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 Western Cape Street Children’s Forum
MINUTES OF THE WCSCF Monthly Meeting
 

Wednesday, 16th March 2016       10h00–12h00 

@ Salesian Institute, Somerset Road
ATTENDANCE:   Wilma Piek (VRCID), Jacque Pietersen (VRCID),  Headman Siralarala (CCID), Pat Eddy (CCID), Sandra Collins (SA Children’s Home), Brian America (VillageCC), Andile Ndikandika (Salesians),  Nompumelelo Dube (MES), Ashley (SA Children’s Home), Colleen Brookes-Gain (WCSCF), Dean Roomjamia (CCID), Aishia Bassardien (DSD CT), Candice Lynn Fortuin (DSD CT) and Janice Sparg (WCSCF). 
APOLOGIES were received from Pam Jackson (Chairperson), Dawie Marais (CTMSC), Herman Smit (CAP), Isobel Swartz (BADISA ER) and Michael Smith (Sinethemba).

 1. WELCOME, APOLOGIES & INTRODUCTIONS
Janice asked for permission to chair the meeting until an Exec Member arrived. The floor agreed.  Janice opened the meeting and welcomed all.  Introductions were made around the room.  Thereafter, Wilma arrived and took over chairing the meeting.
 2. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING

The minutes of the previous meeting were proposed by Pat and accepted by Wilma.
 3. MATTERS ARISING.  
Dean referred to the last Minutes ie: Possible gaps and Blockages and queried the following:

· In light of the overcrowding, what happens to children that have been exposed to gang activity on the street or belongs to a gang once they at Lindelani.  Being in a group at Lindelani, what is the impact on other children at Lindelani since these children start to form gangs of their own once they are there?
· Are the staff at Lindelani skilled enough to address this? – especially as they may not know the extent of the children’s involvement with gangs.  A better understanding of the child’s situation would better equip them to handle the situation for all the children concerned.

· Do they need external experts with a greater understanding of what is actually happening in the community where these children come from or was brought in from, to assist the staff at Lindelani?  

· Are the Social (case) Workers able to do a proper analysis of each child and their family situation, in the time allocated to them and with their high case loads.

Janice responded that children were not leaving Lindelani because of the situation inside Lindelani. That Robert MacDonald has spoken to Magistrate about children being discharged prematurely and about the 11 children that absconded while being transported.  Although Lindelani still remains the intake point and main placement option, more placement options were being opened up by “Faciliities” and beds were to be consolidated out of other facilities.  20 more beds were recently allocated in Clanwilliam.  Janice promised to give Dean the details of the leader of a group called “Brothers for all” –  He is a former gang member, who during his time in jail developed a maths and computer programming course for inmates.  Janice had asked him if he would be willing to come share his story to encourage children at the juvenile CICWL facilities and Youth Care Centres.  He agreed.  Dean agreed to get in touch with him as one means to assist Lindelani to provide services that were specifically relevant to the children there coming off the street.
Aisha (Swker at CTLO) responded with the following:

· She didn’t agree with the process relating to street children.

· That most of the street children were coming in after school to beg but go home at night.

· That children shouldn’t be placed at the back of the van when transporting them.

· Social workers are being viewed in a bad light.

· Cape Town office is being run with minimum staff.

· A Social worker will not put their name on a form 36 unless they have all the required information.

· That children should be looked at case by case and not collectively.

· Cape Town office is not responsible for all the children in the street.

Janice (Swker at CTLO) responded that if social workers are having problems with the SOP then they should take it up with their HOD who specifically designated the CT office, and gave them a dedicated social worker to deal with the street children found in CT. 

Candice (Swker at CTLO) asked why the Cape Town office is responsible for the case since the office where the child is resident and not where the child is found, is responsible for that case. That there were too many contradictions and that they were not getting up to date information on new procedures that has been put in place.

Janice responded that the SOP is the new way and has been in operation for a year already. That the SOP says that the local office where the child is found is responsible for the case.

Pat  asked what happens when a child already has a social worker and briefly mentioned a case they had where the child already had a social worker but that social worker had not bothered to get back to them. 

She asked Janice to keep all updated on all matters of the SOP follow up that Janice receives, so alternatives can be looked at and that it is unfair that rules are different for other areas.

Janice asked if the meeting could go back on track as the issues being discussed fell under the heading SOP on the Agenda.

Aishia then asked what an SOP was as she and her colleague had no idea what it meant.  This question made it very clear to the WCSCF and those regulars present that there has been a serious blockage in the flow of information to the CTLO Social Workers who have had the existence of the SOP kept from them for the last year, despite their Supervisor being in numerous discussions and meeting regarding the SOP (Standard Operating Procedure for the removal of street children to a place of safety and the subsequent processes).  This info blockage would have put the Social Workers in a frustrating situation, never mind the stress it has put on the whole system and every roleplayer present/ involved.  But just hearing this question gave us all so much clarity as to why the system had been so compromised and faulty and we were grateful for the insight.
4. COORDINATOR FEEDBACK 
4.1 NCCPF (Policy for the Children’s Act amended)

Janice recently attended a week Consultative Workshop on the development of the Child Care and Protection Policy.  The points that had been raised at the talks were the following:

· The Act did not sufficiently cover the needs of the child on the street.

· The default use of “family reunification” in the Children’s Act does not automatically work for the child on the street, as premature discharge and release back to a dysfunctional family results in the child being back on the street again.  For this reason the special needs for street children needed to be highlighted in the policy  ie: perhaps a special chapter pertaining to the finer details for street children.   

It became clear as the week progressed that the Western Cape currently has a far more effective set of processes, more effective relationships and access to more resources.  Also it is the Only province that had (a) Placement options (b) Transitional support programs. 

Pat then raised the question of where The Education Department featured in a child coming off the street.

Sandra explained that in the time children stay at a home, the CYCC must have a transitional support program in place, suitable residential care and be suitably funded by DSD. 

Janice said that one issue that arises often from the point of view of the CYCC is that the courts at the moment only sees the reports of the Designated social worker, but that the courts should look at reports from the managers of CYCC`s as well.  Section 159 (2): “When deciding on the extension of the period of a (placement) court order, the court must take cognizance of the views of - (c) where appropriate, the management of the centre where the child is placed…” clarifies this to come extent.
4.2   SOP

Janice explained that the SOP concerned the removal of a street child to a place of safety and all the subsequent processes. The main points being:

· Limitations:  the procedure does not apply to children who may be living on the street with family.  

· This process is not generally being used for early intervention of new children, but for those who have been on the street for some months and are resistant to usual interventions.
· DCPO Jurisdiction:  the DCPO office serving the area where the child is found (not the office serving the area where the parents live) is to henceforth be the caseworker for the child in question.

· Court Jurisdiction:  the Children’s Court serving the area where the child is found (not the office serving the area where the parents live) has jurisdiction, unless the Court orders otherwise.

· Vehicles:  unmarked (preferable) or marked vehicles can be used to transport a child, so that the children are not left on the street in the absence of an unmarked vehicle, as has been the case.  The SOP discusses the removal of children on a case by case basis – not mass removal – with children not to be placed in the back of police vans.
· Due Process:  placement of children into Lindelani should be done on a Form 36.  In the absence of a Designated Social Worker, only by a SAPS officer, and recently (by special permission from the HOD) by a CCID Fieldworker (not security guards) and only when a Dswker is not available, in order to get the child to safety and care at Lindelani.  The street is not considered a safe environment for a child.
· Follow-up of the Process:  careful follow up of this procedure is being conducted in collaboration with the HOD, Social Workers at Lindelani, and other roleplayers at all points of the process in order to identify and address gaps and blockages in the system that allow for abscondments or premature placement back with families who are not willing or able to manage them, as this drives them back onto the street and deeper into street life.  Initial follow up was not encouraging and showed poor results. 

This Procedure was proposed by Robert MacDonald (DSD HOD) in response to the lack of response from Designated Social Workers to reports of children in need of care and protection on the street.  It was designed to address inadequate response times, lack of vehicle and human resources and jurisdictional issues which were hampering the process.
Communication.   Pat said that she had been concerned about the distinct lack of communication between DSD/CID,  Aishia said she felt the same way.  Also that she felt embarrassed to say that only certain information had being filtered down to them and that she and her colleague was unaware of the SOP and its details.  She further explained their challenges of juggling their day to day cases and those of the street children;  that they now have a new manager, Rina Van de Venter, to whom they have extended an invite to a meeting with their supervisor to discuss how the programs are to be run, especially after hours, which is a great concern to them. It was also expressed that SAPS didn’t seem to know their role either.  Pat asked Janice if WCSCF could ensure that the staff of CID together with fieldworkers and social workers be kept updated on expectations and roleplayers.

Wilma voiced that they have also encountered the problem with SAPS and often their field workers accompany the social worker and the children to court and back with their own transport.

Janice applauded Bashardien for doing something concrete by writing about their challenges to the heads of office. 
Transportation of Children.  Dean that it didn’t make sense to send a social worker alone to court or back with street children because the children say they need to use the loo and use that opportunity to abscond.  The SOP makes provision for this though by saying that a CYCW from the Centre needs to accompany the Social Worker to the Court (point 11).

Placement Options and crowding at Lindelani.   DSD HOD and Directorate of Faciliities assure us that they are looking into solutions for the lack of placement options to relieve the current pressure on Lindelani.  

Parents Responsibility:  It was once more raised that the parents should be charged with neglect and abuse.  Ashia said that they don’t work with the parents, however the Social Workers felt strongly that the parents need to be involved. She suggested collaborating with organizations (NGO`s)  that work with  high risk families so these parents can receive the necessary parent skills and assistance as DSD has no funding.   Janice pointed out that this used to be part of the DCPO work.  Aishia said that since the budget cuts, the DCPO’s are no longer funded to do community based/prevention work, but only the statutory work.  Janice mentioned the importance here of Community Based  and Faith Based Organisations who provide much needed prevention programmes in the communities and how these must be further developed and funded by business and civil society.
Aishia said that it would be good if the managers from other areas and heads of DSD together with Intake Social Workers could attended WCSCF meetings to brainstorm for solutions and get on the same page.  Pat agreed that it would be helpful if other officials also attended the WCSCF meetings.  Dean said that its time for the people in the upper to meet with the people out in the field.
Janice invited Aishia and Candice to attend the next Hardened street children's meeting.
5. ANY OTHER BUSINESS.  No other business arose at this meeting.  Wilma thanked everyone for their participation and attendance and closed the meeting.
6. NEXT MEETINGS:   - 20 April 2016  - 10am – 12noon at Salesians Boardroom.
Enquiries:   Janice Sparg (WCSCF Coordinator)    Cell: 072 4500 456
  Email:  wcstreetchild@gmail.com
