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Minutes of Public PArticipation Meeting
Environmental Authorisation and Water Use License Application for a Poultry Farm on Holding 255 of the Walkers Fruit Farms Agricultural Holdings

	Venue:
Walkerville Agricultural Showground Hall
	Time:
19:00 – 21:00

	Date:
14 February 2013
	Project Reference: Gaut: 0021213E0164



	Attendees:
	

	Mr. Rob Jones (Councillor – Ward 5)
	Ms Gugu Mlipha

	Mr. Dewald Villoen
	Moses Mathebula - Envirokey

	Ms. Ann Naicker – Proponent
	Lyzanne de Bruin - Envirokey

	Ms Iris Naicker
	Apologies:
Mr V. Thompson 

	Mr. and Mrs. P. Killie
	

	Ms T. Lewthwaite
	

	Ms C. Middleditch
	


1. The meeting was opened at 19:00.

The Ward Councillor, Mr. Rob Jones, opened the meeting by welcoming everybody and introducing Envirokey and Ms Naicker.  Mr. Jones explained that an Environmental Authorisation application was being undertaken and explained that the purpose of the meeting was to provide information in this regard to the public.
All persons present were requested to sign the attendance register.  The meeting Minutes will be distributed to all who attended the meeting, as well as to all the registered I&APs and stakeholders.  The meeting was handed over to Mr. Mathebula.

2. Project Presentation

Mr. Moses Mathebula from Envirokey Management Services cc delivered a presentation describing the information surrounding the Basic Assessment process that was undertaken as part of the Environmental Authorisation application for the proposed poultry farm to be located on Holding 255 Walkers Fruit Farms.  The legislative requirements and authorisation procedures that are being undertaken (Basic Assessment and Water Use License Application) were discussed.

3. Project Description
Mr. Mathebula described the proposed poultry facility, indicating that the facility would include coops for the poultry farm as well as a residential structure for the family.  The initial phase for the facility is 120 000 birds per six week cycle which over a period of 5 years will be expanded to accommodate 360 000 birds per cycle.  The entire development footprint is expected to be less than 7 hectares in extent.  It was confirmed that the poultry farm will not include a slaughter house (abattoir facilities).  A finalized site layout indicating the exact proposed location of the coops is not available yet.  It is expected that labour will be sourced locally.
4. I&AP Queries and Comments
The attending interested and affected parties had several queries and concerns that they raised throughout the proceedings.  These are summarized below:

Mr. Dewald Villoen indicated that one of his major concerns was related to the potential increase in traffic and traffic load on a daily basis, specifically heavy traffic as the local roads are not suited for such.  He queried whether a rezoning application would be submitted to allow for heavier traffic load (greater than 5 tons).  Mr. Jones answered that there would be no rezoning and Ms Naicker responded that the trucks bringing the chickens would not be there on a daily basis, as the chickens were brought and collected on a six week cycle.

Mr. Villoen queried what happens to the chickens, where are they slaughtered.  Mr. Mathebula responded that a contractor provides the day old chicks to the facility and then come and collects them again after a six week period.  The birds are then transported off-site and are slaughtered off-site.  Mr. Villoen then queried whether any birds die on the site.  Mr. Mathebula indicated that mortalities are associated with the running of a poultry farm.  He stipulated that all dead birds must be removed from the site on a daily basis.  It was proposed that the dead birds would either be provided to crocodile farms or would be removed to a waste facility licensed to accept such.  It was confirmed that a licensed waste facility that would be able to accept the dead birds did not exist in the immediate vicinity.
Whilst describing the Public Participation process, both Ms. Lewthwaite (plot 258) and Mr. Villoen (plot 256) indicated that they hadn’t received Background Information Documents (BIDs).  Mr. Mathebula indicated that he had in fact covered the entire surrounding area, and where persons had not been available or did not come to the gate, BIDs were left at the gates.
Mr. Villoen, queried what would be done in terms of security to ensure that people were not drawn into the area to come and steal the chickens.  Mr. Mathebula indicated that the site would be surrounded with an electric fence as well as having on-site security 24 hours a day, 7 days a week.  He also indicated that the proponent would make use of the already existing local security supplier.  Ms. Naicker reiterated that there was no possibility of chickens being stolen from the coops due to their special design.

Ms. Middleditch queried how the birds would be kept healthy.  Mr. Mathebula indicated that a vet would be stationed on-site to deal with vaccinations and disease-control.  Ms. Naicker further indicated that as a contract grower, there are service level agreements in place which require that a vet is assigned.  The Contractor, furthermore, takes care of all issues around medication and disease-control.
Ms. Middleditch then queried what the impact would be on borehole water as Ms. Mlipha was using borehole water to irrigate vegetables.  Mr. Mathebula indicated that the geohydrological investigation that would be commissioned would provide an indication of the expected impacts on water resources.
Ms. Mlipha further queried whether, with the growth of the project, there would be enough capacity to facilitate the proposed growth.  Mr. Mathebula indicated that although the initial phase was for 120 000 birds, the projected expansion over a period of five years would be to 360 000 birds and that this had been taken into consideration with regards to planning for chicken coops. 

Mr. Killie reitereated that the question was, if six coops were being built for the initial phase, where would the additional coops be placed once the facility expands as proposed.  He furthermore indicated that it appeared the assessment had been conducted based on the initial 120 000 birds and that impacts associated with the eventual 360 000 birds would be much more than compared with the 120 000 birds.  Mr. Mathebula confirmed that the Basic Assessment had been undertaken on the eventual total of 360 000 birds.  Ms. Lewthwaite confirmed that her understanding was that the entire assessment was on 120 000 birds and that the number of birds allowed on the site should be capped.  Mr. Mathebula and Mr. Jones then explained that the plan was to have a poultry farm with 360 000 birds and that this would be indicated in the RoD and that 360 000 birds would be the maximum number of poultry allowed at the facility should it be approved by GDARD.

Confusion was still present with regards to the number of birds that would be housed at the facility.  Ms. Naicker wished to clarify that the entire project was in fact based on 360 000 birds and that it was a five year plan with phased implementation.  Ms. Naicker explained that in the first two years there would be three coops (housing 40 000 birds each) and that from there it would expand.  There was still discontent that all the figures had been based on 120 000 birds.  It was emphasized again that the maximum capacity was 360 000 birds and that the 120 000 birds would just be the initial phase.

Ms. Middleditch queried whether the proposed 35 employees would be based on the initial 120 000 birds or on the 360 000 birds.  Ms. Naicker responded that the project entailed fully automated systems and that as such one did not require as much manpower.  Ms Naicker explained that you could have 35 employees for all 360 000 birds as well as having 35 employees for 120 000 birds.  Ms. Naicker further explained that the idea was that as they proceed they are looking at economies of scale so the practices and principles that would be used are not based on “the more we have the more people we need”, it’s based on technology so that at the end of the day they would have the minimum amount of human interference on the chicks.

Mr. Killie again stated that the emphasis on 120 000 birds was already causing the EAP to juggle around road usage.  Mr. Mathebula conceded that perhaps the problem had been his emphasis on the initial phase of 120 000 birds.  

Ms. Lewthwaite questioned that since the birds grew in a six-week cycle, would birds be brought in every week or would there be one batch for six weeks and then the next.  Ms. Naicker responded that they are provided with day old chicks which are then grown for six weeks in the coops.  These birds are then collected and the coops are cleared out and prepared for a period of two weeks, before the next batch of day old chicks will be delivered.  In essence it is an 8 week cycle and not a six week cycle.  So over a one year period you are looking at 6 to 7 cycles.

Ms. Mlipha queried whether the proposed training centre would mean people were coming in every day.  It was clarified that people would not be coming to and from site and that it should be considered more as an apprenticeship programme.  Ms. Naicker indicated that the “interns” would number 5 or 10, depending on her agreement with ASETA, and that those individuals would come in for a minimum of two cycles.  She indicated that one couldn’t have people coming in and out as it created a risk for the chickens.  Moreover, the interns couldn’t just come and see one or two components; they would need to experience the entire value chain in each cycle.  This would result in individuals having theoretical knowledge and practical knowledge which would then provide them with applied competence.
Ms. Mphila queried whether once the chicks have left the farm to be processed, would they then return to the farm.  Ms. Naicker clarified the situation by describing the essence of a contract grower (i.e. one receives a day old chick and one grows it for six weeks).  That is the full extent of what will occur on the farm.  Once it has been grown for six weeks, the contractor comes and collects the chick and that is the end of the chain for the proposed facility.  What happens next (slaughter, processing, etc. all happens off site and is not in any way related to the on-goings at the proposed poultry farm).  It was emphasized again that there would be no slaughtering of chicks at the proposed poultry farm. 

Ms. Lewthwaite queried where the casualties (dead chicks) would be stored.
Upon discussion of the findings of the Heritage Impact Assessment, Mr. Mathebula indicated that no sites of historic or cultural significance were identified on the site or around the area where the site is located. He further explained that should any potential sites be uncovered during construction excavations, all activity would be required to cease and the heritage specialist consulted to determine whether the find has significance.  Mr. Killie then queried who would monitor this and ensure that the proper authorities were consulted.  Mr. Mathebula explained that an independent Environmental Control Officer (ECO) would be appointed and that the ECO would monitor construction activities.  Moreover, he indicated that mitigation and management measures are provided for such events in the Environmental Management Plan (EMP) for the site and that the EMP is a legally binding document to which the proponent must adhere.
Ms. Lewthwaite queried what measures would be implemented to combat the smell associated with a poultry farm.  Her proximity to the proposed development makes this a major concern as they will have to deal with the odour everyday.  Mr. Mathebula conceded that the odour was a big concern for most of the I&APs and that mitigation and management measures outlined in the EMP, such as enforcing good “housekeeping” would assist in minimizing the associated odour.

Mr. Killie queried how the project could go ahead in a Conservancy area.  Mr. Mathebula indicated that the project had not received approval yet and that this meeting was intended to serve as a platform where all these concerns and issues could be raised.  Mr. Killie then requested that another meeting be held as he felt that attendance was poor based on the meeting being held on Valentine’s Day.
Ms. Middleditch queried how the proposed activity would affect the value of their properties as no one would want to buy a property that smells.  Mr. Killie then indicated that the residents of Walker’s Fruit Farms wanted to close off the area and fence it in and that meetings in that regard had already been held.  He indicated that they wanted to maintain the rural agricultural nature of the area and that they didn’t want to be located adjacent to chicken farms and industries.

Ms. Middleditch indicated that as far as she was aware, if one looked at Rainbow’s chicken coops, there were no residential areas around them as far as she knew.

Mr. Killie queried what statistics had been used to undertake the Basic Assessment on the propose poultry farm, specifically with regards to what smell is associated with 120 000 chicks, how many trucks will be coming in per day.  Ms. Middleditch also queried why the proponent chose a residential area for the poultry farm.  Mr. Mathebula indicated that the area housed agricultural smallholdings.  Ms. Naicker explained that the decision to come to Walkerville was in fact a well thought through decision.  Moreover, the estate agent from whom the land was purchased indicated that it was a fully-fledged environment within which the proposed poultry farm could be undertaken.  Ms. Naicker continued to explain that all the relevant research and consultations with the Council had been done prior to her making the investment.
Ms. Naicker indicated that she would be willing to attend another meeting on a day more suitable to the larger community.  Ms. Middleditch indicated that it would be appreciated and that the main concerns were the potential for the value of their properties to be lost, the odour associated with a poultry farm and the potential impact on the groundwater resources.  Ms. Naicker indicated that an additional meeting could be held so that everyone would have an opportunity to voice their opinion or air their concerns and so that they could reach some form of understanding and potentially collaborate to work together to address these concerns and issues.

Cllr. Jones indicated that many businesses and concerns in the Walker’s Fruit Farms area were illegal and that the correct process was being followed for the proposed poultry farm.  This resulted in meetings such as this being held where the community and the proponent can interact and discuss the various concerns and issues.

The I&APs indicated that additional research was required with regards to the potential impacts of 360 000 birds.  Ms. Naicker indicated that she would produce additional information in this regard.  Moreover, Ms. Naicker indicated that she had in fact visited five other poultry farms (two of which hold 500 000 birds) with the South African Poultry Association.  Ms. Naicker indicated that the difference between this proposed site and those sites was that this site would be fully automated, meaning that it would be controlled by computers and technology and as such everything would be minimized (in terms of smell or what is going to come through, there is some technology that will absorb or minimize that).  In terms of taking research from existing facilities, it is somewhat tricky as they do not have the technology that is proposed for this site.
5. Way Forward

Cllr. Jones requested that at the next meeting information should be provided on the specifications of the proposed coops with regards to air filters, waste water management, etc.  Ms. Naicker indicated that she had this information and that it could be provided at another meeting.  Ms. Naicker requested that the community please provide her with the information regarding the proposed strategic development plan for the area.
Ms. Lewthwaite also requested that in terms of waste management, how many trucks would be required to collect the manure.  Cllr. Jones suggested that a schedule be prepared indicating, for example, that so many vehicles will bring in chicks once every six weeks, or so many vehicles per day will remove manure, etc.  This would provide a better indication of what the traffic impact would be on the relevant roads (Boundary, Walker and Meyerton).

Cllr Jones also indicated that he wanted to know what Eskom’s comments were.  Ms. Naicker responded that she had already been in communication with Eskom and that they indicated that there was capacity and that Eskom had prepared a costing for her in this regard.

· The Meeting Minutes will be circulated during the week of 18 February 2013;

· All written comments and concerns should be submitted in writing by 05 March 2013;
· An additional public meeting will be scheduled in the next two weeks, the date of which will be confirmed and relayed to the community (date of the next meeting confirmed. Will be held on Saturday, 02 March 2013 at Route 82 on 361 Plantation Road, Walkers Fruit Farms).

6. Close Meeting
Cllr Jones thanked everyone for attending and confirmed that another meeting would be scheduled in the near future.  The meeting was closed at 21:00.
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