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Executive summary

The Office of the Public Protector investigated various complaints relating to the operations of the Witness Protection Unit (WPU) of the National Prosecuting Authority. The complaints mainly alleged:

· Refusal by the WPU to replace protected persons’ income whilst under protection;

· Refusal by the WPU to admit to its programme refugees who were witnesses before certain International Criminal Tribunals;

· Refusal/failure by the WPU to render sufficient support in respect of basic needs of protected persons e.g. medical care, clothing, water, electricity, education etc; and

· Failure by the WPU to provide aftercare to witnesses after their discharge from the programme.

No substance could be found for the complaints in connection with replacement of income, admitting of refugees to the programme and insufficient support to protected persons.

From the investigation of the complaints regarding aftercare it was found that:

· No provision in law exists dealing with aftercare;

· The Aftercare Policy of the WPU does not sufficiently deal with the issue of aftercare;

· The WPU’s Protection Agreement does not provide for aftercare;

· Despite the absence of legal obligations and the budgetary constraints involved, the WPU has managed to implement aftercare;

· The WPU has no formal agreements with its aftercare partners;

· The current staffing arrangement regarding security officers is undesirable;

· There has been an undue delay in finalising discussions and negotiations regarding the current staffing arrangement;

· The current ratio of protectors versus protectees (i.e. 1:8) poses an unnecessary security risk endangering the lives of witnesses and protectors;

· The implementation of Section 6 of the Witness Protection Act,1998 (the Act) has been unduly delayed;

· There has been a tremendous increase in the demand for the services being rendered by the WPU;

· As a result of an increase in the demand of the WPU’s services, its operational costs have escalated, this also being aggravated by inflation; and

· It is essential that the WPU develop its own capacity in order to be able to carry out its functions and fulfill its mandate.

The Public Protector recommended that:

· The Parliamentary Portfolio Committee on Justice and Constitutional Development, in consultation with the Department of Justice and Constitutional Development, take measures to ensure that the budget allocation of the WPU is improved, to ensure that it can fulfill its responsibilities;

· The Department of Justice and Constitutional Development:

· Effect amendments to the Act to provide for aftercare and matters incidental thereto;

· Urgently attend to the matter regarding the current staffing arrangement of the WPU in respect of Security Officers; and

· Give urgent attention to the implementation of Section 6 of the Act.

REPORT OF THE PUBLIC PROTECTOR IN TERMS OF SECTION 182 (1) (b) OF THE CONSTITUTION, 1996 AND SECTION 8(2)(b) OF THE PUBLIC PROTECTOR ACT, 1994, ON AN INVESTIGATION INTO THE WITNESS PROTECTION PROGRAMME OF THE NATIONAL PROSECUTING AUTHORITY OF THE REPUBLIC OF SOUTH AFRICA.

1.
INTRODUCTION 

This report is submitted to the Parliamentary Portfolio Committee on Justice and Constitutional Development, the Minister for Justice and Constitutional Development, the Director General of the Department of Justice and Constitutional Development and the National Director Of Public Prosecutions, in terms of Section 182 (1) (b) of the Constitution, 1996 and Section 8(2)(b) of the Public Protector Act, 1994. It relates to an investigation by the Office of the Public Protector into aspect of the Witness Protection Programme of the National Prosecuting Authority of the Republic of South Africa. 

2.
THE WITNESS PROTECTION UNIT

The Office of Witness Protection was established in terms of the Witness Protection Act, 1998 (the Act). This office was, until sometime in 2001, based within the Department of Justice and Constitutional Development, after which it was reconstructed as a Business Unit of the National Prosecuting Authority (NPA) and has since then become known as the Witness Protection Unit (WPU). It is headed by a Special Director of Public Prosecutions at national level (the Director) and Witness Protection Officers, who head the six (6) regional and three (3) satellite offices, located in nine (9) provinces. 

3.
THE COMPLAINTS

In the last few years, the Public Protector received various complaints regarding the operations of the WPU. Individual cases were opened and investigated. The complaints included the following allegations: 

3.1 Refusal by the WPU to replace protected persons’ income whilst under protection;

3.2 Refusal by the WPU to admit to its programme refugees who were witnesses before certain International Criminal Tribunals;

3.3 Refusal/failure by the WPU to render sufficient support in respect of basic needs of protected persons e.g. medical care, clothing, water, electricity, education etc; and

3.4
Failure by the WPU to provide aftercare to witnesses after their discharge from the programme.

4.
THE JURISDICTION, POWERS AND FUNCTIONS OF THE PUBLIC PROTECTOR

4.1
The Public Protector (as an institution) was established by virtue of section 181 (1) of the Constitution, 1996 as one of the institutions mandated to strengthen constitutional democracy within the context of the new constitutional dispensation in the Republic of South Africa. 

4.2 Section 182 of the Constitution, 1996 empowered the Public Protector to investigate any conduct in state affairs, or in the public administration in any sphere of government, that is alleged or suspected to be improper or to result in an impropriety or prejudice. National legislation contemplated by this 

provision has been promulgated in the form of inter alia, the Public Protector Act, 1994, to define the powers and functions of the Public Protector and to regulate the operations of the institution. In addition to the investigative mandate, the Public Protector has the power to report on the conduct in question and to take the appropriate remedial action.

4.3
For the purposes of the mandate of the Public Protector, improper conduct includes mal-administration, abuse or unjustifiable exercise of power, improper or unlawful enrichment when performing public functions, improper or dishonest acts in respect to public funds, improper prejudice and undue delay. 

4.4
Appropriate remedial action includes resolving disputes and/or rectifying acts or omissions by mediation, conciliation, negotiation and making appropriate recommendations to the responsible state departments/institutions and/or functionary. 

5.
THE INVESTIGATION

5.1
The investigation was conducted in terms of terms of Section 7 of the Public Protector Act, 1994

5.2
It comprised:

5.2.1
Analysing all relevant complaints reported to the Public Protector since the establishment of the institution in 1995;

5.2.2
Conducting high level interviews and meetings with senior officials of the WPU, which included a presentation by its Director (the Director) on the operations of the WPU and the processes involved, from the moment witnesses are admitted onto the programme, until their discharge; 

5.2.3
Consideration of the provisions of the Act, the relevant provisions of the Criminal Procedure Act of 1977 (the CPA) and the regulations promulgated in terms thereof;

5.2.4
Studying and considering the contents of the following documents:

5.2.4.1
The WPU’s Policy on Aftercare;

5.2.4.2
The WPU’s current Strategic Document
5.2.4.3
The WPU’s Annual Report for the 2003/2004 financial years
5.2.4.4
The WPU’s currently used Protection Agreement. 

5.2.4.5
The WPU’s currently used Witness Profile Form
5.2.4.6
NPA Human Resources Treasury Project 1st September 2004
5.2.4.7
NPA Parliamentary Briefing of April 2005
5.2.4.8
Testifying without fear: A Report on Witness Management and the National Witness Protection Programme in South Africa, by Jenny Irish, Wilson Magadhla, Kevin Qhobosheane and Gareth Newham of the Centre for the Study of Violence and Reconciliation (CSVR), October 2000

5.2.4.9
Witness Protection Programmes Compared, presented by the National Police Agency KLPD: the Netherlands, at the Second World Conference on Modern Criminal Investigations, Organized Crime and Human Rights, ICC, Durban, 3-7 December 2001; and 

5.2.4.10
The Witness Protection International Comparative Study, by Darwin Franks, Siyanda Mnukwa and Shirley Moeng of the NPA, first published in South Africa in October 2004.

6. ISSUES IDENTIFIED

6.1
The allegations regarding the lack of replacement of income by the WPU, the refusal to place refugees on the program and insufficient support to protected persons, were investigated and found to be unsubstantiated. The individual complaints were brought to the attention of the WPU and were attended to.  During the investigation, the Director indicated that the majority of the complainants involved had been difficult and over persistent during their participation in the programme. 

6.2 A number of shortcomings and challenges regarding aftercare were raised with the WPU during the investigation. It was conceded that the WPU is facing challenges, mainly brought about by budgetary constraints and the lack of own capacity development. The following aspects were regarded as of particular significance:

6.2.1 Aftercare

6.2.1.1 The provisions of the Act and, in particular section 13, regulate the discharge of protected persons from the Witness Protection Programme (WPP). No provision in law exists enjoining/compelling the State to assist witnesses after their discharge from the programme.

6.2.1.2 The WPU’s Policy on Aftercare (the Policy) defines aftercare as: “The period after conclusion of testimony given by any witness and the conclusion of any respective case, whereupon the witness and their dependents are discharged from, or retained upon, the programme. This is the period when


the witness may need financial support, continued protection and socially 
appropriate safe re-integration into society”.

6.2.1.3
According to the Policy and the International Witness Protection Programmes Comparative Study the aim of witness protection is to safeguard and preserve the testimony of the witness. An important underlying principle is however that the witness is expected to resume a normal life, without any assistance, at the earliest possible moment after having testified.

6.2.2
Relocation and resettlement

6.2.2.1
International studies and media reports indicate that there is concern and criticism regarding aftercare in the WPU. These matters were deliberated with the WPU. From the discussions it appeared that:

(a) Since 2001, when the WPU was transferred from the Department of Justice and Constitutional Development (DOJCD) to the NPA, there has been a redesign and transformation of the policies and the entire operations of the programme, including aftercare, relocation and resettlement of witnesses;

(b) The transformation and redesign of the WPU was guided by the Constitution, 1996, the National Crime Prevention Strategy, the Victim Charter, the Batho Pele Principles and the development of its own strategic plan;

(c) Witnesses are treated with humanity, fairness, dignity and respect throughout their stay in the programme, after their discharge therefrom and also during re-integration into society;

(d) Successful relocation of witnesses on discharge increased as follows:

· 2001-2002 = 50% success rate;

· 2002-2003= 70% success rate;

· 2003-2004= 90% success rate

(e) The WPU has identified its aftercare partners as the Departments of Housing, Education, Social Welfare, Health, Home Affairs, Transport and selected Non Government Organizations and deals with them on an ad hoc basis, due to the extremely covert nature of its functions and operations;

(f) Aftercare is a priority focus for the WPU in terms of its budget allocation and its strategic development;

(g) Aftercare can be extended by the Director, if investigations prove that a clear and eminent danger to the life of the witness exists;

(h) The WPP may, in appropriate circumstances, provide accommodation for a period of three months after the discharge of a witness from the programme, which period can be extended at the discretion of the Director; and

(i) Although the Act does not provide for any specific period within which the witnesses are expected to vacate the programme, witnesses are usually given a six weeks written notice to re-establish themselves. The NPA is also informed of the date by which the witness is expected to vacate the programme. Both the witness and the NPA are afforded an opportunity to make 


representations to the Director, regarding the extension of 
protection under the programme.

(j) More and more witnesses are unable to return to their homes due to the danger still existing after testimony. This category of witnesses has an impact on the budget of the WPU, who has to ensure safe relocation and settlement.

6.2.3
Lack of own capacity development

6.2.3.1
The WPU has raised a serious concern about its current staffing arrangements, particularly in respect of Witness Security Officers. Own capacity is critical in ensuring effective and sufficient implementation of the key elements of the WPU’s new operating model, namely, 24 hours a day, 7 days a week operations and the removal of vulnerable and intimidated witnesses within one hour from the danger area. The Witness Protection International Comparative Study sums up the current position as follows:

“Presently police detectives working as witness security officers on the programme operate in terms of an informal service arrangement between the SAPS and the Witness Protection Unit (WPU) of the National Prosecuting Authority. This loose arrangement-inherited from the administration of the Office of Witness Protection- not only represents a serious deadlock with regard to the implementation of section 6 of the Witness Protection Act, number 112 of 1998 (which requires formal secondment of witness security staff), but has given rise to a number of problems that pose a grave risk to the success of the programme from both a strategic and operational point 

of view. Operationally, the present staffing arrangement constraints the ability of the WPU head to control the skills sets and staffing levels available to the programme in its key performance area-witness security- and also

limits her/his influence over the screening of witness security officers, their training and the development of an attractive career path in this line of service. Strategically, the risk is that the current staffing arrangement will impede the WPU’s ability to actualise its stated vision, missions and objectives which…….will have clear implications for the fair and effective administration of criminal justice in South Africa, especially in matters involving organized crime”.

6.2.3.2 It was further explained that the WPU is currently utilising 85 members of the South African Police Service (SAPS) as Security Officers in terms of the said arrangement. This means that whilst the administration of the programme falls under the NPA, the operational side of the programme is handled by police officers assigned to the Unit by Provincial Commissioners of the SAPS. Further, the budget for the salaries of the police officers involved comes from the provincial budget of the SAPS.

6.2.3.3
The Director indicated that this arrangement in itself leads to a number of problems within the programme, including the following:

(a)
An uneven allocation of security officers amongst the WPU’s offices. The report by the CSVR mentions that in 2000, police management had allocated nine (9) police officers to the WPU to protect fifty (50) witnesses in Gauteng, whilst in KwaZulu-Natal it had allocated eight (8) police officers to protect two-hundred and eight (208) witnesses;

(b) The police officers involved are accountable to the respective SAPS management in their provinces. As a result, the members involved are faced with the reality of being accountable to two different authorities, from two different government departments. This


raises a number of serious labour issues, including discipline, 
promotion and performance assessment;

(c) A serious security risk exists, in that the members who transport witnesses are required to fill out travel route forms with provincial administrations, which details where the witness is to be taken, thus exposing relocation plans of the witness. The CSVR report states that the other difficulty with this arrangement was that in one province the SAPS management had issued instructions that police officers and witnesses in the programme were not allowed to travel outside their particular province. This would be contrary to operation of the WPU, when there is a need to re-locate witnesses to different provinces;

6.2.3.4 The WPU has created and had certain posts approved to develop its own capacity, including psychiatrists and/or clinical evaluators, who will be responsible for conducting psychological evaluation of witnesses and extended families on admission onto the programme, pre-trial assessments, management of trauma, mental constitution, aftercare, humane discharge and relocation, re-integration into society and to conduct trauma assessments on officials of the WPU etc;

6.2.3.5 The WPU has also conducted its own research on international best practices, which revealed that most witness protection units have their own dedicated personnel within their own establishments (own capacity), because of the inherent covert nature of their functions and operations. It was also found that similar units have specialized training programs. The WPU has incorporated these practices in its strategic development plans;

6.2.3.6 International comparative studies show that the number of protectors (security officers) versus protectees (witnesses/extend family members) is 


1:2. The current staff compliment of protectors in the WPU in South 
Africa is 
1:8. Further, these studies reveal that a witness protection 
agency should 
have a reserve or surplus of protectors in case the 
number of witnesses that require protection suddenly increases or 
becomes exceptionally high. The WPU obviously does not adhere to such 
international best practice. This situation is aggravated by the fact that 
80% of the witnesses in the programme are classified as high risk e.g. 
witnesses in terms Section 204 of the CPA (persons involved in 
committing crime and testifying for the prosecution).

6.2.3.7 The Director further explained that logistical planning for the development and phasing in of the WPU’s capacity has been completed and raised with the NPA, the Justice Portfolio Committee and the Minister for Justice and Constitutional Development; and 

6.2.3.8 The WPU’s Annual Report for the 2003/2004 financial year revealed that enhanced confidence in the WPU and the criminal justice system resulted in an increase in the number of witnesses and family members admitted to the programme, thereby making it necessary for the WPU to increase its own capacity.

6.2.4 Budgetary constraints

6.2.4.1
The annual report of the WPU for the 2004/2005 financial years indicates that there has been an increase in demand for witness protection since 2001, in the following ratio:

Period


Witnesses 

Family Members

2001-2002


296  
 

319 

2002-2003

375 
 

360 

2003-2004


422  


443 

2004-2005


565  


560 

6.2.4.2
The increased demand resulted in an increase in expenditure for 
support services rendered by the WPU. In the NPA’ s parliamentary briefing document, dated April 2005, the WPU indicated that its budget allocation for the 2004/2005 financial years, which was R33, 662, 000 was inadequate in the followings respects-:

(a) It did not meet the demands and expectations which arose due to increased capacity and sophistication of law enforcement, prosecution and special projects, own capacity development, its international obligations and the African Renaissance in the field of Witness Protection;

(b) The WPU could not continue with its redesign and transformation processes;

(c) The WPU could not increase food allowances for witnesses, which has stood at the same rate for the last eight years;

(d) The erosion effect of inflation impacted negatively on the WPUs’ budget as 80% thereof is spent on operational expenditure;

(e) The WPU had a R10 million over expenditure on their budget for 2004/2005 financial year by 31 March 2005;

(f) That the WPU’s budget for the 2005/2006 financial years was increased by R5 million. The WPU insists that the budget allocated for the aforementioned period, would still be inadequate to meet the same challenges and shortcomings it faced in the previous financial year, as stated above;

(g) That over and above its financial constraints, the WPU introduced a Fifteen Steps Action Plan to contain its expenditure; and

(h) That for the period 2001 to 2005, the WPU has received a clean bill of health from the Auditor- General regarding administration, operations and finances.

7.
EVALUATION OF FACTS, DISCUSSION OF ISSUES AND CONCLUSION

7.1
Aftercare

7.1.1 It was noted that there is no provision in law compelling the State to assist witnesses after they have been discharged from the programme. Section 13 of the Act only deals with circumstances under which witnesses could be discharged from the programme and procedures that must be followed in this regard. The Act therefore does not provide for any assistance to witnesses after having been discharged from the programme.

7.1.2 In spite of this shortcoming, the WPU developed a policy on aftercare, which became effective on 1 January 2004. Without denying the Director and the WPU the credit they deserve for developing the Policy, it is clear that it was not informed by any Act or any appropriate guidance or prescript from Parliament e.g. policy/regulations etc.

7.1.3 It is therefore concluded that the Act does not sufficiently deal with the issue of aftercare. The Policy on aftercare does not expressly create a right to aftercare and does not properly define aftercare; e.g. the kind of assistance that the WPU could render to the witness, the duration thereof and/or any 

limitations/exclusions etc. It has been further noted that even the WPU’s currently used Protection Agreement does not address the issue of aftercare.

7.1.4 Regarding the WPU’s explanation that it has in the past been dealing with its aftercare partners on an ad hoc basis regarding the relocation and resettlement of witnesses, it was noted that the existence of a formal agreement between the government institutions involved would, under normal circumstances, be desirable. However, due to the inherently covert nature of the operations of the WPU and the fact that the absence of formal agreements cannot be regarded as the root cause of complaints, it is concluded that the WPU’s dealing with other departments on an ad hoc basis is appropriate and acceptable in the circumstances. This arrangement would however, have to be monitored and may be altered as future developments might demand. 

7.2
 Lack of own capacity development

7.2.1 The current staffing arrangement regarding Security Officers poses certain challenges and results in shortcomings. It is undesirable in that it has the consequence that the members involved are accountable to two different authorities, which could compromise the covert nature of their functions and duties. It also creates instability for the members involved and inhibits the proper functioning of the WPU itself. 

7.2.2 From the documents examined during the investigation, it has been noted that Parliament has questioned the lack of implementation of Section 6 of the Act. A perusal of the records of the meetings and negotiations between SAPS and the NPA on the current staffing arrangement reveals that both parties are not in favour of secondment of the members involved in terms of Section 6 of the Act. 

7.2.3 It also appears that the National Commissioner of the SAPS has been threatening to recall his members from the WPU as he wants them to perform their constitutional functions i.e. prevention and combating of crime,


 to maintain public order and to protect and secure the inhabitants of the 
country and their property. On the other hand, the WPU intended to have the 
members involved permanently transferred to their own establishment. This 
matter has been under discussion and debate between the two departments 
since 2000 and no final agreement has been reached to date. According to 
the Director, its finalization has been delayed due to a lack of funds on the 
part of the Department of Justice, as it would have to carry the costs in 
respect of the members involved. Since the appointment of the ‘new’ National 
Director of Public Prosecutions, Adv. V. Pikoli, early this year, the matter has 
been put on the negotiation table anew and is now at an advanced stage. 

7.2.4
Relating to the WPU’s ratio of protectors versus protectees as mentioned above, it was noted that the current ratio leaves the WPU in no position to properly manage its operations. Protectors and their commanders are deployed operationally, twenty-four hours a day and seven days a week, for example, to remove witnesses from danger areas within one hour. The Director believes that the development of the WPU’s own capacity would enable it to overcome this problem and the ratio could be reduced to 1:4. It is therefore concluded that this situation indeed poses a security risk and has a negative impact on the criminal justice system, as the witnesses’ safety might not be sufficiently ensured. 
7.3
Budgetary constraints

7.3.1 In dealing with this aspect, the relevant portions of the CSVR report were considered and, in particular, where it addresses the necessity to consider ways of creatively utilizing the limited resources available. The CSVR report argues for more formal agreements/partnerships between the WPU and the government departments/NGOs, which option is not favourable to the WPU.

7.3.2 The recommendations made in the said report are based on previous experiences where witnesses had to be protected, including the Truth and Reconciliation Commission, the D’Oliviera Unit and the Goldstone Commission of Inquiry where the costs of protecting witnesses were significantly reduced as a result of utilising assistance from other government institutions and NGOs, in respect of accommodation and other services. 

7.3.3 It was noted that even though the WPU has no formal agreements with government departments and NGOs regarding the relocation and resettlement of witnesses, it has sufficiently and appropriately used the assistance and services of other government institutions, where necessary. There are examples of cases where the Unit secured land stands from certain municipalities for the purposes of arranging accommodation for persons being discharged from the programme. 

7.3.4 In respect of the WPU’s concern that it does not have sufficient funding to carry out its functions and develop its own capacity, the following was considered:

7.3.4.1 The WPU introduced a Fifteen Step Action Plan in August 2004, to ensure its cost containment and cost savings of all its expenditure, which included a requirement that all Regional Heads must submit weekly expenditure reports to the Financial Manager, fast-tracking of cases involving protected persons, and the calling of witnesses at an early stage of the trial, considering cheaper accommodation for witnesses etc; 

7.3.4.2 The WPU received unqualified reports from the Auditor-General in the last four years in respect of financial management, administration and operations; and

7.3.4.3 There has been an increase in operational and administrative costs for the WPU due to the increase in the demand of its services and a number of special projects, whilst its budget allocation has virtually remained the same. This fact is also confirmed by an increase in the number of witnesses and extended family members being admitted to the programme, including the unforeseen financial burden brought about by HIV/Aids.

7.3.5
It is therefore concluded that there is a need for an urgent review of the WPU’s funding in the light of the challenges the Unit faces and, in order to ensure that it effectively fulfill its legal obligations. 

8.
OBSERVATIONS

The following observations were made from the investigation:

8.1 There has been a major turnaround in the functioning, operations and administration of the WPU since it was transferred to the NPA as a business unit in March 2001;

8.2 With regards to the WPU’s core business i.e. the protection of witnesses, a major success has been achieved in that no witnesses have been harmed since 2001 to date;

8.3 There has been an improvement in service delivery in that the number of witness grievances decreased from 90% in 2001/2002 cycle to 3% in 2004/2005 cycle and the number of witnesses “walking-off” the programme came down from 40% in 2001/2002 cycle to 6% in the 2004/2005 cycle;

8.4 Due to the fast-tracking of cases by liaising with the NDPP, there has been a reduction in the length of stay of witnesses on the programme, from an average of four years to two and a half years in the period 2001 to 2005;

8.5 The WPU has obtained unqualified reports from the Auditor-General in the last four years in respect of financial management, administration and operations;

8.6 The WPU‘s standards, achievements and efforts have been recognised internationally and the international community considers it the leader in Africa in this field; and

8.7 There is, however, still a room for improvement regarding aftercare. 

9.
FINDINGS 

From the investigation the following key findings were made:

9.1
No provision in law exists dealing with aftercare;

9.2
The Aftercare Policy of the WPU does not sufficiently deal with the issue of aftercare;

9.3
The WPU’s Protection Agreement does not provide for aftercare;

9.4
Despite the absence of legal obligations and the budgetary constraints involved, the WPU has managed to implement aftercare;

9.5
The WPU has no formal agreements with its aftercare partners;

9.6
The current staffing arrangement regarding security officers is undesirable;

9.7
There has been an undue delay in finalising discussions and negotiations regarding the current staffing arrangement;

9.8
The current ratio of protectors versus protectees (i.e. 1:8) poses an unnecessary security risk endangering the lives of witnesses and protectors;

9.9
The implementation of Section 6 of the Act has been unduly delayed;

9.10
There has been a tremendous increase in the demand for the services being rendered by the WPU;

9.11
As a result of an increase in the demand of the WPU’s services, its operational costs have escalated, this also being aggravated by inflation; and

9.12
It is essential that the WPU develop its own capacity in order to be able to carry out its functions and fulfill its mandate.

10.
RECOMMENDATIONS

In terms of Section 182(1) (b) of the Constitution, 1996, and section 6 (4) (c) (ii) of the Public Protector Act, 1994, it is recommended that:

10.1 The Parliamentary Portfolio Committee on Justice and Constitutional Development, in consultation with the Department of Justice and Constitutional Development, take measures to ensure that the budget allocation of the WPU is improved, to ensure that it can fulfill its responsibilities;

10.2 The Department of Justice and Constitutional Development:

10.2.1
Effect amendments to the Act to provide for aftercare and matters incidental thereto;

10.2.2 Urgently attend to the matter regarding the current staffing arrangement of the WPU in respect of Security Officers; and

10.2.3 Give urgent attention to the implementation of Section 6 of the Act.
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