REFUSE MEETING AT NAPIER COUNCIL CHAMBER 19 SEPTEMBER 2024
Present:
W Lennert (WL) - CAM
K Poulter (KP), M Wood (MW) & J Moult (JM) – NRA
1. Napier Transit Station (NTS)
a. KP enquired about the rules relating to the size and quantity of garden refuse that would be accepted at the NTS. WL indicated that the rules relating to discharging of refuse at the NTS were still in a trial stage. 
Only 3 types of refuse were acceptable at NTS:-
 Garden refuse that is compostable which could be discharged on the ground.
 Building rubble discharged in a separate area.
General refuse for discharging into the skip. 
Napier residents can deliver small quantities of garden refuse and building rubble at no charge. Garden services contractors were presently being allowed one daily discharge only of finely chopped compostable garden refuse per day at no charge.  This was queried as it was contrary to the revised rules and would complicate control by the NTS staff. WL indicated anyone bringing in large quantities of garden refuse including large lengthy branches and tree trunks etc., would be directed to the Bredasdorp site and would be charged the standard fee as per the tariff schedule. 
JM indicated that he had witnessed a flower farmer delivering 2 large trailer loads of flower waste within minutes of each other.  It is important the rules relating to refuse deliveries be applied consistently.
b. [bookmark: _GoBack]WL was vague when asked to be more specific about size and quantity of garden refuse that could be delivered to the NTS. It was important for the residents to know these requirements so that when they left home for the NTS with garden refuse they could be confident that it would be accepted. This would reduce the possibility of illegal dumping. This quantity and size information was important as it would allow the NTS staff to make consistent rulings on whether loads were acceptable or not. WL handed out an A5 flyer issued by CAM on transfer site delivery requirements. The flyer was reviewed and again it was reiterated that there is a need to be more specific as to the quantity and size that was acceptable for free discharge at NTS. WL TO DEVELOP MORE SPECIFIC GUIDELINES. 
c. WL could not confirm whether anyone had yet been charged for bulk refuse discharges at Bredasdorp. He could also not confirm exactly how the payment could be made.  He indicated it had been proposed that residents be charged a token amount (about R100) and issued with a sticker allowing access to NTS for a year. It was agreed this is not unreasonable and would assist the NTS staff in regulating the use of the NTS by residents and contractors
d. WL indicated that councillors have been a bit reticent about enforcing the new rules as it could result in an increase in illegal dumping. WL indicated that no land fill was permitted at Napier other than restoring the terrain. (I assume this instruction came from the provincial government department of environment affairs and development planning.)
e. Concern was expressed regarding the quality of garden refuse that was being accepted at the NTS as it still included a considerable amount of non-compostable material. This needs to be better controlled by the NTS supervisor. WL indicated that the NTS supervisor had been given clear instructions as to what was acceptable refuse and had the authority to reject unsuitable deliveries. He was always available via the phone if the supervisor had any queries.
f. JM indicated that from his experience using similar refuse facilities in Durban and Stellenbosch, the NTS was very untidy and until, recently poorly managed.  Since the arrival of the new female supervisor there had been an improvement.
g. Concern was also expressed at the number of people scavenging at the site, including children. This needs to be controlled.  WL TO ADDRESS THIS WITH THE SITE SUPERVISOR.  WL indicated that 2 children had died at the Bredasdorp site and that the court case was ongoing.
h. WL indicated that there were 2 employees at the NTS; the supervisor who worked 08h00 to 16h00 and an EPWP worker who worked 10h00 to 18h00.  It was agreed to improve supervision that work hours 09h00 to 17h00 might be appropriate. WL WAS REQUESTED THAT CAM STAFF AT THE NTS BE ISSUED WITH STANDARD OVERALLS SO THAT THEY WERE IDENTIFIABLE.
i. The contractor that won the tender to rehabilitate the skip bay had left site with the job incomplete. He had only been paid for work done. A new tender was in the process of being issued and it was envisaged that the bay would only be completed by February 2025.
j. The existing contract for the supply of skips and transportation was due to expire 31 October 2024. A new contract was in place effective 1 November 2024. 
2. Farm Workers Household Refuse.
a. KP indicated that concerns had been raised that farmers delivering household refuse were being sent to the Bredasdorp site to discharge the refuse. WL indicated that when farmers delivered refuse to the NTS the quantity was so large that it generally filled the skip. This then required CAM to pay extra for the removal of the skip and for it to be replaced with an empty skip and hence farmers were being directed to Bredasdorp to discharge their refuse.  Even though the new refuse regulations were still in a trial phase farmers would have to pay to discharge large quantities of refuse at Bredasdorp. WL QUERIED IF THE FARMERS’ MUNICIPAL RATES PAYMENTS WENT TOWARDS REFUSE SERVICES. WL TO INVESTIGATE THIS.
3. Recycling
a. WL advised that the processing of recyclable refuse was done by a contractor near to the Bredasdorp traffic dept. Of the 1300 tons collected per annum (I assume not per month) approximately 450 ton was separated for resale by the contractor
b. WL advised that on occasions when the recyclable refuse truck was not available for service the compactor truck was used to collect recyclable refuse but it was not compacted. Domestic waste and recyclable should never be mixed when collected by the compactor truck. It was pointed out to WL that there had been several occasions when the mixing of domestic and recyclable refuse had taken place during the Napier collection. This annoyed residents who took recycling seriously and made material separation easier for the contractor by washing out glassware and tins before placing them in the clear bags for collection. WL INDICATED HE WOULD ADDRESS THIS MATTER WITH THE COLLECTION CREW.
4. Informal Settlement
a. VP indicated that the flower farmers are using residents in the informal settlement to process the flowers at their homes in the informal settlement. This was creating additional waste at the informal settlement as the flower waste was being dumped on the settlement perimeter and being allowed to decay and sometimes set on fire. This was creating additional waste and a fire hazard. WL TO DISCUSS THIS WITH THE FLOWER SELLERS WHO HAVE TO TAKE RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE REMOVAL OF THEIR WASTE. 
b. WL advised that a tender for the supply of 2 mini skips to be located at the informal settlement would be in place by 1 December 2024. These skips would be emptied twice a week and if 2 skips proved insufficient, provision had been made for an additional skip. (KP was of the impression that this was not what had been previously agreed with the refuse collection dept.)
c. WL indicated that the use of bins (210l) had not been successful for refuse collection at informal settlements.
d. WL indicated that recyclable refuse collection was generally poor in informal settlements however there was a pilot project in progress in Bredasdorp to try to improve the situation.
e. WL indicated that black bags were issued weekly, one per property, to residents. However often there were multiple dwellings per property. It was agreed that these should continue to be issued weekly rather than in bulk as this could result in the selling of bags. Issuing would be by the settlement coordinator.

Meeting ended at 15h30 as the chairman had another appointment

5. WL and JM did a site visit to the NTS after the meeting.
a. There were 2 men within the NTS perimeter fence who did not appear to be CAM employees. WL INDICATED HE WOULD FOLLOW UP WITH THE SUPERVISOR LATER. 
b. Also it was agreed that the area around the skip was very untidy with waste material. WL INDICATED IT WOULD BE TIDIED UP BY THE ONSITE WORKERS. 
c. Access to the skip for the depositing of refuse therein was makeshift and unsafe. WL TO HAVE SITUATION IMPROVED.
d. WL INDICATED THAT HE WOULD ARRANGE FOR THE AREA AROUND THE YET TO BE RECONSTRUCTED SKIP BAY, TO BE TIDIED UP.
e. It was evident that a lot of non-compostable matter was mixed in with garden refuse being delivered to and accepted at the NTS. Non-compostable matter was also evident in the piles of shredded garden refuse. Control of what is accepted for delivery needs to be improved.
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