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INCONSISTENCIES AND STRUCTURAL INTEGRITY OF EXISTING BINS.

The Draft Waste Management Strategy contains inconsistencies that materially affect its effectiveness. The document states that households in high-
impact baboon areas will receive lockable 240-litre wheelie bins. However, during BAG discussions on the 29th of January 2026, it emerged that the
City intends, instead, to provide only retrofit locks, rather than full lockable bins.

The efficacy of a lock retrofit, though, depends on the structural integrity of existing bins. New grey-lid bins, manufactured from softer recycled plastics,
are prone to deformation under pressure, which compromises the effectiveness of locking mechanisms and renders the bins readily openable.

Baboon foraging behaviour is highly adapftive; even minor weaknesses allow access to waste. Retrofits may function on older, sturdier black bins, but
this represents only a fraction of existing stock. Consequently, a substantial portion of households will remain exposed, rendering the intervention
largely ineffective.

A retrofit lock on an existing bin produces a ‘fully lockable bin’. The materials are the same
as what would be used if a “complete lockable bin was provided”. Retrofitting also
substantially reduces unnecessary replacement of the existing bins themselves.

While the grey lids may be structurally less robust than the old black lids possible deforming
of the lid by baboons does not provide full access to the bin and the locked bins will
remain effective. The existing valid tender in place for 240L residential bins is the only
mechanism available for the City to provide baboon proof bins.

POOR COLLECTION

GGST community reports poor, inconsistent and late collection of waste in the area of Simon’s Town.

Early and efficient collection of bins by the City or its service providers in baboon affected
areas is arguably the single most important intervention. This has been elevated and
prioritized in the revised Baboon Waste Management Plan.
Important to note:
e residenfial bins need to remain secured and locked
residential/hospitality property between the weekly collection days
e This reiterates that waste management is a partnership between the City and
residents, communities and individuals

inside each

COSTS

Each lock is expected to cost in excess of R2,000 per unit. Fully baboon-proof bins, including a robust and effective locking mechanism, are, in fact,
readily available on the market for approximately R600-R700 per unit. The consequence of this cost disparity is severe. With an allocated budget from
the City of Cape Town of ZAR12.5 million, the current approach results in about 6,000 retfrofitted bins across the entire Cape Peninsula.

This number is wholly insufficient to cover all known baboon-affected areas and creates inevitable gaps in the implementation of effective waste
management. Behavioural ecology science clarifies that even a single unsecured bin will attfract baboons to urban human waste in baboon-
populated areas. Partial coverage is therefore noft just inefficient but actively counterproductive, displacing the problem while consuming public
funds without achieving the stated objective.

Legal implication: The implementation of cost-ineffective interventions that will inevitably limit outcomes, raising concerns regarding compliance with
section 217 of the Constitution, which requires procurement systems to be cost-effective, efficient, and fit for purpose.

The City is unable to purchase any items directly from the open market. All purchases are
done either via an RFQ (less than R750 000) or via a tender. We are not aware of any fully
baboon proof 240L residential waste bin with wheels available for the price quoted by the
Green Group of R600-R700. We would request that the Green Group / SAFCEI provide us
with the details of this product.

Baboon proofing residential waste bins is an expensive exercise, hence the need to
evaluate whether it has a meaningful impact on reducing baboon urban wildlife conflict

Baboons are attracted to urban spaces for multiple and many opportunities. There is no
documented evidence that demonstrates that a single unsecured bin is responsible for
attracting baboons into an urban space. On the contrary there is significant data that
suggests that secured urban waste may not in fact significantly reduce the presence of
baboons in urban areas on the peninsula. One of the key aspects of the Baboon Waste
Management Plan is to quantitatively assess whether the roll out of lockable bins does in
fact meaningfully reduce baboon urban wildlife conflict in Cape Town. This assessment as
part of the initial roll out will determine whether the City continues or stops with lockable
bins as part of the Baboon Waste Management Plan.
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The City of Cape Town is under no legal obligation to accept or implement a tender outcome that is not economically rational, cost-effective, or
capable of achieving its stated public purpose. Section 217 of the Constitution requires public procurement to be fair, transparent, competitive, and
cost-effective. A tender proposing locks alone at about R2,000 per unit, when complete compliant bins are available for R600-R700, constitutes poor
value for money.
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The City awards tenders fairly, tfransparently and competitively. Baboon proofing of
residential refuse bins is part of a much larger urban waste term tender. This tender was
open to the entire market when advertised. No submissions received included the bins
Green Group/SAFCEI state are available for R600-R700. We would be grateful if you could
provide information of a supplier that will provide a 240L lockable baboon proof bin with
wheels for R600-R700.

Baboons do not range throughout all affected suburbs, e.g. Tokai. Those suburbs that are
affected fully e.g. Scarborough are fully covered by the roll out. We reiterate that this is
the first phase following which quantifiable assessment will assess whether lockable bins
meaningfully reduce baboon urban wildlife conflict.

We refute the suggestion that this is a counterproductive intervention.

SPATIAL GAPS AND THE NAVY

While the City has indicated that it is seeking to conclude an agreement with the Navy regarding waste management, it is well known that
negotiations between the City (and its baboon service providers) and the Navy regarding their own waste have been ongoing for decades without
resolution. The assumption that baboons will refrain from accessing unsecured waste within or adjacent to Navy properties is naive and inconsistent
with research and empirical evidence. Baboons will simply move around locked areas to access any remaining attractants.

In light of the Navy's prolonged inaction, it may be necessary to consider an alternative, pragmatic intervention, such as the establishment of a
designated and secured waste collection site and containment facility af the enfrance to Navy-controlled land, allowing the City to access, service,
and manage the waste directly. This approach would reduce reliance on further protracted negofiations, mitigate ongoing environmental and
wildlife impacts, and ensure immediate compliance with basic waste management obligations.

Simon’s Town is a highly complex ecological zone, where baboons naturally engage with both mountain and coastal habitats. Chacma baboons
are known to be highly adaptive and opportunistic. Even if troops are removed or relocated, vacant ecological niches will inevitably be recolonised
if attractants persist. Observations from GGST's monitors and members over more than a decade demonstrate that baboons will traverse both urban
and semi-urban areas in search of human waste if this is easily accessible and available.

The selective and fragmented roll-out of waste-securing infrastructure, in which lockable bins are installed in limited, designated areas while extensive
and wellknown baboon foraging zones remain entirely unsecured. This partial approach 25 predictably draws baboons into urbanised spaces,
undermines the effectiveness of the intervention as a whole, and creates conditions under which management failure may be mischaracterised as
justification for premature baboon removal.

The City and the SA Navy entered info a Memorandum of Understanding in November
2025 with regards to a range of shared outcomes. Waste management as well as other
services fall part of this new working relationship.

One of the outcomes of the Baboon Waste Management Plan is a specific SA Navy Waste
Management Plan and we will endeavour o include these important recommendations.
However it should be noted that this needs to be developed with the SA Navy and cannot
be unilaterally forced ono them. The BAG will be kept up to date as to the progress of the
specific SA Navy waste plan.

Agreed. Baboons investigate semi-urban and urban areas for a range of opportunities not
just limited to waste.

Simon's Town is a densely populated residential area with very little natural vegetation
and access to the coast inside the cadastral boundary of the suburb. The urban area
should thus not be perceived as a vacant ecological niche but rather a suburb that is
unsuitable for baboon presence. The CPBSMP and the associated Action Plan details that
baboons will not be allowed to recolonize Simon's Town

The recurrence of the current level of human-baboon conflict levels that currently
characterize Simon’'s Town will not be allowed - the Action Plan makes is clear that once
the froops have been removed, baboons will not be allowed to recolonize the area.

We are not aware of significant baboon urban foraging areas that have been excluded
from the initial lockable bin roll out. We request that the Green Group / SAFCEI list these
areas in writing with supporting evidence that they are significant baboon affected areas

We object to the suggestion that “management failure may be mischaracterised as
justification for premature baboon removal”.

MURDOCH VALLEY SOUTH HIGH-IMPACT BABOON AREA (COMMENTS ON APPENDIX A, POINT 8)

GGST is in disagreement with the current designated area limited (red line in Figure 2) to only a very limited section of the urbanised area, with an
allocation of only 162 baboonproof bins, which is wholly insufficient and administratively irrational.

The inifial roll out focuses on buffer zones where baboons will first interact with the urban
environment as they forage or explore towards semi urban and urban areas. This area will
be the buffer for Smitswinkel Troop as Seaforth and Waterfall will no longer be in Simons
Town and Murdock Valley North. As baboons entfer a residential area and discover that
bin contents are not available it provides less incentive for the baboons to remain and
means the ranger tfeams require less effort to achieve a favourable cost/benefit ratfio to
limit baboons foraging in urban areas. We therefore refute the suggestion that this is
insufficient and administratively irrational.

Should we have a surplus of bin clips in the initial roll out we may consider the residential
areas along the mountain edge in northern Murdock Valley.
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8) Murdock Valley South high impact area — approximately 162 bins required

Murdoch Vailey South

Figure 3: Proposed Waste Management Strategy in Simon’s Town South - Credit: JTT

Drawing on GGST experience after baboon-proofing 1100 bins in Simonstown in 2021, the allocation of only 6000 locks for 13 troops across the entire
Peninsula is wholly inadequate. Numerous households adjacent to and excluded by this zone (yellow section in figure 2) have been persistently
affected by the presence of baboons. Limiting intervention to a small subset of impacted properties (red section in figure 2) is arbitrary, inconsistent
with empirical evidence, and fails to acknowledge the predictable movement patterns and adaptive foraging behaviour of chacma baboons.
Research including from the University of Cape Town in the Cape Peninsula, has repeatedly demonstrated that even small gaps in waste containment
allow baboons to access food, perpetuating their presence in fown. Partial or selective bin allocation, therefore, undermines the stated objectives of
the strategy and sets the plan to failure both in terms of wildlife conservation and effective waste management. A holistic, area-wide approach is
required. All residential zones where baboons have been historically present must be included in baboon-proofing processes to prevent predictable
adaptive foraging on human waste. Fragmented or minimal allocations are not supported by science, are inconsistent with best-practice wildlife
management, and risk setting the strategy and the City's broader baboon management programme up for failure.

In addition to the above the monitoring of the Smitswinkel Bay Troop will be strengthened
to prevent the troop from moving northwards towards Murdock Valley North and Froggy
Farm.

e The Draft Baboon Waste Management Plan clearly states that the first roll out will
be 6000 bins to the most important areas that are where baboons first interact
with semi urban or urban areas as buffer zones.

e If baboon proof bins are shown to have meaningful benefit in reducing baboon
conflict more bins will be rolled out

e There are no areas that are currently considered high impact baboon areas that
have been excluded from this initial roll out

e Simons Town will be baboon free

e Forinterest and noting:

Research by Kaplan (2013) revealed that baboons could learn to unlock the bin locking
mechanism within as little as 7 days from first exposure to a ‘locked bin'. In these
experiments baboons were incentivized to explore locked bins by providing a few
handfuls of loose corn kernels and apples. By deforming the lid of the bin baboons could
access the corn kernels. However, waste in residential bins is mostly in black plastic bags
which if tied off prevents the contents from leaking out of a deformed lid. Baboons were
observed to pull the plastfic out from the bin and occasionally obtain small items but on
the whole the bulk of the contents were protected through the locking mechanism.
Kaplan (2013) further showed that using a clip from a dog lead, rendered the locking
mechanism baboon-proof and recommended that baboon-proof bins can reduce
access to waste if rangers can limit the amount of fime the baboons have to explore and
handle bins. Optimising waste removal fimes with trucks, and ensuring there are rangers
with appropriate deterrents can greatly reduce the fime that baboons are exposed to full
waste bins and hence greatly reduce the amount of waste they can access through
deforming locked lids and opening unsecured bins
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BIN-FREE COASTAL ZONES AND ANNEXURE C

During the BAG meeting held in January 2026, it was understood that the proposed approach would involve removal of coastal bins, including
baboon-proof systems and super bins. The idea was to put in place a requirement that residents and visitors remove their own waste from the area
themselves, and “take it home”. In fact, the Draft Strategy proposes the designation of the South Peninsula coastal areas as bin-free zones, placing
the onus on residents and visitors to carry their own waste. While GGST acknowledges that such an approach may be theoretically viable, its
effectiveness is dependent on sustained, comprehensive, and consistently applied public communication, environmental education and
enforcement of bylaws. In practice, this presents significant challenges, particularly given that such bylaws are not in place yet, and the high and
fluctuating volume of domestic and international tourists, many of whom are short-term or occasional visitors, especially during peak holiday periods.
Ensuring uniform understanding and compliance across such a transient population is therefore likely to be complex and unreliable.

Concerningly, GGST has observed that the City’s current implementation involves removing bins and replacing them with unsecured plastic refuse
bags tied to railings.

This approach has resulted in birds accessing residual waste, tearing open the bags, and dispersing refuse into the surrounding environment. These
conditions have increased the attraction of baboons, contributed to the widespread dispersal of plastic waste during windy conditions, and have
led to the inevitable entry of plastic pollution into the marine environment and delicate habitats. Critically, this approach undermines both wildlife
protection and coastal conservation objectives.

Properly maintained and actively monitored super bins with minimised waste insertion aperture, better of those implemented by the City during the
GGST project, would demonstrate a high level of effectiveness.

Figure 10 - a super bin, implemented by the City of Cape Town in collaboration
with GGST in 2021 and very effective when well-maintained.

Comment noted -

Coastal bin free zones have been successfully trialed at Fishermans Beach. We share your
concerns that bin free zones are not without challenges but stand by our proposal that
this is likely to be the most sustainable approach for limiting baboons access to public
waste in coastal public areas and should be trialed and expanded where successful.

It is important to note that this approach of bin free areas will be:

e Done as a frial reviewed as need be should it fail. This is clear in the Waste Plan

e This does not include high intensity use areas such as Seaforth Beach. But refers
to lay byes, remote coastal roads etc. It is not infended as a blanket one size fits
all.

Where it is put in place the waste plan details that the following would be implemented:

¢ Adequate signage will be installed fo inform the public that all waste must be
kept on their person or in their vehicle and disposed of once they have left the
defined baboon habitat area.

¢ Anyone found littering or discarding waste in a defined baboon habitat area will
be liable for a spot fine and/or prosecution (see bylaw and enforcement section)

e Bin free areas will be communicated formally by the CBP to all tour and travel
companies. Bin free areas will be communicated widely by the City and the
Cape Baboon Partnership in all media as an ongoing campaign.

e Bin free areas will be reviewed based on compliance by the public and altered
as needed without further consultation.

This is an incorrect assessment of what has been taking place. No bins have been
removed from Seaforth, Windmill or associated beaches where GGST has seen plastic
refuse bags tied fo railings. This is in fact an additional waste intervention through the
busiest of the peak season where in addition to the existing bins (green bins and super
bins) our coastal rangers hand out refuse bags to visitors fo collect their waste. Families
picnic here through the season and waste volumes are so high that the public bins cannot
cope. Additional bags are handed out and collected at the end of the day. Aside from
one or two occasions where collections have been missed or delayed this has been a
highly effective means of reducing litter and waste in our coastal environment. These
areas will in future also not be bin free ones.

Aside from a very few occasions when waste collection was delayed or missed this has
been a highly effective additional waste management intervention in these high-use
recreational zones and will be continued next summer season.

We disagree and our records show significant benefit to this practice at Seaforth, Waters
Edge and Windmill beaches.
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By contrast, GGST questions how the use of loose plastic bags can be regarded as a legitimate waste management measure within a coastal
conservation area of high ecological sensitivity. The area is located in proximity to a colony of critically endangered African penguins and is utilised
by numerous marine and migratory species.

In addition to exacerbating baboon presence within the urban environment, the use of loose plastic bags presents significant and foreseeabile risks
to avifauna, marine ecosystems, and other threatened species. This practice is fundamentally inconsistent with established principles of environmental
protection, the precautionary approach, and responsible waste management, and undermines the City's statutory obligations in relation to
biodiversity conservation and pollution prevention.

On this basis, GGST contends that viable options are limited to either the provision of robust, wildlife-proof waste infrastructure or a fully enforced carry-
out policy supported by substantial education and compliance measures.

The current practice of unsecured plastic waste disposal is indefensible and should not be adopted as a management solution.

GGST is concerned that the City may have adopted this manifestly inadequate approach primarily as a cost-saving measure. Replacement and
ongoing maintenance of baboon proof super bins require financial commitment.

We are of the view that the City, rather than addressing these costs responsibly, might have opted for a shortcut that externalises risk and predictably
undermines effective waste management. This decision would likely set baboons up to fail once again and, critically, would expose a 15 wide range
of other wildlife species to increased harm as a direct consequence of unsecured waste and plastic pollution.

We disagree. This comment by GGST suggest a lack of understanding of how communities
utilise these beaches during peak season and the volume waste that would be left behind
should we stop this practice.

This is factually incorrect and again suggests a lack of understanding about what waste
management practices are in place and how communities use the coastline in peak
season. Should we stop providing waste bags at these beaches as a top up, all this waste
and litter will be left on the beach at the end of each peak season day.

SOLID WASTE CAGES AND COLLECTION POINTS / ABDICATION OF MUNICIPAL RESPONSIBILITY

It is notable that during the BAG meeting in January 2026, members expressly raised the need for a detailed and clearly defined plan identifying the
precise locations where dump-collection point cages and wet-waste infrastructures would be required. In response, it was suggested that
communities could self-organise and determine these locations.

The City asked for comment from the BAG members to encourage community
collaboration. Opinions of residents can help to inform decisions which lead to increased
compliance. In this respect, the City was asking for input on the best placed and most
convenient locations for these structures for the residents who will make use of these
services. This was not an abdication of municipal responsibility. If specific members do not
want fo engage or work towards shared solutions that is prerogative of the member.
However, this shows a lack of will to assist with the key objectives of the BAG namely:

3.1 Facilitate constructive interaction between the CPBMJTT and affected communities;
stakeholders and key interest groups;

3.2 Serve as a channel for two-way communication;

3.3 Assist the CPBMJTT to engage with affected communities and stakeholders to identify
and address both strategic and local issues and areas of mutual interest and concern,
and work towards finding equitable solutions that benefit both the community and
stakeholders; and

3.4 Serve as a vehicle towards developing strategic partnerships with stakeholders
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Abdication of Municipal Responsibility While community participation is an important component of environmental governance, leaving fundamental
elements of waste-management processes and the burden to provide infrastructures to informal community initiatives reflects a serious abdication
of municipal responsibility. This approach demonstrates that the current strategy is incomplete, poorly specified, and lacks institutional accountability.
At best, it represents a minimum-compliance approach; at worst, it evidences a failure to design and implement a coherent, enforceable, and
ecologically sound system. Taken together, these shortcomings render the strategy wholly inadequate. The absence of clear planning, resourcing,
and oversight, combined with the foreseeable risks to wildlife and the environment, raises serious concerns regarding the rationality, lawfulness, and
environmental defensibility of the City's approach.

We refute claims of abdication of municipal responsibility. Currently in all formal residential
areas each residence is individually serviced by the municipality. What the GGST and
SAFCEI fails to recognise is that the City through experience has learnt that centralised
locations for waste cages that may accommodate recycling or wet waste have very low
uptake by communities and individuals as they might have to travel and carry their waste
a few hundred metres to place it in or at these locations and often result in poorly
managed spaces that act as a “general dumping site”. This has been learnt through many
decades of experience and without the communities themselves determining and buying
into these proposed collection points, they will fail. Further, urban waste management can
only be successful if there is a clear partnership and shared responsibility between the City
and the people of Cape Town.

Most importantly to note and record in response here is the City’s approach is one of
shared and collaborative responsibility with regards waste management between the
City, communities, and individuals. GGST and SAFCEI seek to continually place the entire
burden and responsibility on the authorities for waste management seemingly absolving
individuals and communities. In this approach GGST and SAFCEI consistently suggest that
there are surrepfitious efforts by the authorities to fail wildlife and baboons in particular.
This suggested allegation is unfortunate, untrue and unhelpful.

SCALE OF INTERVENTION AND HISTORICAL NEGLECT

The proposed allocation of about 6,000 bins for 13 baboon troops is grossly inadequate. GGST, a small non-profit, successfully baboon-proofed
approximately 1,100 bins in Simon's Town alone during the 2021 waste crisis.

The City’s current proposal is therefore disproportionate to the scale of the problem. 16 Decades-long neglect of waste management has allowed
human-wildlife conflict to become enfrenched.

Partial, underfunded interventions risk perpetuating ecological harm, increased conflict, and the eventual capture or removal of baboons,
representing both ethical and governance failures.

We do not agree. No high impact baboon areas have been left out of the initial roll out.
Should baboon proof bins be effective we should see a measurable improvement in
baboon urban conflict which would support the expanded roll out to areas that are more
on the fringe of baboons habitat. We would welcome GGST and SAFCEI listing which high
impact baboon areas have been left out of the inifial roll-out. The efforts put into securing
waste bins by the GGST is noted and appreciated.

The Action Plan itself acknowledges historical management failure. There are many more
attractants in urban areas than just waste and the Action Plan is clear that available and
suitable low lying preferred habitat (or lack thereof) is central to sustainable baboon
management (and baboon urban conflict) on the peninsula, not waste management as
suggested by GGST and SAFCEl. Even perfect waste management (not possible to
redlistically achieve in an urban environment like Cape Town will not prevent baboons
from moving into urban areas where there is insufficient low-lying habitat for them to utilise,

We note again the GGST and SAFCEI suggests that there is a determined effort by the
authorities to purposefully fail wildlife, and baboons in particular. This suggested allegation
is again unfortunate, untrue and unhelpful.

As previously stated, the mapping of the high impact baboon areas where the bins will
be placed is not intended to cover all areas that baboons may possibly visit. This is not
possible within the City’s budget nor desirable in terms of effect and impact.

DUTY OF CARE AND PREMATURE BABOON REMOVALS

It is wholly unacceptable for baboon removals, captivity, or lethal outcomes to proceed in the absence of a fully implemented, effective waste
management system, which the City should have implemented decades ago, following overwhelming evidence from UCT research and the NCC
monthly reports 2021-2024. Removing baboons before addressing the primary driver of conflict is ecologically irrational and ethically indefensible.

It disregards the duty of care owed by authorities and contradicts the principle that animal well-being must be considered in all management
decisions, in line with national legislation (NEMA; NEB:BA).

Proceeding directly to the removal of indigenous chacma baboons, particularly in collaboration with conservation authorities (CapeNature and
SANParks), represents a premature escalation that bypasses necessary phases of implementation. In an area of high biodiversity value, such actions
are disproportionate, iresponsible, and negligent, since they will most probably and ultimately prove unnecessary if waste attractants are effectively
eliminated and kept in check.

The Action Plan and the various comments response reports have made it abundantly
clear that availability of low-lying natural habitat (or lack thereof) is the key driver of high
levels of urban baboon conflict in Cape Town and this is the primary information guiding
the decision to remove certain troops. This remains the position of the Actin Plan and the
authorities.

It is not clear what UCT research GGST and SAFCEI are referring to. UCT researchers have
always stated that limiting access to waste is important but will not prevent baboons from
coming into urban areas. Research by Kaplan et al. (2011) showed that baboons used
urban areas in Simon’s Town less when the Navy's large communal waste areas was
closed off to the baboons. It did not, however, prevent the use of urban areas even when
corn was provisioned in natural habitat. There are an almost unlimited number of
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attractants in urban residential areas including shade, shelter from rain and wind, natural
and exotic plants that have been fertilised and watered, bird feeders, pet food and the
contents of houses. Consequently, it cannot be argued that access to bins is the primary
driver of conflict between people and baboons on the Peninsula. Rather Hoffman and
O'Riain (2012) argued that the loss of access to suitable low-lying land for foraging was
the best predictor of conflict and human-induced injuries/deaths on the Peninsula. The
Waterfall and Seaforth troops are both from the Smitswinkel Bay troop with very limited
access to productive low-lying land and move through urban areas to access the
coastline. Consequently, the benefits to them of foraging in urban areas are much higher
than troops that still have access to the coastline for foraging on the preferred strandveld
vegetation and the intertidal zone. This benefit to cost (rangers) ratio means that the WF
and SF troops are in effect locked into conflict as a result of where they have opted to
live.

GGST and SAFCEl fail to again recognize that the resources spent on baboon
management (how also including waste management expenditure) far exceed the
amount of resources spent and provided for any other single indigenous species in the
Western Cape, many of which are critically endangered.

The Action Plan specifically seeks to dramatically reduce human baboon conflict fo the
benefit of baboons and people while many of the GGST and SAFCEIl's suggestions
wouldresult in locking both baboons and communities info ongoing permanent conflict
with poor environmental, welfare and social outcomes.

FUNDING

GGST has been reliably informed that substantial funding is received annually from internafional philanthropic sources by the Department of
Environment, Forestry and Fisheries (DFFE), specifically earmarked for the management and mitigation of human- wildlife conflict in South Africa. It
has further been alleged that such funding has, in practice, remained unutilised for its infended purpose or might have been redirected to other
priorities. If DFFE funding were indeed available for distribution within South Africa and remains unallocated, this raises serious questions about
prioritisation, resource allocation, and accountability. Reliance on perceived budget limitations, when additional funds exist, undermines the legal
obligations to implement effective conflict mitigation.

We have no knowledge of this funding. We again reiterate that resources spent on
baboon management (now also including waste management expenditure) far exceed
the amount of resources spent and provided for any other single species in the Western
Cape, many of which are critically endangered and likely also exceed resources spent
on any single species country wide with regards human wildlife conflict mitigation and
management.

BY-LAW

Waste management measures are planned to be infroduced without first establishing clear, enforceable by-laws or compliance mechanisms, leaving
it unclear how compliance is expected to be achieved or how the measures can function effectively in practice.

A cenftral flaw of the strategy is the absence of meaningful integration with municipal bylaws, which must precede, not follow, any procurement or
implementation measures. Effective enforcement is impossible without a regulatory framework that imposes clear, legally binding obligations on alll
residents within baboon-affected areas, rather than only those located within narrowly defined zones. Proceeding with the acceptance of tenders
and the rollout of infrastructure in the absence of such by-laws reverses the proper order of governance and undermines accountability.

Waste responsibility must be extended across all baboon-affected areas, as baboons do not recognise administrative or property boundaries. Without
enforceable by-laws establishing duties, standards, and penalties, the strategy remains voluntary in practice and structurally incapable of achieving
its stated objectives

The GGST and SAFCEI misses that the Draft Waste Management Plan specifically refers to
using the existing Solid Waste and Coastal Bylaw both which have provision for impacting
positively on non-compliance with regards urban waste management.

Waste responsibility is extended across all baboon affected areas. The Draft Baboon
Waste Management Plan is not limited to narrow defined zones as suggested by the GGST
and SAFCEI.

The GGST and SAFCEI continually berate the authorities for not implementing baboon
waste management and suggest that the primary driver of baboon human conflict is a
lack of baboon focused waste management by the authorities. Yet when the authorities
proceed fo outline a number of reasonable and practical waste management
inferventions, the GGST and SAFCEIl label all of these interventions as premature,
inadequate or the abdication of municipal responsibility.

The GGST and SAFCEI's comment with respect to “Proceeding with the acceptance of
tenders and the rollout of infrastructure in the absence of such by-laws reverses the proper
order of governance and undermines accountability” reflects a lack of understanding of
policy and service delivery at the scale of a metropolitan city.

SUGGESTION: CAP-REBATE APPROACH

Adopt aregulatory compliance model anchored in municipal waste and environmental bylaws. All households in designated baboon affected areas
should be required to use baboon-proof bins that meet defined performance standards, with a reasonable compliance deadline and enforceable
penalties. The City may lawfully infroduce a capped rebate or voucher scheme of up to R700 per household. This model would promote shared

Your comment is noted. It is beyond the policy and decision-making delegations of the
JIT to make decisions on the use of financial mechanisms such as capped rebates or
vouchers schemes in this way. This would need consideration by the City's Finance and
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ecological responsibility, market competition, and full spatial coverage, with public funds being used rationally and in accordance with constitutional
principles

Response by Joint Task Team

full Council. This would also likely require stakeholder engagement and agreement and
consideration with regard to public procurement rules.

ANTICIPATED FAILURE AND REGULATORY WEAKNESS

Paragraph 1 of the strategy states that if no meaningful benefit is shown once lockable bins have been issued, the programme will end without further
expenditure. This creates a troubling impression that failure is anticipated rather than prevented. Given the structural weaknesses identified, the
programme is likely to fail, thereby justifying abandoning waste interventions and proceeding with baboon removals. This outcome is disingenuous
and avoidable.

Failure is not anticipated as detailed above and based on the research findings and
recommendations of Kaplan (2013). Further the Action Plan and various Comments-
Response reports have articulated clearly and consistently that waste management,
while a key mitigating tool across baboon management on the peninsula, is not the
reason for the decision to remove troops anywhere on the peninsula. This decision is
based on the repeated rationale of available (or lack thereof) low lying suitable habitat.
The JTT nor the Action Plan has never suggested, implied or stated that should baboon
proof bins and waste management not offer benefit that further troops would be
considered for removal. Quite the contrary in fact, in the first draft of the Action Plan the
authorities were quite clear on the low expected return on waste management as a key
driver of keeping baboons out of urban areas. The constant reference by the GGST and
SAFCEI that failure of baboon proof bins and manage waste will result in the authorities
removing baboon troops, is of their own making. It is not factual, is not referenced in the
Action Plan and is not a position held by the JTT.

STRUCTURAL CONFLICT OF MANDATE AND CONSEQUENCES FOR WILDLIFE

As the primary funder for the implementation of the plan, the City exercises decisive influence over the formulation and implementation of baboon
management strategies. However, the prevailing decision-making framework remains predominantly anthropocentric, prioritising short-term human
and economic considerations while insufficiently incorporating obligations relating to ecological integrity, wildlife well-being, and long-term
sustainability. Of concern is that other members of the Joint Task Team, CapeNature and SANParks, notwithstanding their statutory conservation
mandates, endorsed and committed to operate within this framework. This convergence of procedural exceptionalism, development-driven priorities,
and weak, unsound ecological governance provides a compelling explanation for why baboon protection efforts are failing.

The Cape Peninsula Baboon Strategic Management Plan (CPBSMP) and final Action Plan
operates through joint governance, adaptive management, and ecological safeguards.

Key points from the plan:

e Shared Governance: The City of Cape Town, SANParks, and CapeNature
Memorandum of Agreement, commits to joint decision-making through the Cape
Peninsula Baboon Management Joint Task Team (CPBMJTT). This structure
prevents unilateral dominance by any one party and aligns decisions with
conservation mandates.

e Vision & Purpose: The plan’s stated vision is “a sustainable and wild baboon
population living in natural landscapes on the Cape Peninsula where people live
in harmony alongside nature.” This explicitly prioritises ecological integrity and
long-term sustainability.

e Adaptive Management: Confinuous monitoring, population counts, research
partnerships, and stakeholder feedback are built into the plan to ensure strategies
evolve in response to ecological redlities rather than short term anthropocentric
pressures.

Cape Town is unique globally as one of a very urban cities with this size urban human
population within which there is

* an established National Park of over 250 km?
24 additional local government nature reserves
Three adjacent Marine Protected Areas
A combined Protected Area coverage of over 1300km?
Amongst the highest species diversity and richness of any urban setting globally
A population of baboons that has in fact grown in population numbers over the
last twenty years
e One of only two remaining stable (not declining) African Penguin colonies

The collaborative co-governance approach to baboon management through the JTT by
three authorities offers a better future for baboons as part of Cape Town's rich ecology
and biodiversity.

The comment is noted but not supported.

GGST /SAFCEI CONCLUSION
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While it may be suggested by authorities that this submission pertains solely to waste management, we do emphasise that such a narrow focus is
inadequate and set to fail. Addressing these issues in silos, and only partially, fails to account for the broader ecological, behavioural, and welfare
dimensions in the human-baboon interface. The selective or limited framing of the problem, as evident in the Draft Waste Management Strategy, is
unlikely to achieve meaningful outcomes, and the consequences of such an approach will inevitably fall on the baboons themselves.
Comprehensive, holistic considerations, including waste management, habitat integrity, water access, welfare and well-being safeguards, are
essential if authorities are genuinely committed to resolving this people problem.

For the reasons set out above, GGST and SAFCEI submit that the Draft City Waste Management Strategy, read together with the associated baboon
management proposals, is procedurally defective, scientifically unsubstantiated, and incapable of achieving its stated objectives without causing
foreseeable and irreversible harm to wildlife. To rectify the current situation and restore legality, rationality, and ecological integrity, the City and
relevant authorities should:

Response by Joint Task Team

e The Draft Waste Management Plan is only one part of the overall Baboon Action
Plan and BSMP

e The Action Plan specifically speaks to welfare, water access, habitat, population
numbers, monitoring etc.

e Efforts by the GGST and SAFCEI to reflect in this comment that the Baboon Waste
Management Plan is the overarching approach to baboon management on the
Peninsula is incorrect and disingenuous.

e |t is concerning that the GGST and SAFCElI chooses to ignore that there is a
formally JTT- approved Action Plan. This is surprising as the GGST and SAFCEl have
commented on the Draft Action Plan and have been part of the process to date,
sit on the BAG and are thus fully aware of this approved Action Plan.

e The implementation of the Action Plan and the associated sector specific
Baboon Waste Management Plan will not cause irreversible harm to wildlife as
claimed by GGST and SAFCEL. There is no evidence, scientific or otherwise to
support this statement.

GGST /SAFCEI SUGGESTED CORRECTIVE MEASURES
To rectify the current situation and restore legality, rationality, and ecological integrity, the City and relevant authorities should:

1. Immediately suspend the implementation of the Draft Waste Management Strategy and any associated baboon removal, captivity, or lethal
interventions, pending full compliance with constitutional, administrative, and environmental law requirements.

2. Provide fransparent, peer-reviewed scientific evidence and examples of infernational precedents demonstrating that the proposed strategy,
including any consideration of permanent capfivity of wild baboon troops, is grounded in established behavioural ecology, conservation
biology, and animal welfare science.

3. Disclose the scientfific basis, if any, for the removal of entire baboon froops, including evidence addressing the genetic, social, behavioural,
and long-term population-level impacts of removing wild communities from their ecological context.

4, Demonstrate, with verifiable data, that all reasonable mitigation measures have been fully and effectively implemented, including
comprehensive, area-wide baboon-proof waste management, enforceable by-laws, compliance mechanisms, habitat protection, and
access to water, before contemplating any form of removal.

5. Account for the adequacy, proportionality, and rational allocation of public resources in addressing a complex, long-standing human-wildlife
interface, and explain how the current limited, fragmented, and under-resourced approach could reasonably be expected to succeed.

6. Ensure that any future decision-making process is lawful, fransparent, and participatory, with meaningful engagement through the BAG, clear
lines of accountability, and compliance with constitutional standards of fairness, rationality, and evidence-based governance.

Absent these steps, proceeding with the current strategy would constitute an irrational and premature escalation that externalises failure onto wildlife,
exposes the City and conservation authorities to legal challenge, and risks irreversible harm.

Comments were requested on the Draft Baboon Waste Management Plan. The
commenting period on the overall Action Plan closed last year and the GGST and SAFCEI
participated in that process and their written submissions were responded to and
recorded in a Comments-Response report provided to GGST/SAFCEI, the BAG and the
public.

The infention by the GGST and SAFCEI to use the opportunity to re-submit comments on
the overall Action Plan is not supported. Where comments relate specifically to the Draft
Baboon Waste Management Plan these have and are responded to.

However for the purpose of public record we have chosen to once again respond fo the
GGST and SACEl comments. We also again refer the GGST and SAFCEl to various
Comments-Response Reports that are available and which detail the authorities’ positions
and scientific references used.

In a final response here to GGST and SAFCEI for record purposes please note the following:

e The approved Action Plan is clear that the authorities are committed to
managing a healthy population of chacma baboons on the Peninsula as free
ranging as possible with much reduced urban conflict in perpetuity.

e The JTT and Action Plan is clear that where baboons and people are ‘forced’ to
share the same spaces the outcomes are poor for baboons, poor for people,
poor for people-wildlife relations, poor for community relationships and have very
low conservation value and outcomes for baboons.

e The Action Plan seeks to invest in a multitude of actions across multiple sectors
(compliance and enforcement, fencing, waste management, welfare, research,
rangers, communication, awareness, monitoring and others) to achieve this.

e |t would appear that the GGST and SAFCEI seek to retain the status quo which
locks people and baboons into ongoing conflict with no benefit to either species.
The GGST and SAFCEI have to date not shown or vocalized support for a single
infervention across the Actfion Plan now including the sector-based Baboon
Waste Management Plan.

e Itis bewildering to note that the GGST and SAFCEI state in writing that the Action
Plan is "an under resourced approach”. The authorities spend and dedicate
more resources to baboons than any other single species or environmental issue
in the Western Cape.

The JTT, within the Action Plan, are committed to achieving a better future for baboons
on the Peninsula. While some interventions may succeed in achieving this, others may be
less successful, but we remain committed to a new future with reduced conflict and better
welfare outcomes for baboons.
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Retaining the status quo as motivated for by GGST and SAFCEI stands directly in the way
of that better future, ensures ongoing poor welfare outcomes for baboons, locks people
and baboons into ongoing conflict, locks communities into conflict and offers no
conservation value or benefit, and is thus rejected.

Comments not pertaining to the waste plan from Green Group Simonstown (GGST) and the Southern African

Faith Communities’ Environment Institute (SAFCEI)

Permanent Captivity of Two Entire Baboon Troops: Unfounded and Unscientific

The Draft Cape Peninsula Baboon Management Strategy, as broadly consulted on by the Joint Task Team (JTT) during 2023, does not contemplate
the removal of entire baboon troops into captivity.

There is no reference to resorting to such drastic measures to mitigate so called human-wildlife conflict, and for good reason: the permanent captivity
of wild tfroops is unprecedented, untested, and ethically indefensible. Any proposal to capture entire wild baboon communities for the sole purpose
of resolving urban-wildlife interface issues is inconsistent with internationally recognised standards, including those of the International Union for
Conservation of Nature (IUCN), which has never recommended such an approach in its Human-Wildlife Conflict and Coexistence Guidelines
CapeNature, as the issuing authority for permits, is legally and ethically obliged to observe international conservation and welfare standards. No
scientific literature or documented global practice supports the removal of whole froops of baboons into captivity as a conflict-mitigation strategy.

While individual animals may occasionally be rehabilitated or permanently housed when reintroduction isimpossible, such cases are distinct, targeted
interventions with clear welfare considerations. The wholesale removal of entire troops into a facility for display, however, is an unprecedented action
that would severely compromise ecological integrity, froop dynamics, and animal welfare and well-being, as conservationists have indicated.

Claims by the JTT that enclosure sizes comply with international standards inevitably deflect from the critical fact that these standards apply to captive
management and do noft reflect the ecological, behavioural, or welfare requirements of whole healthy, wild and free-ranging baboon troops. Wild
and free-ranging Chacma baboons are physiologically and behaviourally adapted to traverse extensive areas daily, accessing varied habitats to
meet their needs for food, water, and social cohesion.

Permanent confinement would disrupt natural behaviours, alter social structures, and create profound welfare risks, including stress, injury, and long-
term health consequences.

The concept of removing entfire froops into permanent captivity has no scientific foundation, empirical evaluation, or ethical justification. It is a
decision made in abstraction from both global best practice and fundamental ecological and welfare principles. As such, it is iresponsible, cannot
be ethically or legally defended, and must be categorically rejected as a management option.

Any serious baboon management strategy must reference to clear global best practice and specific ecological and welfare principles, not some
vague statements, without foundation or citation, while relying on untested, high-risk measures that may likely permanently compromise wild
populations.

The inference that the proposed sanctuary represents an “unfounded and unscientific”
removal of “entire wild baboon troops” info capfivity contains several inaccuracies that
require correction.

It is correct that earlier drafts of the Cape Peninsula Baboon Strategic Management Plan
did not explicitly describe the removal of entire troops into a sanctuary setting. However,
the BSMP specifically adopted lethal management as a tool. Removal to a sanctuary
was proposed in the Action Plan as a distinct alternative to the decision for lethal
management.

The Action Plan decision is the removal of the troops where inadequate low-lying habitat
is available. The means forremoval in terms of the approved BSMP is lethal management.
The Action Plan assessed alternatives to lethal management and decided on the opftion
of a sanctuary in place of lethal management for Seaforth and Waterfall froops.

The assertion that relocating entire troops info a managed sanctuary setting is
“unprecedented” or “untested” is incorrect. Primate sanctuaries globally (including
facilities housing macaques, vervet monkeys, chimpanzees and other social primates),
routinely manage intact social groups where reinfroduction is unviable. Contexts may
differ but the concept of maintaining complete social units within managed enclosures is
not novel.

What is uncommon is not the social grouping, it is the urbanisation trajectory of the tfroops
in question. The Simon’s Town troops are not functioning as intact wild groups. They are
chronically urbanised, human-food dependent, and subject to repeated and well-
documented anthropogenic causes of injury and death. The relevant comparison cannot
be between sanctuary life and pristine wilderness; it must be between sanctuary life and
continued, harmful exposure to high-risk urban environments (e.g. Simon ‘s Town).

On IUCN Guidelines:

It is misleading to suggest that the IUCN “has never recommended” sanctuary placement
in human-wildlife conflict contexts.

To be clear, nowhere does the IUCN state that:

capfivity is inherently unethical

sanctuaries are illegitimate

animals must always remain free-ranging regardless of welfare collapse

The IUCN Human Wildlife Conflict and Coexistence Guidelines (2023) explicitly recognise
permanent captivity as a legitimate, last-resort option where:

Conflict is prolonged and unresolved

Welfare is chronically compromised

Translocation is unfeasible

Lethal control would otherwise occur

The IUCN does not state that entire social groups are exempt from this consideration. It
emphasises proportionality, harm reduction, and context-specific decision-making. In
IUCN terms, a sanctuary is a recognised harm-reduction outcome. The Simon’s Town
context meets multiple criteria for this last-resort intervention.

On "ecological integrity™:

The claim that removing two chronically urbanised troops would compromise “ecological
integrity” requires scrutiny. Ecological integrity presumes functional natural processes.
These froops are not operating as ecologically functional wild troops. Their ranging
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behaviour is heavily shaped by anthropogenic food sources and sleep sites. Their daily
movements are constrained by urban infrastructure and human management. Their
mortality profile is driven largely by vehicles, dogs and residents with air rifles. Life on the
urban interface disrupts natural processes far more profoundly than managed sanctuary
placement.

On behavioural and welfare impacts:
Itis correct that wild chacma baboons traverse extensive ranges under natural conditions.
It is also correct that chronic urban foraging alters those patterns significantly. As a result
of a plethora of access to human-derived foods and urban sleep sites, the Simon’s Town
froops have exceptionally small, nearly exclusively urban core ranging areas.
The proposed sanctuary enclosures are designed to:

e Maintfain social cohesion

e  Provide environmental enrichment

o Allow species-appropriate behaviours

e Eliminate high-risk anthropogenic threats
The welfare-based and scientifically relevant question is therefore a comparative one, not
an abstract one: does sanctuary placement improve welfare relative to the present
tfrajectory of escalating injury or mortality risk?

On the claim of “no scientific foundation™:
The statement that whole-troop sanctuary placement has “no scientific foundation” is
inaccurate. No credible scientific body insists that free-ranging status must be
maintained at all costs where welfare collapse is evident.
Published wildlife-conflict mitigation literature recognises a continuum of responses:
e Aftractant management
Behavioural deterrence
Sterilisation
Translocation
Lethal control
Permanent capfivity

On ethical and legal defensibility:

CapeNature is indeed obligated to observe conservation and welfare standards. Those
standards require proportionality and reasoned justification, not ideological rigidity.
Ethical defensibility lies in reducing measurable harm while avoiding unnecessary
suffering.

If continued free-ranging status results in predictable injury, vehicle mortality, and violent
interactions with residents, then refusing sanctuary consideration on principle alone
becomes ethically guestionable.

On global best practice:
Global best practice in human-wildlife conflict management does noft prescribe a single
solution.

The proposal to provide sanctuary for two specific, chronically urbanised baboon froops
is not a blanket policy to capture wild populations of baboons. It in no way permanently
compromises wild populations of baboons. It is neither unprecedented nor unscientific to
consider permanent sanctuary placement in this specific urban context where conflict is
entrenched, welfare is chronically compromised and alternative in situ measures have not
resolved the situation.

The question is not whether baboons ideally belong in the wild. The question is whether
these specific froops are currently able to live long lives, safely and sustainably, within the
altered landscape they presently inhabit. Serious debate is welcome but must engage
with comparative welfare outcomes, not rely on an absolutist perspective detached from
the present reality.
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CRITICAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR ANTICIPATING BABOON MOVEMENTS

While waste management is a critical component in the human-wildlife interface, it is not the sole driver of baboon movement. Chacma baboons
also require access to fresh water, particularly during periods of high temperatures or drought when natural sources on the mountain may become
scarce. Baboons are also aftracted towards urban developments by unattended street water leaks.

Restricting access to fresh water through physical or virtual fencing can therefore have severe consequences for the health and survival of these and
other animals. Effective management must account for the species’ fundamental ecological requirements, food, water, and safety, and ensure that
their movements are not artificially constrained in ways that compromise survival.

As mentioned in the Action Plan, measures have been put in place to ensure that
baboons will have access to water sources behind the planned northern fenceline.

Troops on the Cape Peninsula have access to multiple natural and artificial water
sources within their established ranges, including perennial mountain streams, seep lines,
dams, and seasonal catchments.

Physical or virtual barriers are implemented to reduce high-risk urban interface incursions,
not to prevent access to natural habitat resources. There is no policy objective to
“artificially constrain” survival requirements. On the contrary, fencing specifically works to
improve baboon safety and survival by limiting access to urban harms — dogs, cars,
firearms etc.

SAFETY (AND HABITAT ADEQUACY FOR THE CT1 AND CT2 TROOPS)

Safety considerations are equally imperative. The mountain and surrounding habitats are known to be affected by poaching and the presence of
snares, placing baboons at continual risk of injury and mortality. Conservation authorities and the City, acting through the Joint Task Team (JTT),
therefore have a joint duty not only fo manage human- wildlife conflict at the urban edge, but to actively maintain an environment that supports
the survival, health, and well-being of baboon troops within their natural range. This duty 19 extends beyond addressing urban attractants and human
convenience, and includes ensuring secure, sufficient, and ecologically functional habitat, supported by non-aversive conflict mitigation strategies,
as a prerequisite for ethical and ecologically sound management.

Crucially, the Proposed Action Plan itself acknowledges that this obligation is not being meft in respect of the Constantia troops. Section 5.1 of the
Plan (“Limited low-lying habitat for CT1 and CT2") explicitly states that, unlike several northern troops, CT1 and CT2 do not have access to large,
suitable areas of low-lying natural habitat:

“Suitable large patches of low-lying natural habitat are available in the north for the Zwaanswyk Troop (ZW), Tokai Troop (TK), Mountain Troop 1 (MT1)
and Mountain Troop 2 (MT2), but only small patches of suitable habitat are available for the Constantia troops (CT1 and CT2)."”

This statement constitutes a formal admission by the authors of the Plan that the fenced and managed landscape proposed for CT1 and CT2 is
inherently inadequate to meet their ecological and foraging requirements. Low-lying habitats are essential for baboons, particularly during dry
periods, as they provide access to diverse and seasonally available food resources, water, and energetically efficient foraging opportunities. By
confrast, confinement fo limited and fragmented mountain habitats significantly reduces food availability, increases nutritional stress, and heightens
the likelihood of risky ranging behaviour.

The Plan, therefore, creates a situation in which CT1 and CT2 are knowingly subjected to chronic resource scarcity. This is not an unintended outcome
or a risk identified by external stakeholders; it is explicitly recognised within the Plan itself. Despite this acknowledgement, no credible mitigation
measures are proposed to address the insufficiency of habitat, nor is there any indication that the fencing strategy has been reconsidered in light of
these constraints. Instead, the Plan proceeds as though the identified shortfall in resources is acceptable or inconsequential.

Deliberately managing wildlife in a manner that predictably deprives them of adequate foraging resources is incompatible with principles of
conservation, animal well-being, and adaptive management. It also contradicts obligations arising from the area’s international conservation status,
including UNESCO requirements fo protect ecological integrity and ensure that management interventions do not undermine the long-term viability
of species within protected landscapes.

In effect, the Plan proposes o confine CT1 and CT2 to an environment that its own authors concede is insufficient to sustain them, thereby entrenching
a system in which these froops are placed at ongoing risk of nutritional stress, increased conflict, and further harmful interventions.

Hoffman (2012) noted that should baboons move northwards over Constantia Nek that
conflict levels would be high because access to suitable natural low-lying vegetation was
limited to small patches adjacent to the urban edge. Additionally, the northern urban
edge is bounded by a road that carries large volumes of fast-moving traffic with limited
visibility and dense roadside vegetation greatly increasing the risk of vehicle collisions.
Hoffman's (2012) predictions have been confirmed with both troops that have moved
north of the Nek having exceptionally high levels of human caused injury and death.
Leaving them here is to guarantee continued welfare harms, and for residents and
motorists to experience ongoing distress associated with damage and accidents
respectively.

It is correct that low-lying land is limited immediately to the south of the fence but the
same is frue north of the fence. Therefore, the goal of this intervention is to significantly
reduce welfare harms associated with the urban area by moving both troops to an area
safe from urban dangers. The troops will be free to re-establish their natural ranging areas
behind the fence, which are not occupied by neighbouring froops. Importantly, these two
froops previously ranged in and were supported by this natural area when their size
exceeded 80 baboons. Due to high levels of anthropogenic deaths, they are currently
around 35 baboons in size, which is a greatly reduced density of baboons per area.

We estimate that the preferred habitat available to CT1 and CT2 behind the Northern
Fence (where they historically ranged before 2020) is 331 hectares or 3.1km?2 which is a
density of 11 baboons per km2, which is lower than the Tokai troop density.

The GGST and SAFCEI should also note that the northern fence is a fence line, not an
enclosure. Neither CT1 or CT2 will be confined but will have full access to the entire
mountain range. It is not that baboons cannot survive on the elevated habitat, it is that
they choose easier habitat resourcing when it is available and accessible. To state that
the Action Plan deliberately manages wildlife in a manner that predictably deprives them
of adequate foraging resources contfradicts obligations arising from the area’s
infernational conservation status, including UNESCO requirements is factually incorrect.

There are five locations in this area that provide drinking water year-round which are
known to the field teams and the troops. Finally, natural food resources are predicted to
correlate with increased ranging behaviour and reduced fecundity. These are natural
responses and are considered preferable to human-caused injury and death that typifies
life for a baboon north of the fence.
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THE DISAPPEARANCE OF AN ENTIRE GENERATION OF BABOONS IN KOMMETJIE: SWEPT UNDER THE CARPET

During the last week of November 2025, between 13 and 16 juveniles from the Slangkop Troop near Kommetjie, on the Cape Peninsula, simply
disappeared.

This troop, as all troops on the Cape Peninsula, is managed by Shark Spotters (Cape Baboon Partnership project, CBP), under City of Cape Town
funding.

Reports from residents indicate that adult baboons displayed confusion and distress in the days following the incident, and that this was indeed a
highly targeted and selective removal, potentially over one or a few nights.

Neither the City nor the service provider proactively informed the community, nor were any investigations publicly reported, despite the clear
responsibility of authorities to monitor, report, and account for the status of these animals. This incident, as if it did not happen at all, was not reported
in the CBP monthly official reports of November and December 2025.

The disappearance of these baboons was then described by Shark Spotters CEO as a maftter of “recorded mortalities” across 18 months (June 2024
tfo Dec 2025). Reports to GGST from locals, though, insist that between 13 and 16 healthy juveniles disappeared suddenly over one or two nights,
representing the loss of almost an entire age group rather than a series of deaths occurring over time.

Following the incident during the last week of November, residents observed the remaining adult baboons appearing visibly distressed in the days
that followed.

At a subsequent meeting of the BAG in January 2026, authorities acknowledged that baboons had in fact disappeared, and they could not explain
why and how, and that bodies were never found.

The assertion that these juveniles disappeared over the course of a week is incorrect, losses
occurred throughout 18 months between the counts as is reflected in the 2025 report.
There was no targeted or selected removal. GGST and SAFCEI is advised to refrain from
making false claims of this nature.

Resident reports of baboons being in distress are subjective and without knowing the
exact timeframe that the residents are reporting this in we cannot say if this was truly the
case. There has been elevated infra-troop conflict over the past months owing to intense
dominance-related fighting between adult males. This unsettles the troop. We can
however state unequivocally that no targeted removal of juveniles was carried out by the
CBP or any of the parties of the JTT.

No single incident occurred. These losses occurred over an extended period of fime.
Historically it has not been standard practice for all deaths or missing baboons to be
reported to the public. Nor is this always possible. Known losses are reported internally and
where necessary, investigations follow.

The reports to GGST are incorrect.

There was no single incident that led to the death of these baboons.

The presentation at the BAG included information on the causes of the known juvenile
deaths. The Slangkop troop declined by 15 individuals over an approximately 18-month
period, from June 2024 to December 2025. During this fime, 14 mortalities were formally
recorded, of which eight were juveniles. These juvenile deaths included cases where
carcasses were recovered or where animals were euthanised by a veterinarian due fo
illness/injury.

Recorded juvenile mortalities include a range of causes: direct human-related causes
(such as vehicle collisions), indirect human-related causes (such as drowning and
inadvertent poisoning), and cases where a baboon was found injured or deceased but
the precise cause could not be determined (for example blunt force frauma, where it is
not possible fo distinguish between a fall and a vehicle collision).

Many of the juveniles were therefore accounted for by recorded mortalities. However, it
is important to note that census figures are snapshots taken at two points in time (June
2024 and December 2025), while mortality records accumulate continuously between
those dates. While there has been a real and concerning loss of juveniles, census figures
cannot be used to aftribute juvenile deaths on a one-for-one basis between years.
Changes in juvenile numbers reflect a combination of recorded deaths, unrecorded
mortalities, individuals ageing info new classes, and births and deaths occurring between
census snapshofts.

While every effort is made to document mortalities, it is not possible to record every
baboon death. Baboons range widely, spending periods in mountainous and natural
areas where management practice requires that rangers keep a distance to allow them
fo forage and move naturally without unnecessary human interference. As a result,




14

Comment Response by Joint Task Team

animals are not observed continuously, and some deaths—particularly those occurring
away from roads or urban areas, or overnight at sleep sights—may not be observed or
result in carcass recovery. This is why troop size can decline by more individuals than the
number of formally recorded mortalities.

In addition, the Slangkop Troop experienced considerable social instability over the past
year, with repeated challenges for adult male dominance. At one period there were six
adult males within the troop. This resulted in elevated levels of infanticide, which is a
natural, though distressing, behaviour in baboon societies during periods of male turnover
and has contributes significantly immature baboon deaths.

The Slangkop troop remains a high-priority focus area for CBP. The recent population
changes have prompted intensified ranger efforts to reduce time spent in urban areas, as
well as the intention to speed up timelines on the implementation of strategic fencing in
the area. We continue to closely monitor troop dynamics, mortalities, welfare risks, and
ongoing social changes.

The assertion made by GGST and SAFCEI that ‘premature or unmonitored removal’ took
The gap between public statements, later acknowledgements, and community observations raises serious concerns about transparency, record- | place appears to be deliberately vague. Please can GGST and SAFCEI clarify and provide
keeping, and the adequacy of current management frameworks, and highlights the risks associated with premature or unmonitored removals. evidence for the claim that baboons were targeted and actively removed.

Both GGST and SAFCEI representatives were in attendance at the BAG meeting on the
29t of January where the BAG members were repeatedly asked if they had questions.
Neither the appointed SAFCElI or GGST representatives raised any queries about the
Slangkop Troop.

Your reference to UNESCQO's criterion x is not applicable here. The Cape Floral Protected
Areas qualify on criteria ix and x. You refer directly to criteria x here which states the
following:

) ) ) . . ) ) ) | ‘fo contain the most important and significant natural habitats for in-situ conservation of
While rumours circulate regarding the potential forillegal live trade, the mere occurrence of such unreported juvenile removals demonstrates systemic | piojogical diversity, including those containing threatened species of outstanding

failures in protective measures. UNESCO's Operational Guidelines and core requirements for fauna in any natural World Heritage Site include Criterion | ynjversal value from the point of view of science or conservation’
(x), which is focused on the conservation of biological diversity.

UNESCO notes the following:

For all properties nominated under criteria (vii) - (x), bio-physical processes and landform
features should be relatively intact. However, it is recognized that no area is totally pristine
and that all natural areas are in a dynamic state, and to some extent involve contact with

people.

There is nothing in UNESCOs guidelines that states that all individual animals need to be
accounted for. This is not an achievable reality in wildlife management. Neither is there a
requirement that individual numbers of animals in wild baboon froops should be
communicated to the public at all, let alone in an instantaneous manner. CBP have
offered to try fo implement this going forward. However, it is not a UNESCO requirement.

Your comment on a failure in protective measures also bears little significance to this
scenario. The Peninsula baboons are more closely followed and protected than most wild
animals and are conferred profection under several acts. When and if illegal activity is
suspected or witnessed it is always escalated to the relevant authorities.

THE REINTRODUCTION OF AND RETURN OF HIGHLY CONTROVERSIAL AND LONG-TIME DISMISSED TRACKING COLLARS

Although tracking collars have played a consfructive role in primate conservation and behavioural research when used responsibly, the use of | Tracking collars have never been dismissed as a management tool for the baboon
fracking collars as a management tool on the Cape Peninsula has been dismissed in practice since 2019. programme. There was a period when new tracking collars were not deployed but this
was due to uncertainty around the continuation of the programme. Collars have always
remained a valuable tool for baboon conservation. Prior to the collaring of GOB13, the
last collar that was placed on a baboon was in June 2022.
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Their management application has been highly controversial and raises serious welfare concerns. These collars are disproportionately large relative
to the size of the baboons and have a profound impact on their behaviour, welfare, and overall well-being. There is ample evidence of collars causing
deep cuts into the skin, intfroducing infections, and creating sites for parasite infestation. Such injuries often lead to chronic pain, behavioural
alterations, and long-term welfare deterioration.

Collaring has also been applied indiscriminately to males, females, and even pregnant or lactatfing individuals.

Public statements by stakeholders, including Shark Spotters (CBP), indicated that collars would only be used for scientific monitoring purposes. In
practice, however, collars have been historically deployed as a management intervention aimed at controlling the movement of individual baboons
deemed "problematic”. Historical patterns demonstrate that collars have predominantly been used as a tool to facilitate capture and euthanasia,
rather than to support non-invasive conflict mitigation or to protect both wildlife and humans. The approach is therefore inherently coercive, punitive,
and misaligned with principles of animal welfare, behavioural ecology, and ethical wildlife management. Given these impacts, collars cannot be
considered a legitimate tool for proactive, humane baboon management.

Their continued introduction before the implementation of fundamental mitigation measures, such as effective waste management, habitat
protection, and ecological oversight, is deeply concerning. Baboons require safe, accessible environments to meet their basic needs for food, water,
and social security; invasive interventions that compromise their health and well-being undermine the ethical and ecological integrity of management
programmes. GGST and SAFCEI have long recommended that all management strategies prioritise holistic, non-violent, and science-based measures
that respect the welfare, well-being, autonomy, cultural and ecological role of baboons, rather than relying on invasive fools that have historically
resulted in harm and mortality
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Collaring a single baboon in a tfroop dramatically enhances the welfare of that entire
troop by reducing their access to the urban environment and the associated and
established urban harms.

The collar that has been placed on the GOB male is well within recommended weight
limits, making up only about 1.5% of the baboon’s body weight, accepted ethics allow
for between 3-5% of an animal’s bodyweight. While any tracking device may come with
some impact to the animal, , to the contrary of your statement, there exists no evidence
to suggest that the collars utilised in the Peninsula have “a profound impact on their
behaviour, welfare, and overall well-being". Please cite the "ample evidence” for baboon
collars in the Peninsula causing “deep cuts into the skin, introducing infections, creating
sites for parasite infestation” and leading to “chronic pain, behavioural alterations, and
resulting in long-term welfare deterioration™.

Collaring of baboons on the peninsula is not indiscriminate. Current collaring protocol
ensures that collars are placed on high-ranking individuals that provide areliable indicator
of the movements of most of the troop.

Collaring of baboons is an expensive intervention and has never been used as a fool to
facilitate capture and euthanasia. The very opposite is in fact the case. Baboons are
collared to prevent the escalation of human baboon conflict and reduce the chance of
baboons being euthanized in terms of the baboon management guidelines.

Case Study

We have included a case study below fo highlight how the use of the previous fracking
collar on the GOB alpha reduced human-baboon conflict for the GOB troop. The new
collar is showing similar success:

The functionality & necessity of a tracking collar for the GOB Troop

= -

(Jd
_Z" 3 field rangers

P “. -3 h 4
Fig 1. The GOB troop’s range is approximately 28km?2. Approximately 3.8km? of their range falls outside of the Cape
of Good Hope section of TMNP, which borders on urban areas (red circles). The troop is manned by 3 field rangers
who must roam the ~7km of fence where the troop can exit the reserve.

Tracking collars make a significant difference in the field team’s ability to manage a froop
by allowing the team to know where the troop is located at regular intervals throughout
the day when the feam do not have a visual on the troop. This fechnology is specifically
valuable for the GOB Troop as the Cape Baboon Partnership programme does not
currently operate within the Cape of Good Hope section of Table Mountain National Park
where the GOB froop ranges. The GOB troop can exit the reserve at any location along
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the ~7km of fenceline in their range, which used to be manned by 3 field rangers (but is
now manned by 4) (Fig. 1).

When a single, central high-ranking baboon is collared, they serve as a proxy for the
location of the froop as a whole. With a tracking collar in place, the field team can view
the location of the troop intermittently throughout the day. If the collared baboon enters
a geofenced area that management has demarcated (Fig. 2), the field team will receive
an SMS notification alerting them that the tfroop is moving to an area of concern. This alert
allows the rangers to place themselves strategically along the fenceline in a position that
allows them to effectively block the troop from exiting the reserve.
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Figure 2. Map showing the GOB troop’s approximate ranging area depicted with the white polygon.
Example of geofencing placement indicated by the red and orange polygons. When the collared baboon
enters these geofenced areas, the field team receive an SMS alert allowing them to place themselves in
the most efficient location along the fence line to prevent the troop from exiting the reserve.

Figure 3 shows the difference in the field team’s ability to keep this troop out of the urban
space when the troop had a collar compared to when the troop did not have a collar.
With a collar, the rangers were able to pre-empt where the troop will exit the Cape of
Good Hope reserve, resulting in the froop spending a total of 15 minutes in the urban area
over a 14-month period. Without a tfracking collar, the troop spent 5732 minutes (~96 hours)
in the urban area over a 23-month period. This data provides irrefutable evidence of
management success with the use of remote tracking for this froop. Importantly, the Cape
Baboon Partnership invested additional resources in the form of two additional rangers (1
additional per shift) in an effort to maintain the troop within the Cape of Good Hope
reserve. This came at a considerable cost to the organization and the programme with
very little positive impact on the management of the troop or prevention or reduction of
human-baboon conflictsin urban areas. As such, the Cape Baboon Partnership requested
replacement of a tracking collar on a single baboon within the GOB troop to improve the
management of this froop, which is already yielding positive results.
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Figure 3. Graph indicating the amount of time that the GOB troop spent in the urban area with and
without a tracking collar over a three-year period.

We would also like to highlight that your members The Global White Lion Protection Trust
also recognize the inherent value in utilizing tracking technology Scienfific Wish List -
Global White Lion Protection Trust (whitelions.org)

PROCEDURAL CONCERNS AND LACK OF MEANINGFUL ENGAGEMENT

From the outset, the governance and decision-making framework for baboon management has been characterised by procedural deficiencies that
undermine tfransparency, accountability, and trust. Of particular concern is the role of the Joint Task Team (JTT), which functions as the primary
decision-maker in matters with significant and potentially irreversible environmental, animal welfare, and community impacts.

The JTTis not a legally constituted entity, but rather an agreement between three authorities. This structural arangement effectively obscures lines of
responsibility and shields the participating authorities from direct accountability, limiting opportunities for lawful oversight, review, or redress.

Further procedural concerns arise from patterns of preferential freatment and exceptionalism within the Baboon Advisory Group (BAG). Discrepancies
in representation, access, and influence between BAG members have been noted, alongside unresolved membership and governance issues that
have been raised repeatedly over a period exceeding one year without adequate resolution. These inconsistencies have contributed to perceptions
of unfairness and have weakened the legitimacy of the BAG as an inclusive advisory body.

Meaningful engagement within the BAG has been further compromised by the manner in which decisions are developed and communic ated.
Substantive proposals with far-reaching implications have been formulated outside the BAG process and presented to members only after key
determinations had effectively been made. Engagement has been reduced to limited comment periods or information sessions, rather than genuine

deliberation or co-development.

In some instances, media outlets were reportedly briefed on management decisions before BAG members themselves were informed, further eroding
frust and contravening basic principles of participatory governance.

Phrases like “procedural deficiencies,” “preferential freatment,” and “erosion of trust” are
broad claims. Without clear references to specific events this comment cannot be
addressed.

The JTT is a contractual partnership established by a Memorandum of Agreement
between three legally constituted public entities. Each party is accountable as a juristic
person.

Please provide specific examples if you require comment regarding preferential
treatment. The JTT aims to freat all members of the BAG equally.

There has been an opportunity for BAG members o comment on the Draft CPBSMP, the
draft of the Final Action and the Draft Waste Management Plan. However, it has always
been made clear from the inception of the BAG that the final decision-making rests with
the JTT. We understand that BAG members may not always be in agreement with the
decisions that the JTT makes and BAG members often do not agree with each other.

It is highly improbable that a solution which is acceptable to all parties will be found.
Furthermore, prolonged consultatfion is not possible given the urgency of the decisions
that must be made.

This occurred on one occasion and was done in error. The JTT immediately apologized to
the BAG members for this error.

The function of the BAG has always been an advisory role. The group's purpose is to
facilitate communication between stakeholders (communities, NGOs, researchers) and



https://whitelions.org/donations/scientific-wish-list/
https://whitelions.org/donations/scientific-wish-list/

Comment

Although the BAG has been publicly described as a two-way channel of engagement between authorities and affected communities, its role has,
in practice, been treated as merely consultative. This position is internally contradictory and has resulted in a predominantly top-down process, in
which the BAG appears to function as a forum for endorsement rather than as a meaningful advisory mechanism. Such an approach falls short of
constitutional and administrative law standards governing public participation, tfransparency, and procedural fairness.
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the CPBMJTT and to ensure that diverse community viewpoints are considered. However,
it has never been communicated that the BAG would act in final decision-making
processes. In this respect the function of the BAG has always been made transparent

CITY OF CAPE TOWN: DEVELOPMENT PRIORITIES AND ECONOMIC BIAS

The City of Cape Town and developers appear to possibly prioritise high-income property development within ecologically and heritage sensitive
areas, a possibility which might be driven by the incentive of increased rates revenue, while penalising affordability, sustainability and the environment.
Simon's Town and the False Bay coastal areas would be, in this case, treated as prime development zones, with property unit values easily exceeding
ZAR 10 million. Within this framework, the presence of baboons is approached not as an ecological reality requiring responsible protection, but as an
inconvenience to be removed. This is a governance perspective that is narrowly human and elite-centred, with limited integration of ecological
integrity or wildlife well-being into planning and decision-making processes, within a pristine ecosystem and UNESCO heritage site. While City officials
have at times acknowledged these pressures, the practical outcome has been a consistent reluctance to invest in durable, ecosystem-based
solutions. Instead, there is a preference for strategies that reduce operational costs, even where these strategies externalise ecological harm and
social conflict.

GGST and SAFCEI are informed that Cape Town is a city. A metropole of over 4.5 million
people. This is not a wilderness or rural area. Urban pressures experienced in all cities are
part of our landscape and require active and ongoing decision making and
management. It is also opportune to point out that all members of GGST and SAFCEI that
reside in Cape Town or other cities no doubt benefit and make daily use of this urban
environment through all the services, infrastructure, residential and urban homes, transport
routes, economic drivers, benefits and access as well as its economic growth and
economic activities.

It is most probable that all members of GGST and SAFCEI themselves occupy and live in
urban residential homes that were also once natural habitat which is now permanently
altered and lost to nature.

Cape Town is an extraordinarily biodiverse and conserved urban environment measured
on any global standard. For reference:

Cape Town is unique globally as one of a very urban cities with this size urban population
within which there is

* an established National Park of over 250km?
24 additional local government nature reserves
Three adjacent Marine Protected Areas
A combined Protected Area coverage of over 1300km?2
Amongst the highest species diversity and richness of any urban setfting globally
A population of baboons that has grown in numbers over the last twenty years
One of only two remaining stable (not declining) African Penguin colonies
Many more

Further the Action Plan explicitly details a desired overall baboon population on the
peninsula of 525 animals which is aligned with the estimated appropriate carrying
capacity set out in 2001 by Kansky & Gaynor, and in 2012 by Hoffman & O'Riain.

None of the Action Plan speaks to or proposes removal of baboons so as to free up more
development space as suggested by the GGST and SAFCEI. This position is of their own
making. Simon’s Town and Murdock Valley and surrounding development already exist.
These suburbs also pre-date both the current Waterfall and Seaforth troops.

SHORT-TERM ECONOMIC INTERESTS VERSUS THE PROTECTION OF WILDLIFE

Early proposals to the JTT, including WAPFSA's submission of comments on the Cape Peninsula Baboon Strategic Management Plan on 31 March
2023, during the consultation process on the Management Plan in 2023, emphasised the need to formally recognise and protect ecological corridors
and buffer zones, which would have meant implementing corresponding limitations in zone planning processes. This would have meant restrictions,
particularly for new developments in those areas.

The City has the legal and administrative capacity o implement such measures. However, these proposals have been repeatedly dismissed.

The City's most ecologically valuable landscapes often overlap with its most lucrative real estate. The rejection of wildlife corridors, buffer zones, and
ecosystem protection measures directly exacerbates human-wildlife interface. Continuous attempts to advance or go ahead with constructions
near or within buffer zones in the Simonstown and other coastal areas further compound this problem, reinforcing the perception that development
imperatives consistently outweigh conservation obligations.

The current high rates of baboon conflict as it relates to the WF, SF, CT1 and CT2 troops is
unrelated to land use zoning changes or development growth since 2023.

None of the Action Plan speaks to or proposes removal of baboons so as to free up
more development space as suggested by the GGST. Furthermore, the GGST is
informed, or reminded, that aside from a few road crossings, there is a connected
natural corridor along the entire length of the peninsula from Cape Point to the top of
Table Mountain.
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Sunnydale Rate Payer Association member of the Baboon Advisory Group (BAG)
Comment
RETRO FITTING OF BINS

Do not refro-fit bins featuring existing straps or gravity locks with new clips unless requested by the resident. Residents must be clearly informed of
the R2,000 replacement charge should a bin be damaged or lost.

The SRA has consistently maintained that it will only support the rollout of tamper-proof bins, with a clear preference for gravity-lock bins. The current
proposal to retrofit locks onto existing bins, at a reported cost of R2.5 million for 6,000 bins, is unreasonable and difficult to justify. To date, residents
have not been shown what these locks look like, which makes meaningful comment impossible. Based on the limited information available, it must
be assumed that these locks are not fruly tamper-proof.

At present, many residents have already installed their own bin-closing mechanisms. Most have opted for straps and clips to secure their bins. It is
therefore essential that clarity be provided on what types of bin-securing mechanisms will be acceptable going forward, as uncertainty in this regard
will only lead to inconsistency and frustration among residents.

The proposal to charge residents R2000 if their bin is damaged or stolen is unacceptable.

Response by Joint Task Team

Your comment is noted. The draft waste management plan has been amended to
reduce the liability fo residents. Residents will also be notified prior to the fitment of the
clip system.

A bin with a yellow lock and cables was previously provided by the City, which some
users referred to as the "gravity lock” model was unfortunately not shown to be as robust
or effective as the double clip system.

Noted - changes have been made to the draft waste management plan to reduce the
liability for residents.

BIN ALLOCATION

The number of bins allocated to the De Oude Weg area is wholly inadequate. The two gated estates alone account for approximately 130
households, the current allocation does noft reflect this level of demand.

Buffer zones most susceptible to baboons foraging on the content of waste bins have
been pricritized. As baboons enter a residential area and discover that bin contents are
not available it provides less incentive for the baboons to remain and means the ranger
teams require less effort fo achieve a favourable cost/benefit ratio to limit baboons
foraging in urban areaos.

Should the roll out as planned have excess bin locks, greater numbers in phase one will
be allocated to De Oude Weg.

RECYCLING:

The proposal to discontinue the recycling programme in baboon-affected areas is sfrongly opposed by the Sunnydale Ratepayers Association. This
approach is impractical and environmentally irresponsible.

Very few residents will be prepared to transport their recycling to designated drop-off points. The most likely outcome will be that recyclable material
is added to general household waste and sent to landfill, directly undermining the City’'s waste-reduction and recycling objectives.

While baboons accessing recycling bags is inconvenient for residents, thisinconvenience must be weighed against the long-term environmental cost
of abandoning recycling altogether. Recycling bags pose far less risk than the permanent loss of recyclable material from the waste stream. Any
waste-management plan that results in increased landfill usage cannot be regarded as sustainable.

Rather than discontinuing recycling, the focus should be on developing and implementing secure recycling solutions that are appropriate for
baboon-affected areas. This aspect of the proposal requires urgent reconsideration and a revised approach that balances environmental
responsibility with the redlities of living in a wildlife-interface area.

We will amend the Waste Management Plan to allow for recycling with the condition
that recycling bags are not placed for collection earlier than on the day of collection
and that the City service providers must collect allrecycling in high impact baboon areas
by 9am.

Should this fail due to a lack of compliance by the City’s service provider and or the
residents, recycling collection programmes will be paused until a better system that
prevents baboon access is established.

As a reminder we note that effective management of waste to prevent or reduce
baboon access can only work if there is equal commitment, responsibility and
partnership between residents and the City.
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OPERATIONAL AND SCHEDULING CONCERNS:
There are also simple operational changes that could significantly improve waste management in Sunnydale.

On Mondays, both solid waste and recycling frucks should enter Capri first, starting at the end of Capri Drive and working towards Jamaica Drive,
ensuring that the mountainside properties are cleared early.

On Tuesdays, the De Oude Weg area should be serviced first. It appears that Lekkerwater Road and the surrounding areas are currently prioritised,
which creates problems for residents. The same issue applies to the recycling trucks. These challenges could be addressed through basic rescheduling
of the workflow, without any additional cost.
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Agreed. The biggest impact will be achieved through committed early collection prior
to baboons gaining access to bins or recycling. The Baboon Waste Management Plan
will be amended to reflect this.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, the Sunnydale Ratepayers Association remains committed fo finding workable, cost-effective, and environmentally responsible
solutions to waste management challenges. However, this requires transparent decision-making, appropriate infrastructure, realistic planning, and
meaningful engagement with the affected community.

Noted with thanks.

Additional concerns raised during the BAG meeting on 29 January 2026

Comment Response by Joint Task Team

Need to distinguish food waste from garden waste in terms of composting.

Owing to the difficulty in ensuring compliance, all composting in high impact areas must
be enclosed in a baboon proof structure, cage or drum. If this is not possible then garden
waste must be taken to the nearest drop off point.

Equity impacts on lower-income communities who may not have access to vehicles to remove their recycling.
Risk of illegal dumping.

Noted.

Concerns raised about the risk of increased littering on public beaches if bins are removed

We acknowledge the challenges of managing a waste free zone on the Peninsula but
believe that this is likely to be the most sustainable approach for limiting baboons access
to public waste sites in coastal public areas.

The waste plan details that the following would be implemented to aid with compliance
and reduce littering:

e Bins free areas will be carefully considered and chosen. This is not a blanket
approach but one that will be trialled and expanded, if successful.

e Adequate signage will be installed to inform the public that all waste must be
kept on their person or in their vehicle and disposed of once they have left the
defined baboon habitat area.

e Anyone found littering or discarding waste in a defined baboon habitat area will
be liable for a spot fine and/or prosecution (see bylaw and enforcement
section)

e Bin free areas will be communicated formally by the CBP to all four and travel
companies. Bin free areas will be communicated widely by the City and the
Cape Baboon Partnership in all media as an ongoing campaign.

e Bin free areas will be reviewed based on compliance by the public and altered
as needed without further consultation.

Please note that the last bullet point acknowledges that bins can be reinstated if it is
noted that the bin free model is not workable.

Suggestions raised for receptacles for cigarette butts to still be available on public beaches.

Noted. This is not a baboon waste issue. This comment will be passed to
Urban Waste

Bins are frequently damaged by waste-collection vehicles. Calls for the City to ensure that collection trucks are suitably equipped for emptying the
double lock bin.

Integrated Waste Management/ collections have confirmed that the frucks will be
equipped to open the bins. If any other trucks must be used in an emergency, the
collections staff will use a rubber mallet to open the clips.
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Queries regarding who is responsible if waste collection staff damages the bin.

The City will replace the bin at no charge to the resident.

One-bin-per-household assumption not reflecting multi-dwelling or commercial contexts

All existing bins at residences identified will be retrofitted.

CPCC member of the Baboon Advisory Group (BAG)

Comment Response by Joint Task Team

HOUSEHOLDS IDENTIFIED AS NEEDING BINS

A. Identification of areas requiring baboon proof bins needs some review info the future as baboon troop movements could further shift with ongoing
developments.

B. Discrepancy of numbers of bins supplied to Castle Rock in BAG presentation and in circulated Waste Plan: 28 bins vs 35 bins. This is a significant
discrepancy given the low number of houses in Castle Rock.

C. Red Hill housing and farms or small holdings in the Cape Point to edge of Scarborough area are not currently identified as needing bins.
D. Misty Cliffs is currently only identified as phase 2 bin delivery and Da Gama troop do go there.
E. Ocean View is inadequately identified for receiving bins - the Kommetijie side of Ocean View needs bins.

F. The new development Sea Breeze Estate, Ocean View, has not had any bins allowed for as it was not on maps, or it was assumed that with electric
fence no bins would be required but the fencing is absolutely not working at Sea Breeze.

G. City to check for further new developments not accommodated on maps in all baboon footfall areas.

A: The Action Plan is clear that baboon establisnment in new urban areas will not be
adllowed. Phase two of bin roll-out, should phase one show benefit, will allow for review
and addition of areas as needed.

B: We will double check and correct the number where necessary.

C: The highest impact areas have been included in the Plateau Road polygon which
stretches to and includes the Redhill small holdings area. We will however revisit this to
ensure that there is adequate coverage for the area.

D: Phase one and two have now been combined. Please note that although the Da
Gama froop do visit Misty Cliffs, this occurs very rarely. This was the rationale for why
Misty Cliffs was initially scheduled for Phase 2.

E: Should the roll out of first 6000 clips systems i show benefit, the roll out will be extended.

F: Sea Breeze Estate will be included once houses are built.

G: This can be part of the ongoing review.

INADEQUATE NUMBER OF BINS ARRIVED AT WITHOUT APPROPRIATE RESEARCH
A. The number of baboon proofing locks to be retrofitted is wholly inadequate and does noft sufficiently meet the needs of the number of residences
requiring them, even in areas identified, some of whom require more than one baboon proof bin per household.

B. Most Baboon footfall areas are also areas with many air BnBs or secondary dwellings and even third dwelling on a single property.
C. It seems that the figures are based on a guestimate, which is not acceptable. The City of Cape Town has the resources to devise a poll for

households in high baboon impact areas to indicate whether they currently have a baboon proof bin, and if not, how many bins they require in cases
where households currently have more than one bin.

A: Baboon proof bins/ clips are expensive. Phase one aims to target highest impact
areas and to test efficacy and benefit. Should benefit be meaningful and warrant the
expenditure, there is potential for more baboon-proof bins/clips to be made available
in future

B: Noted - It is anticipated that a percentage of the bins in the high conflict area will
already be fitted with double lockable clips. This will provide a surplus of double clips
that can be fitted to additional bins at multi-dwelling or commercial properties.

C: Solid waste have records of how many residential bins are on each property. Your
assumption that the City has unlimited resources and staff capacity is incorrect. Your
assumption that all residents would participate in a poll is also incorrect. Public
participation is notoriously low. All bins in the identified bands/zones will be refrofitted.

SPECIFICATIONS ON BABOON PROOF BINS

The final clear specifications of the baboon proofing locks have not been made available to the BAG; we are therefore unable to comment on this
critical aspect. In the absence of this information we are limited to raising the following general concerns:

A. It is critical that the baboon-proof locks must only be fitted to the hard top black lids The grey lids are manufactured from a softer plastic material
and are not durable - they can be bent open even when secured in the front, allowing baboons to get a hand in. Lids can also be torn off, especially
when a baboon can slip a hand in at the side or front.

It was noted in the meeting and in previous emails that the clips will be the same as the
previous widely distributed double clip mechanism.

A: This will be raised with Urban Waste Management

While the grey lids may be structurally less robust than the old black lids, possible
deforming of the lid by baboons does not provide full access to the bin and the locked
bins will remain effective. The existing valid tender in place for 240L residential bins is the
only mechanism available for the City to provide bins for the next 3 years. This means
that the only available option for baboon proof bins is the use of the existing bins with
retrofitted clips.
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B. The hard top bins need to have a minimum of 2 clips, on the front opening end with one on either side.

C. Padlocks on both of the 2 clips are essential Without padlocks, bin pickers access the bins and leave the bins open. Without padlocks in place the
2 clip bins can still be accessed by baboons who can open both clips simultaneously - although they might do this with some challenge, we had it on
video.

D. The refuse trucks must be able to open the bins without damaging the bin or baboon proofing locks/mechanism, and with bins remaining locked.
Sufficient capacity to open bins with the locking mechanism needs to be specified in tender and contract. City to state where they are at with current
confracts in order to accommodate this.

IV. Lockable bins DO need to be locked at all times, including and especially on day of collection, in order to be baboon proof.

A. In all the public engagement sessions from 2022 to present date, the feedback has been unanimous that only tamper proof, baboon proof bins
actually work; that is lockable bins.

B. Without locks, bin pickers access bins and leave them open.

C. Without locks, baboons can access baboon proof bins - they can open both clips simultaneously although it fakes time - and can do so when
waste is out for collection

V. The Navy should not be excluded from receiving lockable baboon proof bins:
A. The Naval Bases in Simon’'s Town and surrounds fall within high impact baboon areas - consider especially SANAD, Transport Depot, MRS, Scala
Barracks.

B. As the waste management plan includes “requesting the SA Navy to provide a waste plan... which will minimise the risk of waste exposure fo the
Smitswinkel Troop” it is unreasonable not to supply the full number of baboon proof bins requested by the SA Navy at all bases.

C. All Navy messes and barracks should be especially priorifised to receive baboon proof bins given the volume of food waste produced.
VI. Loss or Damages to baboon proof bins

A. It is unreasonable to hold residents liable for any loss or damage to baboon proof bins caused by refuse removal contractors or staff of the City of
Cape Town Solid Waste Department.

B. It is unreasonable to hold residents liable for any loss or damage to baboon proof bins caused by bin pickers.

C. Accordingly, the provision that repairs are at owner’s cost should not be incorporated into the Revised Integrated Waste Management Bylaw in its
present form.

VII. Consider further improvement to Baboon Proof Bins

A. One of the ways baboons consistently gain access to contents of bins is by pushing them over and cracking them open (like cracking a nut only
this is a big nut). Investigation to be done on ways of limiting cracking of the body of the bin, or limiting access through cracks in the body of the bin,
possibly through double layering or thin protective layer of some kind applied inside existing bins.

B. This would require research and innovation, optfimally application would be to apply to existing bins.

VIIL. The statement that the programme will end if no *meaningful benefit” is shown is vague and lacks the necessary transparency and accountability.

B. Correct, this is a double clip system.

C, Locks are advocated but require similar responsibility by residents in keeping the bins
locked. Waste pickers remain a risk to breaking the bins if locked. We have advocated
for community involvement in developing a workable solution with waste pickers.

D. Integrated Waste Management/ collections have confirmed that the trucks will be
equipped to open the bins. If any other trucks must be used in an emergency the
collections staff will use a rubber mallet to open the clips.

\%

A. The lockable bins are unfortunately not tamper proof. Waste pickers often use rocks
to open the pins and pop the clips. Locks are advocated for but require similar
responsibility by residents in keeping the bins locked.

B. Waste pickers remain a risk to breaking the bins if locked. We have advocated for
community involvement in developing a workable solution with waste pickers.

C. Advice will be provided fo residents to reduce the likelihood of this happening,
including placing locks on the clips

V. Separate talks will be undertaken with the Navy. The City will engage with them with
regards to their requirements

A: Seaforth and Waterfall froop will be removed from Simons Town as per the Action
Plan. No baboons will be allowed to recolonize this space.

B: We have not declined any request by the SA Navy as suggested here for bins.

C: See A above.

\"

A: Agreed. Itis also unacceptable for otherresidents of Cape Town fo subsidize residents
that may not take care of their baboon proof bins or freat City bins with carelessness
and damage them. Should we have evidence that the bin was damaged by aresident
due to negligence they will be required to cover the cost of repair.

B: Agreed.

C: Agreed and revised as per (A) above.

Vil

A: Noted. The City is limited with respect to the tenders that are in place.

B: Agreed.

VIII: The CBP has been tasked to develop a research programme to do this assessment.
These findings will be presented to the JTT as well as the BAG and internal City waste
management etc. Decisions will be open, transparent and accountable.

A: Agreed. CBP has been tasked to develop a clear methodology for this.

B: See (A) above.
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A. It is essential that the City of Cape Town clearly defines what is meant by “meaningful benefit”, including the specific, measurable criteria and
indicators that will be used to assess the effectiveness of the lockable bins.

B. The timeframe over which this assessment will be conducted must also be clearly set out. Furthermore, the process for making this determination
must be clarified.

C:See Vil above.

IX: All tender rates are publicly available (KIM TO CHECK) Please see comment

C. In particular, it must be confirmed whether this decision will be taken unilaterally by the City, or whether a fair, transparent, and consultative process | X: Agreed.
will be followed, with meaningful engagement and feedback from affected residents and stakeholders before any decision is made to discontinue

the programme. A: Noted.
IX. Transparency re cost of producing bins and fitting locks The exceedingly high cost of the baboon proof locks and retrofitting thereof by a contractor | B: Noted.
is of concern. In the interests of tfransparency and ongoing viability we would like to receive a breakdown of costs of R12,5 million including what

portion is labour in fitting.

X. Dissemination of information fo Communities through media/social media

A. There has in the past with baboon concerns been assumptions by authorities that putting information in the media means that the communities

receive this information- sharing information needs to be done in ways appropriate fo all members of the community.

B. Engagement with community leaders to utilise various local whatsapp groups and forums such as churches or schools to convey information as

many residents don’t do social media or mainstream media.

RESIDENTIAL: COLLECTIONS AND BIN PICKERS

XI. Policing of Waste put out for collection XI

A. An amended Waste Bylaw is a great idea, and good inclusions have been mentioned, but it is worth nothing if this is not regularly policed - where
does the capacity come from for policing? If it is only by individuals reporting contravention to Law Enforcement then the adherence would be less.
B. Are there any additional agents such as Environmental Officers who could assist with policing?

XIl. It is not entirely feasible and therefore is not reasonable that Communities Manage Bin Pickers

A. We welcome collaboration between CBP, known bin pickers, CIDS, MIDS and RAs to limit interference with waste.

B. Some communities have more resources to manage bin pickers, such as private security companies and a neighbourhood watch which has
cameras in place and patrollers who have time because they do not need to be at work. Other communities do not have this opfion. Making it the
responsibility of communities o manage bin pickers is prejudicing according to wealth and the leisure time and resources associated with wealth.

C. Failing to provide fully functional lockable bins, and putting the responsibility on residents to manage bin pickers, would be passing on the

consequences of failure in responsibility to deliver tamperproof, lockable, baboon proof bins. The requirement for tamper proof, lockable, baboon
proof bins had been unanimously called for by all communities engaged in public participation at all stages.

D. Bin pickers are an escalating problem throughout Cape Town and any solutfions put in place to manage bin pickers need to be responsive and
adaptable.

E. Lockable bins, not accessible by bin pickers, do limit bin picking.

XIIl. Time of day that waste is collected in Baboon Areas is critical

A. When waste sits out for hours it is more likely to attract baboons, or create challenges for rangers to keep baboons away. Waste put out only after
6am and collection completed by 9am successfully limits attractants - this has been demonstrated in Da Gama Park and Welcome Glen where
Wastemart have been very cooperative.

A: The Draft Waste Management Plan specifically speaks to this capacity constraint and
proposes a way forward for increasing capacity to address non compliances —reminder
that effective waste management requires commitment and responsibility by
individuals. Without this, it will not succeed.

B: The Draft Waste Management Plan specifically speaks fo this.

Xll: The Draft Waste Management Plan does not suggest that communities manage
waste pickers but rather that communities consider whether they could build working
relationships with the waste pickers that frequent their suburbs.

A: This comment appears to contradict the comment made in XII2

B: Engaging with, building a relationship with and acknowledging waste pickers is not
limited in any form by wealth or leisure status.

C: The plan does not place the responsibility on communities —its advocates for building
a working relationship and engagement between communities and individuals with
waste pickers. We are noft sure that a 100% tamperproof, lockable baboon proof bin
exists.

D: Agreed. What has been shown to have benefit is for community organizations as
advocated for in the draft waste plan to look fowards a working relationship with Waste
pickers. Individual home owners could also acknowledge, engage and speak to waste
pickers.

E: Waste pickers may damage or break the bins — we have advocated for locked bins
but we highlight the risk of this approach.

Xl 100% Agreed - this has been elevated as the most important and effective
intervention in the revision.

A: Agreed.

B: Agreed.
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B. The waste collection schedule at this point is very fragmented and needs to be revisited with the baboon risk in mind as well as growth in the areas.

C. Suggest to disperse collection of waste from baboon areas collections over the 5 days of the week to allow the service provider to maximum
capacity available to service a baboon area first in the morning and then move on to other areas.

XIV. Contractual clauses in Waste Collection to prioritise High impact baboon areas for early refuse collections
A. The City to clarify how far into the collections tender they are and when the following points could be included in the contract.

B. The contractor responsible for collections is to be instructed that specified baboon footfall areas get serviced first on refuse collection days, and
that this collection is to be completed by a certain time or served with penalty.

C. The contractor is to be held responsible for ensuring trucks servicing baboon areas are empty at the start of the collection day, and no detours to
dumps are required.

D. The contractor is to be held responsible for ensuring trucks servicing baboon areas are full with diesel at the start of the collection day, and no
detours are required to obtain diesel.

E. If trucks serving baboon areas suffer breakdown or mechanical failure, then trucks with suitable mechanical capacity are to be pulled from other
areas and diverted with priority o the baboon affected areas.

C: Agreed. We are in discussions with the collections team with regards to the feasibility
of this.

XIV Agreed.

A-E: Agreed. There may at times be failures, however the City will endeavour to minimize
those failures.

COMPOSTING AND RECYCLING: HIGH IMPACT BABOON AREAS
XV. Recycling taken to drop off points

A. Recycling collection needs to continue because our landfill sites are under pressure and recycling has had good uptake.

B. Solutions made for middle class people won't work for lower income — eg having to drop off recycling or composting at some or other depot. Lower
income people in baboon affected areas such as Ocean View and Da Gama Park do not necessarily have cars to transport recycling to drop off
points, and taking to school is not feasible when children travel to school by bus or other public fransport.

C. Recycling does not necessarily attract baboons.
D. Recycling attracts baboons when items placed in recycling bags are not washed out.

E. Recycling atftracts baboons when rubbish is mixed into the recycling.

F. The Waste Management Bylaw should require that no food waste rubbish is put into the recycling.

G. The Waste Management Bylaw should require that items be washed out before being placed into recycling.
XVI. Composting

A. City to circulate information via CBP with composting options for Baboon Footfall areas

1. Baboons don't dig buried food waste providing it is buried at the correct depth. Residents could bury food waste in different spots in the garden
immediately covering it with at least 30cm soil.

XV

A: We will amend the Waste Management Plan to allow for recycling with the condition
that recycling bags are not placed for collection prior to the day of collection and that
the City service providers must collect all recycling in high impact baboon areas by
8am.

Should this fail due to a lack of compliance by the City and/or the residents, recycling
collection programmes will be paused until a better system that prevents baboon
access is established.

B: See above. Note — the recycling collections staff was attacked and robbed in Ocean
View and the service provider will no longer service that area out of safety concerns.

C - F. The peninsula baboon troops have learnt that recycling bags often contain food
remnants and thus have become conditioned to expect this. Currently, household
recycling is an aftractant regardless of the contents. Even if all residents were to wash
their recycling thoroughly it would take some time for this behaviour to extinguish and
baboons would still explore the recycling bags for some fime. Given that we are unlikely
fo achieve 100% compliance from residents, we can expect baboons to continue to
open recycling bags to look for attractants in the future.

F: Agreed. Requires equal responsibility and accountability by all residents. Successful
waste management is a partnership.

G: This is unenforceable simply from a capacity perspective. Educational material will
however be distributed to request that all recycling is washed.

A: Noted
1: Requires equal responsibility and accountability by all residents. Successful waste

management is a partnership - likelihood of general compliance to this by residents in
Cape Town is extremely low.
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2. Indoor composting is possible with Bokashi: It uses a sealed bucket and specialized bran to ferment kitchen waste, including meat and dairy, within
2-4 weeks without significant odors. It is low-maintenance, compact, and produces nutrient-rich tea for houseplants or garden

3. CBP to invite residents to submit images of their baboon proof worm farm:s.

2 and 3. Noted.

PUBLIC SPACES: BABOON AREAS
XVILI. Bin free zones are not fully workable

A. The suggestion that people take litter home with them in their cars is scripted to a particular demographic. Many people access beaches via public
transport or very crowded vehicles and simply are not willing and able to take litter home with them.

B. Items that get left behind, including by people who travel in their own cars, are especially those items that are considered too horrible to put in the
car and include dirty nappies, dirty ladies’ sanitary wear and wet wipes.

C. We are concerned that bin free zones in particular along the coastal areas will lead to littering and pollution instead of public compliance with the

“take home" principle. This will likely have a negative effect on biodiversity, especially in coastal conservation arecs.

D. Provision of baboon/wildlife proof bins for these areas are preferable to bin free zones.

XVIIl. Cigarette butts form a large percentage of waste left at beaches

Consider expanding waste provision at beaches to have some kind of provision of ashtray or else to ban smoking on beaches because of waste left
behind.

Your comments A,B,C and D are noted. Successful waste management requires equal
responsibility and accountability by all residents. Successful waste management is a
partnership. We are not of the view that any demographic should be less capable; or
inclined to reduce waste.

C: This has not been our experience at Fishermans Beach, which is used by a very wide
spectrum of visitors. There is little harm in trialling, and if successful including additional
bin free zones as part of a waste plan. This has been shown to work in areas where it
has been tested.

D: We believe that trying new approaches offers us growth in knowledge and potential
for change. Should they notwork, we can revert to bins.

We acknowledge the challenges of managing a waste free zone on the Peninsula but
believe that this is likely to be the most sustainable approach for limiting baboons access
to public waste sites in coastal public areas.

The waste plan details that the following would be implemented to aid with compliance
and reduce littering:
¢ Adequate signage will be installed to inform the public that all waste must be
kept on their person or in their vehicle and disposed of once they have left the
defined baboon habitat area.
¢ Anyone found littering or discarding waste in a defined baboon habitat area
will be liable for a spoft fine and/or prosecution (see bylaw and enforcement
section)
e Bin free areas will be communicated formally by the CBP to all tour and travel
companies. Bin free areas will be communicated widely by the City and the
Cape Baboon Partnership in all media as an ongoing campaign.
e Bin free areas will be reviewed based on compliance by the public and altered
as needed without further consultation.

It is noted that bins can be reinstated if it is ascertained that the bin free model is not
workable and compliance is below acceptable levels.

XVII Cigarettes are outside of the Baboon Waste Plan. This comment will be passed
onto City Cleansing.

COMMERCIAL AREAS: HERRON PARK AND OTHERS

XIX. Consultation with the communities and relevant businesses is required In order fo ensure that the most practical solutions are applied in deciding
the site where each cage is to be situated, on ground consultafion and collaboration is necessary.

XIX. Community waste cages have the inherent risk of becoming general dumping
spaces. However, this will be undertaken where waste cages are applied.

XX. Enforcement and specific penalties in the case of failure to comply must be included in the amendment of the Solid Waste Bylaw. XX. Noted.
CITY RESORTS: BABOON AREAS
XXI. Information and Education is to be prioritised on site XXI
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A. Day visitors and overnight visitors rarely come from baboon inhabited areas and so are generally not familiar with baboon proof requirements, or
behaviour around baboons, including all aspects of food and waste

B. Clear notices need to be erected in various highly visible areas at these locations to inform and educate the public.

C. On site, daily enforcement, especially during busy seasons, is crucial if the above is to be successfully applied.

D. Personnel who will have the capacity and authority to enforce waste management at these sites need to be identified and made available

A. Agreed.

B. We agree that this is an important requirement and new signage has already been
designed for placement at strategic points, some of which is site specific (i.e. Miller’s
Point).

C. This will be undertaken by site staff.

D. Compliance will be monitored by site staff and escalated to solid waste law
enforcement if required.

SA NAVY, SANPARKS AND PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT

XXII. Transparency re draft waste management plans
The abovementioned draft waste management plans, ie from SA Navy, SANParks, and Provincial Government must be made available to the
stakeholders and BAG for comment, as it forms part of this waste management strategy in relation to baboons.

Your comment is noted and will be considered.

SMITSWINKEL COMMUNITY

XXIl. The abovementioned draft waste management plan, i.e. drafted by the cluster houses at Smitswinkel, must be made available to the
stakeholders and BAG for comment.

Your comment is noted and will be considered.

BYLAW AND ENFORCEMENT

XXIV. Baboon Rangers could benefit from an exira tool but must not to be burdened Expanding the role of baboon rangers to report on waste issues,
may be exiremely burdensome and could interfere with their main duties as rangers.

XXV. The Bylaw needs to cover the following items

A. The provision that repairs are at owner’s cost should not be incorporated info the Revised Integrated Waste Management Bylaw in its present form

B. Enforcement and all specific penalties in the case of failure to comply with any element must be included in the amendment of the Solid Waste
Bylaw.

C. Bins may noft be filled to the extent that they do not close (overfilling)
D. The Waste Management Bylaw should require that no food waste rubbish is put info the recycling.

E. The Waste Management Bylaw should require that items be washed out before being placed into recycling.

XXIV Agreed - the reporting that will be required by the rangers will not be burdensome.
They will only be required to send a photograph and the address of the property.
Through reporting non-compliance, the rangers' job will become easier over time as the
presence of waste attractants reduces.

A. Your comment is noted. The draft waste management plan has been amended to
reduce the potential financial burden on residents.

B. Noted.

C. Noted.

D. Noted.

E. Noted.




