets have been reached?  

8. Are the targets reasonable and appropriate?  

9. Assessment of the means of verification.  

We have in mind the following stages: 

 

 Conceptualisation 

 Planning 

 Facilitation 

 Implementation 

 Transfer of skills 

 Handover 

 Sustainability 
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This is based on the BAC/IJSSP support model. 

 

The sustainability of a project is assessed on the following basis: 

 

 Has the project been taken over by government? 

 Has it allocated resources in the MTEF? 

 Has it allocated sufficient management resources? 

 Has the project been absorbed into the Department’s culture? 

 Has it been institutionalised? 

 Will it collapse or be seriously weakened when the BAC project manager(s) 

leave? 

 

 

 

 

INTERVIEWS 
 

Because the information in the project documentation did not provide sufficient 

information for the evaluation, we supplemented it by carrying out a number of 

interviews. Interviews were conducted with the following: 

 

 Deputy Nation al Commissioner L Eloff – SAPS 

 Mr Alan McKenzie – Chief Financial Officer, Department of Justice 

 Adv. Pieter du Randt – Chief Director, Court Services 

 Dr Lorraine Glanz – Director, Court Information 

 Mr Hardie Fourie – Director, IJSSP 

 Mr Gert Jonker – Project Administrator, IJS 

 Mrs Sally Littlewood – IJSSP 

 

We summarise below the information from some of these interviews, which we 

use later in the evaluation. 

 

 Commissioner Louis Eloff 

He stated that BAC had helped government to conceptualize, plan and 

prepare for execution the IJS and its constituent projects. He believed 

that BAC had played a valuable role in this respect and had put 

government in a position to implement the projects in a decentralized 

manner. 

 

 Mr Alan McKenzie 

Mr Mc Kenzie stated that the IJS as a whole and the court efficiency 

project in particular, have been extremely well received by the 
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Parliamentary Portfolio Committee on Justice. He stated that sufficient 

funds had been allocated by Treasury and by the Department of Justice 

to ensure adequate implementation of the Court Efficiency and other 

court improvement projects. In this budget cycle, an additional 

R480 million has been allocated to the courts. In his view there will not be 

a funding problem in implementing the projects. The problem is rather one 

of management capacity and, in particular, of project management 

capacity. He believes that the project managers seconded by Business 

Against Crime should remain with the project, if necessary paid for 

through a different route.  

 

 Adv. Pieter du Randt 

He agreed that the Justice Department officials responsible for projects 

should be given the opportunity to monitor reports which are sent to the 

Business Trust in order to ensure accuracy and continuity. He does not 

receive feedback from the IJSSP Steering Committee meetings and is 

not aware of the content of reports sent by BAC to the Business Trust.  

 

Adv du Randt stated as follows about the role of BAC: 

 

“Without doubt, BAC has played a tremendous public-private partnership 

role in facilitating and cementing projects and improving service delivery. 

This has been a very profitable and successful partnership, and we thank 

the people responsible at national and provincial level for their role.” 

 

He confirmed that the Parliamentary Portfolio Committee was very 

excited by the IJS Court Centres Project and gave the example of the 

recent visit by the Portfolio Committee to the Port Elizabeth Court 

Centre. He stated that “the Court Centres are such a success story that 

the Chairman of the Portfolio Committee has said that he wants Court 

Centres in each of the ten largest centres similar to the one in Port 

Elizabeth, but with some minor modifications to the model”. 

 

He believes that the Business Unit: Court Services would have struggled 

without the capacity from BAC and other donors. He referred particularly 

to the facilitation by BAC of the establishment of the operation centre 

by pulling together the role players. This is the first time that the 

Business Unit has had current, comprehensive and reliable information 

about court performance and court statistics. He does not believe that it 

would have been possible to have established the Court Centres in 39 
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sites, dealing with the interactivity between various departments in the 

IJS, without the facilitation by Business Against Crime.  

 

He stated that the Project Manager of the Court Centre project has been 

thinking innovatively and creatively, which is an essential support to the 

Department officials, who are bogged down with day to day work and 

operational functions and who often do not have the time to think 

laterally about problems and projects.  

 

He described the IJS Court Centres Project as follows: 

 

The Project Manager (Deon Boardman) reports to Dr Glanz who reports in 

turn to Adv. Du Randt. Members of Dr Glanz’s Directorate are fully 

involved in the project and know everything about it. There are weekly, 

monthly and ad hoc meetings between the Project Manager and Dr Glanz, 

and between them and Adv. Du Randt in order to report progress and get 

sign-off. During Year Three, a Project Technical Team was in place which 

met every fortnight to discuss day to day issues arising from the project. 

Monthly Executive Reports with all the statistics relevant to the project 

were prepared by the project manager and submitted to Dr Glanz and 

Adv Du Randt. These reports were verbally approved. Subsequent to Year 

Three, an Interdepartmental Steering Committee has been established 

which meets every 2 months to discuss and resolve issues and problems 

which have been revealed by the court statistics. 

 

The IJS Court Centre Project has become a part of the mainstream 

activities of the Business Unit: Court Services.  

 

Problems have arisen in two of the Court Centres – those at Odi and 

Belville. The problem at Odi relates to a general lack of capacity and 

morale at that court. The problem at Belville is an attitudinal problem 

which has been further complicated by personality issues. These two 

Court Centres are currently not operational. Conversely, the KaNyamazana 

and KaBokweni Courts have been a great success story, where court 

officials started with no computer skills and have become top performers.  

 

Adv. Du Randt stated that the model was developed and tested in Port 

Elizabeth. (Note that the Court Centres Project grew out of the original 

IJS Awaiting Trial Prisoners Project and the Pre-Trial Services Project). 

He stated that the Court Centre is one of the few in South Africa that is 

really working. The implication is that other Court Centres have been 
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established and are working, but not fully according to the required 
standards. He confirmed that it is still a struggle at some Courts to get 

the officials from different Departments together for the regular 

integrated Court Centre meetings, which are basic to the model. This is 

largely a culture problem, which will take time to overcome. There are 

personality issues at some Courts which have complicated this problem. 

However, there is a formal structure of interdepartmental cooperation at 

each site. Adv. Du Randt’s view is that problems of cooperation are less 

pronounced at the local level, where people want to work together to solve 

problems, than at the provincial level. 

 

He summarised BAC’s role by saying that BAC helps with pulling everyone 

together.  

 

On the subject of the Court Management Project, he stated that this has 

become part of the Re Aga Boswa project. The objective was to 

demarcate the administrative responsibilities for the operation of the 

court facility and the shared services. It also involved the removal of the 

Regional Offices of the Department of Justice and their replacement by 

Court Managers at each Court.  

 

BAC was involved in developing this process at the pilot sites in the 

Johannesburg and Durban Courts. These pilot sites assisted the Business 

Unit to develop its Court Management Model. The pilot project was not 

very successful in Johannesburg, mainly because of clashes between the 

Court Manager and other senior officials in the Court. However, the 

Durban pilot project worked extremely well in a different environment. 

During the pilot projects, BAC assisted in drafting the job descriptions  

and other documentation necessary for the appointment of Court 

Managers by the Department. This documentation was approved by the 

Department and court managers were appointed at Johannesburg and 

Durban.  

 

As with the Court Centres Project, problems have arisen largely because 

of culture issues. He anticipates that it will take time and systematic 

change management to embed the new management roles and the culture 

of information driven management.  

 

The Court Management Project has been superseded. The Business Unit is 

rolling out Court Managers nationally, based on the model.  
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The Court Centres Project and the Court Management Project are only 

two of numerous court services initiatives. However, Adv. Du Randt 

believes that they are crucial to the success of many of the other 

initiatives and to the whole objective of upgrading the efficiency and 

effectiveness of the Courts. In particular, he identified the importance 

of pulling different role players together at the Courts as a crucial 

success factor for the improved efficiency and effectiveness of the 

Justice System. 

 

 

EVALUATION OF THE COURT EFFICIENCY PROGRAMME  

 

As stated on page 9, the indicators for this sub-programme are listed as: 

 A new management model for the Court environment 

 Integrated Court Centres established 

 Optimal utilisation and management of information in the Court 

environment. 

 

Based on the Quarterly and the Annual Reports, the Monthly Executive Reports 

and the interviews we have carried out, we conclude as follows: 

 

 A new management model for the Courts has been developed as a result of 

the pilot projects in Johannesburg and Durban. Business Against Crime 

has played an important role in conceptualising, planning and executing 

these pilots and their forerunner, the Awaiting Trial Prisoners Project, 

and in the development of the court management model. The model is now 

being rolled out nationally. The Department of Justice and the Business 

Unit: Court Services are very satisfied with the progress of this project 

and with the performance of Business Against Crime. 

 

 Integrated Court Centres were established at 27 Magistrates Courts in 

Year 3 as against a target of 25, together with the necessary workshops 

for buy-in and follow up visits. Procedure manuals have been developed at 

each site. The project is being rolled out nationally, with 39 Court Centres 

having been established to date, of which two are not functioning. 

 

 The Court Centres Project and related projects such as the Court MIS 

Project have led to the collection, analysis and utilisation of management 

information at national, provincial and local level (where Court Centres 

have been established). The establishment of the Operation Centre in 

Year Four has been an important step forward in the view of the 
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Department of Justice and this has apparently been confirmed by the 

National Treasury.  

 

 

EVALUATION OF THE IJS COURT CENTRES PROJECT 

 

The activities listed for this project are as follows: 

 

 Methodology and concept approved 

 Project governance established 

 Project Manager appointed 

 25 IJS Court Centres established 

 

The Project Charter and Project Plan (Annexure C) have been approved and 

signed off by the client.  The Business Plan for the national roll-out of this 

project (Annexure D) has been approved by the Department and signed off. The 

governance of the Project at national and local level has been described above. 

The IJSS Court Centres Steering Committee was established after Year 

Three, but the other governance mechanisms were in place in Year Three. The 

problems regarding the governance of the Court Centres at local level and 

provincial level have been noted above. A Project Manager has been appointed 

and 27 Court Centres were established during Year Three.  This covers also the 

Year Three tasks.  

 

It is therefore our view that Business Against Crime and the IJSSP performed 

according to the required targets as set out in the agreement and the Business 

Plan. However, additional targets were established in the new set of Headline 

Targets. Progress towards these targets is set out in the report entitled “IJS 

Court Centre Project Executive Report: May 2002”. The report shows that good 

progress has been made towards achieving some of the targets (those under 

the control of the Department of Justice) for Swift Justice and Efficient 

Justice in the courts in which court centres have been established. These 

targets are: Average case preparation cycle time, percentage cases on the 

court roll for less than sixty days (original target - percentage of cases 

finalized within 120 days in the district courts), average court hours per day 

per court (improved from 03h26 to 04h23), average number of district court 

cases disposed of, percentage of cases on the court roll that are trial ready and 

waiting to be tried (decreased from 41.3% to 36.2%). Not all of the targets 

have been reached, and not all indicators among these new headline targets 

have been measured adequately. We do not believe that this is a serious 
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problem – it would be more appropriate to insist on compliance with these 

outcome targets at the end of Year 4 and the end of the IJSSP. 

 

Given the conclusions above, we do not deem it to be necessary to go into more 

detail in this evaluation. 

 

It is interesting to look at the results of the audit carried out in July 2002 by 

the Business Unit: Court Services of this project, by way of comparison. 

 

“CONCLUSION 
 
It is the opinion of the Business Unit: Court Services that the Integrated 
Justice Court Centres are improving the efficiency of the courts, and thus have 
a positive impact on service delivery at court level. The monthly monitoring of 
national project statistics allows the Business Unit to continuously evaluate the 
contribution that the project is making toward meeting the goals of the Business 
Unit. Furthermore, the present evaluation has indicated an alignment between 
the objectives of the project and the goals of both the IJS Development 
Committee and the JCPS Cluster. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The following recommendations can be made at this point: 
 
 The governance structures in particular at provincial and local levels should 

be formalised and enforced. 
 Steps should be taken to explore the procurement of the release version of 

the Case Roll Management System  which is being written in a more robust 
programming language, or the procurement of a similar system. 

 The utilisation of the Case Role Management System within the existing 
local area networks at court should be seriously considered.” 

 

 

EVALUATION OF THE COURT MANAGEMENT PROJECT 

The deliverable is: 

 A new management model implemented at selected court centres. 

Although we have not been able to find adequate documentation, we rely on the 

interviews with Adv. Du Randt and others regarding this Project in which we 

were informed that the pilot projects were concluded, the model was accepted 
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by the Department and is being rolled out nationally as part of a more 

comprehensive programme of change management in the Courts. The job 

specifications for Court Managers were prepared and accepted by the 

Department and Court Managers were appointed at Johannesburg and Durban.  

 

It is our view that the BAC Project Manager played an important role in the 

successful delivery of this project. Despite the problems at the Johannesburg 

Court, we believe that the project has been successful and will have far-

reaching implications. The nature of change in the civil service is such that 

major changes of culture cannot happen quickly, and issues such as those 

encountered in Johannesburg are to be expected.  

 

We do not believe that more detail is required for this evaluation. 

 

 

THE LETTER REGARDING THE ROLE OF THE IJSSP IN THE IJS 

 

We refer to the letter from the Chairman of the IJS Board to the Deputy CEO 

of the Business Trust dated 18 October 2002 (Annexure E). The letter is not 

explicit with regard to BAC’s compliance with the performance requirements of 

its agreement with the Business Trust. It really only reflects the fact that the 

mainstream of the IJS Value Chain has moved beyond the conceptualisation and 

planning stage to the execution stage, so that government’s needs have changed.  

 

SUSTAINABILITY OF THE COURT CENTRES PROJECT 

 

Given the difficulties in ensuring that regular meetings take place between the 

different Departments represented at each Court, and the important 

facilitating role played by the BAC Project Manager, it is of concern that the 

Business Trust’s subvention of this project will end in 2004. The use of 

seconded Project Managers by Government was initiated by the Office for the 

Reconstruction and Development Programme in the Office of President Nelson 

Mandela in 1994, because Project Management was not recognised as a skill or 

as a post in the public service at that time. The Project Management Service 

established by the RDP Office was transferred to the National Treasury in 

1996 when the RDP Office was closed and continues to play an important role in 

Government to this day because of the ongoing need for specialized project 

management capacity. The model of seconded Project Managers was then 

introduced for the planning and implementation of the National Crime 

Prevention Strategy in 1997. (The IJS initially formed part of the National 

Crime Prevention Strategy). Although Government has recognised the 
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importance of project management skill and capacity in service delivery as well 

as infrastructure delivery, it is continues to a large extent to depend on buying-

in those skills and capacity. This is likely to continue to be the case in the 

foreseeable future, because skilled project managers are poached by industry 

and so tend to leave the public service.  

 

The projects which fall under Court Efficiency, and related projects, have been 

absorbed into the core business of the Department of Justice and in particular 

its Business Unit: Court Services. The political commitment and the commitment 

of financial and personnel resources which are essential to the sustainability of 

these projects is therefore present. The Department has stated that it will, 

without doubt, wish to continue the projects whether or not BAC is able to 

continue to providing project management capacity, and that it will probably 

have to buy in that capacity. The Business Trust should therefore consider 

whether there is some way in which it can continue to support Business Against 

Crime’s activities in this respect. 

 

VALUE FOR MONEY 

 

Did the Business Trust receive value for money in the two projects which we 

have audited? We answer in the affirmative for the following reasons: 
 

1. BAC’s intervention, funded by the BT, has helped the Department of 

Justice to leverage significant changes in the way the criminal justice 

system and the courts operate. As we pointed out above, the two projects 

(IJS Court Centres and Court Management) have themselves leveraged 

major changes in the way courts are managed and the efficiency of the 

criminal justice system. 

2. The intervention has been well targeted. That is, government’s chief 

external need in respect of criminal justice system upgrading is project 

management capacity. The project managers who were supplied by BAC 

appear to have worked effectively and to have won the respect of the 

client. 

3.  The two projects have produced very useful results and have led to 

further developments, such as the Operations Room, which have 

significance for the entire criminal justice system – contributing to one of 

the aims of the IJS -  moving it towards an information-driven 

management culture. The projects have been well conceptualised. The 

Court Centres project was based on previous work done in the Awaiting 

Trial Prisoners project and on Pre-Trial Services from about 1998, and 

used the lessons learnt from those projects. 
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4. It appears that the lessons learnt from the Court Centres and Court 

management projects have been internalised and are being used by the 

Business Unit. A key lesson is the extent to which increased court 

efficiency and effectiveness will depend on culture change, indicating the 

need for a major change management initiative. This initiative must be 

driven from the top, otherwise it cannot succeed. (It is perhaps useful to 

note here Daniel Goleman’s contention that 40% of the effectiveness of 

an organisation is attributable to the culture of the organisation, although 

this seems unprovable). It must also take into account the timescales 

which characterise transformation of the culture of a very large 

organisation, and not be unrealistically ambitious.  
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CONCLUSION 

 

The result of this evaluation is that: 

 

1. BAC has complied materially with all of the relevant targets and 

deliverables required in terms of the agreement with the Business Trust 

for Year 3. 

2. The BAC intervention is well regarded by the Business Unit: Court 

Services of the Department of Justice. 

3. The Court Efficiency sub-programme was well constructed and has 

leveraged significant changes in the way in which the courts operate. 

4. The Business Trust has obtained value for money in respect of this sub-

programme. 

5. There is likely to be a need for an ongoing external project management 

capacity to support the Department of Justice. 

6. There is a need for the Department to put serious thought into the 

nature of and resources needed for a change management programme in 

the courts, to focus on management culture, cooperation between role 

players and the culture of being information-driven in management, 

administration and planning. 

7. The project management and reporting requirements of the project 

should be tightened up in accordance with a relevant project management 

manual. 
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