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Introduction
The #CleanSA initiative was launched in May 2014 by the 
civil rights organisation AfriForum, with the objective of 
bringing about positive change in the management of 
waste across South Africa by empowering communities 
with solution-driven approaches. 

This initiative gave rise to the AfriForum landfill site 
audit report. This project determines the extent to which 
landfill sites in the municipalities in which AfriForum’s 
160 branches across South Africa are situated, comply 
with the requirements for waste management legislation 
and the licence conditions of landfill sites. In order to do 
this, landfill site audits were carried out in the relevant 
municipalities to determine whether the environmental, 
health and safety requirements for responsible waste 
management were being met. The audit results for each 
landfill were analysed and converted to a score out of 
100 to measure the site’s compliance performance. The 
results of these audits are collated in this report. 

Every year AfriForum observes that few municipalities 
meet the requirements of the relevant waste 
management legislation and that there is a lack 
of accountability for proper waste management, 
monitoring and licencing by local authorities. Factors 

such as inadequate waste management, the collapse of 
infrastructure, corruption, health and safety issues, and 
a shortage of space for the disposal of refuse (air space) 
are among the main reasons for the poor performance. 
This ultimately contributes to environmental pollution and 
endangers the health of communities. 

Therefore, this project also aims to protect South 
Africans’ constitutional rights as well as the ecology, 
by holding the responsible officials accountable and by 
fostering cooperation between communities and the 
three government spheres, which are the Department 
of Forestry, Fisheries and Environment (DFFE) on 
national level, the different provincial departments on 
provincial level, and municipalities on local level. From a 
waste management perspective, the latter is the most 
important, and it is also the level of government that 
operates closest to communities. 

AfriForum plays a leading role in waste management 
in South Africa with this project, as it is the only 
organisation that publishes reliable data to the public 
regarding the true state of waste management in South 
Africa.

  

People live in shacks they erected on the 
Klerksdorp landfill site in the North West province.
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An impeccable landfill site in Tzaneen with an operative 
weighbridge, fence and complete infrastructure

Legal framework 
In terms of the South African Constitution, waste 
management is a service that must be provided by local 
governments.

The government is obliged by the Constitution to uphold 
the rights of all people in our country – such as the 
right to a safe environment as set out in section 24 
of the Constitution – through organs of state that are 
responsible for the implementation of legislation on 
waste management. The government must introduce 
uniform measures aimed at reducing the amount of 
waste that is generated as well as ensuring that, where 
possible, waste is reused, recirculated and recycled in an 
environmentally friendly manner, or treated and disposed 
of in a safe manner. 

The South African waste management strategy is based 
on a range of laws aimed at managing and preventing 
pollution of the environment. The relevant laws and 
associated regulations include, among others, the 
following:

•	 The Hazardous Substances Act 15 of 1973, 
which regulates the treatment and destruction of 
hazardous substances  

•	 The Environment Conservation Act 73 of 1989 
which provides for the protection and controlled 
utilisation of the environment:

	ο Minimum requirements for waste disposal 
by landfill 1998 (minimum requirements), 
which addresses the classification, location, 

design, operations and management of 
landfill sites 

•	 The National Environmental Management Act 107 
of 1998, which regulates authorities’ decision-
making about and management of activities that 
has an impact on the environment 

•	 The National Environmental Management: 
Waste Act 59 of 2008, which regulates waste 
management in South Africa: 

	ο National norms and standards for the 
disposal of waste on landfill sites, 2013 
(norms and standards), which state the 
national requirements for the disposal of 
waste on landfill sites 

	ο Regulations for waste classification and 
management, 2013, according to which 
different types of waste must be managed 
depending on the danger it poses to the 
environment and human health 

According to section 9(1) of the National Environmental 
Management: Waste Act 59 of 2008, a municipality must 
use its executive authority to deliver waste management 
services, including waste disposal and the storage and 
destruction of waste, in such a way that it doesn’t clash 
with national and/or provincial standards. 

The Local Government Municipal Systems Act 32 of 
2000 furthermore requires waste management services 
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to be provided to all local communities in a financially 
and environmentally sound manner to promote the 
accessibility of basic services as well as sustainable 
waste management.

Although the current South African legislation to manage 
waste properly seems to be adequate, it does seem 

1.	 General waste (also called household waste) is 
waste from urban areas, mainly from houses, offices 
and construction sites. This includes building rubble, 
garden refuse, waste from people’s houses and other 
waste from towns and cities. The local authority is 
responsible for the collection, transportation and 
management of waste in urban areas. The local 
council must use a portion of the money collected 
from residents in their area to deliver this service. In 
other words: if you pay rates, you already pay to have 
your refuse removed. General waste is dumped at 
general landfill sites identified in official documents 
by the symbol (G) on official documents that were 
issued in accordance with the minimum standards, or 
as Class B on official documents that were issued in 
accordance with the norms and standards. 

2.	 Hazardous waste is waste that can pollute the 
environment and harm people’s health. This waste 
comes from factories, mines and hospitals and 
includes toxic substances (toxic waste), germ-bearing 
waste and explosive or easily combustible waste. 
Hazardous waste is classified from 1 (very hazardous) 
to 10 (slightly hazardous). This kind of waste may be 
dumped only at sites that are equipped for it.  

Examples of hazardous waste include medical waste, 
animal carcases, sewage or old tires, and these are not 
allowed to be dumped on a general landfill site. 

Dangerous medical waste was dumped at the Springbok landfill site in the Northern Cape. 

however that the appropriate legislation is neither 
applied nor enforced. As a result, the management of 
household waste in South Africa is currently facing many 
challenges, including law enforcement, management 
(among others financial and personnel management as 
well as the management of equipment) and institutional 
behaviour (management and planning).

Landfill sites
A landfill site is a place where waste is dumped, 
levelled, covered with sand and left to decompose. 
Landfill sites are also called rubbish dumps, rubbish 
pits, rubbish heaps, rubbish tips or refuse dumps. These 
sites should be located in places where waste can be 
managed without harming people’s health or damaging 
the surrounding environment. It is therefore illegal to 
dump waste in places that are not licensed or designated 
by the DFFE as landfill sites. There are however cases 
in rural areas with a low population density where 
community dumping sites or own rubbish pits can be 
used. These types of terrains do not require a licence, 
but they need to be visited by the local authorities 
regularly to ensure that they do not have a negative 
environmental or health impact.

A waste transfer facility is a facility that is used to 
accumulate and temporarily store waste before it is 
transported to a recycling, treatment or waste disposal 
facility.

Classification of waste
Although the relevant legislation sets specific 
requirements for the dumping of different types of 
waste, for example that certain categories of waste 
may only be dumped at landfill sites that meet specific 
standards, it is important for the purposes of this report 
to broadly distinguish between two categories of waste, 
namely general and hazardous waste. 
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This report focuses solely on municipal or private 
landfill sites for general waste. As hazardous waste is 
often present on some general landfill sites, examples 
thereof are highlighted in this report. However, it must 

The problem
Waste from any urban community will not only create an 
aesthetic problem but can also pose severe health risks 
if it is not properly controlled. These risks are increased if 
the waste contains hazardous substances.

Local authorities can and should be held criminally liable 
for acts of negligence or pollution that affect people’s 
health. Local authorities can also be held civilly liable for 
financial losses suffered by residents as a result of the 
municipality’s mismanagement of waste, for instance 
where residents have to incur costs to clean up waste 
that was dumped illegally and that causes pollution. 

The waste generated by people in towns and cities can 
be detrimental to people’s health and the environment if:

•	 the landfill sites are located close to where 
people live;

•	 the landfill sites are poorly designed and 
developed (for instance where leached or toxic 
water gets into the groundwater reservoirs and 
rivers);

•	 the landfill sites are poorly managed (for example 
if the sites are not fenced, access control is not 
applied, animal carcases are lying around, fires 
regularly occur, or the waste is not covered with 
sand and compacted on a daily basis); or

•	 the waste is not taken to properly managed and 
licenced landfill sites but illegally dumped in open 
areas.

Dangers of landfill sites
There are a number of risks and dangers that people who 
live or work close to landfill sites are exposed to. These 
include:

•	 Landfill sites can be very unsafe, noisy, smelly 
and visually unattractive.

•	 Vehicles collecting or dumping waste can pose 
safety risks.

•	 Spontaneous combustion and fires on the sites 
can pollute the air.

•	 Pollution on the site can penetrate the 
surrounding natural water sources and soil.

•	 People can become ill if they inhale the polluted 
air, drink toxic water or eat food that has been 
grown in poisoned soil. 

•	 People can develop cancer or asthma and other 
lung and chest diseases. 

•	 Birth defects may occur and children growing up 
close to landfill sites can show stunted growth 
and be sickly. 

•	 Landfill sites attract animals and insects that 
may carry germs and diseases, for instance rats, 
mice, and flies, and it can transmit these germs 
and diseases to people who come into direct 
contact with these animals and insects.

be distinguished from certain instances where small 
quantities of hazardous waste are dumped legally on 
municipal sites, especially medical waste that originates 
from households and ends up in municipal trash bins.
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The project
Reliable data on the condition of South Africa’s 
municipal landfill sites is not readily available to the 
public, even though (in terms of their licence conditions) 
almost all licenced landfill sites are supposed to allow an 
independent third party or organisation to audit the site 
annually. As community watchdog AfriForum is perfectly 
positioned for this, as the organisation’s members 
in communities across the country can conduct 
inspections of their local landfill sites.  

On AfriForum’s request the DFFE’s Director-General 
for Waste Management provided AfriForum with the 
contact details of the department’s provincial waste 
management officials so that they could be invited 
to the landfill site audits. They are also available to 
assist AfriForum after the conclusion of the project. 
Municipalities are given written notice beforehand 

The questionnaire   

Audit requirements
In order to get an indication of whether a landfill site 
meets the applicable legal requirements regarding waste 
management, an audit questionnaire was compiled 
based primarily on the minimum requirements. The audit 
questionnaire consists of 33 questions and covers the 
most important aspects of good waste management 
a landfill site (and where applicable a waste transfer 
facility) must comply with. An example of the audit 
questionnaire follows below.

Previously, the legally enforceable requirements that a 
landfill had to meet under the Environment Conservation 
Act 73 of 1989, were imposed through the issuance 
of landfill permits. When the National Environmental 
Management: Waste Act 59 of 2008 and the subsequent 
regulations came into force, the legal framework 
for the disposal of waste on landfill sites changed 
considerably. Landfill site permits were replaced by 
waste management licences, while the regulations for 
waste classification and management were implemented 
in 2023 to prescribe the regulations for the disposal 
of waste on landfill sites. Furthermore, the regulations 
expressly state that waste managers who dispose of 
waste to landfill sites must only do so in accordance with 
the norms and standards. 

Given that the norms and standards had come into 
force, the validity of using the minimum requirements 
as a criterion for the 2023 audit has been questioned. 
AfriForum therefore requested an expert in waste 
management involved at the Council for Scientific 

and also invited to accompany AfriForum during the 
inspections.  

In February 2024 AfriForum members from the 
communities where AfriForum’s 160 branches across the 
country are based, conducted inspections at a sample of 
municipal landfill sites. Participants were accompanied by 
AfriForum provincial coordinators and where applicable, 
other stakeholders such as municipal officials and 
the media. They were encouraged to take photos as 
evidence to increase the credibility of the study. 

In 2016 private landfill site companies approached 
AfriForum to evaluate the standards of landfill sites in the 
private sector. Since 2016, AfriForum has therefore been 
auditing the private sector’s landfill sites as well, in order 
to compare their results with those of the state.

and Industrial Research (CSIR), Prof. Suzan Oelofse, 
to do a critical review of the minimum requirements. 
The objective of this study was to determine which 
of the requirements that are included in the minimum 
standards are also contained in the norms and standards, 
and whether there are other requirements that have 
been omitted from the norms and standards, but should 
be added as national standards to the norms and 
standards. 

Prof. Oelofse is of the opinion that the minimum 
requirements still serve as a good criterion, as 
AfriForum’s landfill site audit does not aim to be 
a comprehensive audit of all the relevant legal 
requirements, but rather to be an indication of the state 
of waste management at landfill sites (regardless the 
legal source of the audit requirements). 

For this reason, AfriForum’s Environmental Affairs team 
has decided for the 2024 audit to continue modelling 
the audit requirements primarily on the minimum 
requirements. AfriForum will launch an additional report 
in the coming months and announce ways on how the 
inadequacies in the norms and standards can be rectified 
in an attempt to improve the poor condition of landfill 
sites in South Africa.  

One of the biggest challenges faced by participants who 
completed the questionnaire, is the fact that each landfill 
site has a unique permit or licence with requirements 
that can be even stricter than the abovementioned 
minimum requirements. Waste that is inadmissible in 
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terms of the legislation can for example be permitted 
according to certain conditions and requirements for a 
particular landfill site. A further challenge is that many 
landfill sites have no permit or license, because it could 
not originally meet the minimum requirements during 
the application process, leaving these sites stranded in a 
legal grey area. 

In addition, landfill sites are categorised into three 
sizes – each with its own conditions. The general rule 

is: The bigger the site, the stricter the requirements. 
This classification has been replaced by the norms and 
standards that came into effect in accordance with the 
minimum requirements. However, its use is justified for 
the purposes of this audit, because most – if not all – of 
the sites examined were established before the norms 
and standards came into effect. Accordingly, AfriForum 
decided to compile a questionnaire that can apply to any 
general (G type) landfill site. The classification system 
works as follows:

G:M:B

Water classification of landfill site 
i.t.o. leach generationGeneral waste Landfill sites in S (small), M (me-

dium) and L (large)

As the project grew over the years, AfriForum entered 
into discussions with organisations such as the CSIR and 
the Institute of Waste Management of Southern Africa 
(IWMSA) to determine what the industry’s needs are and 
what the audit should focus on. This way, for instance, 
more specific data regarding the remaining lifetime of 
certain sites was also collected during the audit. Data 
that was collected this year includes:

•	 How many informal recyclers are on the site?    
(0; 1 to 50; 50 to 100; 100 to 200: 200 or more) 

•	 What is the intended capacity of the site (in m3)?

•	 How much of the intended capacity has been 
used to date?

•	 What is the remaining life span of the site before 
closure (in years)?

•	 What is the offset rate at the site (tons per day)?

•	 When was the last time the site was surveyed to 
determine the remaining capacity?

Because site locations are not always indicated clearly on 
permits and licences, coordinates were included in the 
questionnaire to indicate where every terrain is located. 

However, there is concern over the fact that almost all 
of the sites that were audited were unable to provide us 
with concrete data on the above-mentioned questions, 
and it was therefore decided not to include the table. 
This causes great concern and shows that there is no 
planning and management on ground level regarding the 
condition of landfill sites. 

Points allocation and pass rate
33 questions with a total score of 25 points, had to 
be answered about the condition of the landfill site to 
determine whether or not the landfill meets the audit 
requirements. To pass the audit, a landfill site must meet 
at least 80% of the audit requirements and then strive to 
improve on the 20% non-compliance.  

A final score was calculated by awarding one point 
for each category complying with the minimum 
requirements. The final score was multiplied by four to 
achieve a compliance score out of 100.

Example: 

15 of the 33 questions (with a total of 25 points) 
comply with the audit requirements. (Please note: 
certain points carry more weight than others, 
depending on the importance of the specific 
requirement.)

Therefore:

15 x 4 = 60%

An action plan for municipalities that obtained a score of 
less than 80% will follow later in this report and is shared 
with the relevant municipalities.

An average audit compliance score was calculated for 
each province in which the landfill sites were audited 
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Example of a questionnaire:

Minimum requirement

Fully 
compliant

1

Partially 
compliant

1⁄2

Non-
compliant

0

Comments Score

1. Access and control / 8

1.1 Signs

a)   Signs in the appropriate official 
languages must be erected in the 
vicinity of the landfill, indicating the 
route to the landfill site from the 
nearest main roads.

x 1⁄2 / 1⁄2

b)   Is there a sign at the gate indicating 
what type of waste can be dumped, 
as well as the operating hours of 
the site?

x /  1⁄2

1.2 Road access

a)    Are all roads to the site and within 
the site maintained? 

x 0 / 1

The sum total of the points for the 
questionnaire is 25. This can be multiplied by 
4 to obtain the percentage (%) of the result.

Score for main 
category

Weight of 
question

Comments are important for evidence, 
notes and additional information for 
discussions with authorities after the audit.

Mark with x in appropriate box. Use own 
discretion, with minimum requirement 
as outcome.

The questionnaire is divided into five main and 
sub-categories.

The Hatherley landfill site, just outside Pretoria in Gauteng

from 2014 to 2024. The compliance points that were 
allocated to each individual site in a specific province 
were added up, after which the total was divided by the 
number of sites in that province.

Example:

In Mpumalanga, six landfill sites were audited 
in 2014 and 2015. Therefore:

76 + 8 + 40 + 64 + 32 + 64 = 284; therefore 
284/6 = 47% average in 2014

84 + 16 + 56 + 40 + 24 + 68 = 288; therefore 
288/6 = 48% average in 2015

The conclusion can therefore be made that the waste 
management at landfill sites in this province had 
improved by 1% from 2014 to 2015. 
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Results
This report enunciates the 2024 audit results. For 
comparison purposes, the 2019 to 2023 results were 
also included. The audit results of 2014 and 2018 have 
been omitted from this report but can be supplied on 
request. The questionnaire that was used from 2014 to 
2016 is also different from the current one, which was 
revised and updated in 2017. 

An overview of the results is described below, while 
the full compliance scores of all landfill sites that were 
audited are detailed per province in Addendum A, and 
consolidated in Addendum B to indicate the number of 
landfill sites that either passed (complied with 80% of 
the audit requirements) or failed the audit. Addendum C 
lists the landfill sites that passed the audit.

2024 audit results: Overview
The 2024 results can be summarised as follows:

•	 AfriForum has conducted a total of 1 367 landfill 
site inspections since 2014 and included their 
results in the audits. At the inception of the 
project in 2014 only 83 municipal landfill sites 
were audited, but efforts are being made to 
add more sites to the audit every year in order 
to obtain a more accurate overview of waste 
management at the country’s landfill sites. 

•	 In 2024 a total of 189 landfill sites were audited 
– 28 more than in 2023. Of these, 185 were 
municipal landfill sites and four were private 
landfill sites. Ten landfill sites were closed, 
and one was too unsafe for the inspection to 
continue.  

•	 The national average compliance score in 2024 
is 39,4%, which is not significantly different from 
the past six years where the highest national 
compliance score was 42,2% in 2023 and the 
lowest national compliance score was 38,1% in 
2021. 

•	 The province that had the highest average 
compliance score in 2024 is Gauteng (72,6%), 
followed by the Western Cape (59,8%). The 
province that had the lowest average compliance 
score in 2024 is the Northern Cape (13,2%), 
followed by the Free State (13,5%).

•	 Only 27 of the 189 landfill sites that were audited 
in 2024 (14,3%) complied with the audit pass 
rate of 80% of the audit requirements. This 
means that 162 landfill sites (85,8%) did not pass 
the audit. Of the sites that passed the audit, 
12 are in the Western Cape, six in Gauteng, 
four in North West, two in the Eastern Cape, 
and one each in KwaZulu-Natal, Limpopo and 

Mpumalanga. Refer to Addendum C where the 
landfill sites that passed the audit are listed. 

•	 It also shows a deterioration compared to 2023’s 
audit results, when 28 of the 161 landfill sites 
that were audited (17,5%) achieved 80% or more 
of the minimum requirements for landfill sites.  

•	 Compared to 2023’s results, Gauteng is the only 
province that showed a significant improvement 
in 2024, with an improvement of 9% (from 20% 
to 29%) of sites that achieved the audit pass rate 
of 80% or more. 

•	 In contrast, KwaZulu-Natal (10% compliance) and 
Mpumalanga (4% compliance) remained mostly 
unchanged, while there was a decline in Limpopo 
(14% to 7% compliance), North West (22% to 
17% compliance), the Eastern Cape (25% to 
20% compliance) and the Western Cape (56% to 
32% compliance). 

•	 The worst performing provinces are the Free 
State and the Northern Cape. For the seventh 
consecutive year, not a single landfill site in 
the Free State has passed the audit, while for 
the second year in a row, the Northern Cape 
also had no sites that meet 80% of the audit 
requirements. 

•	 The fact that only 14,3% of the landfill sites 
audited in 2024 could achieve a pass rate of 
80%, (which means that only the minimum 
requirements for waste management were 
met) obviously suggest serious shortcomings 
in municipalities with regards to the systems 
and the persons who are responsible for proper 
waste management. The decline in the number 
of landfill sites that passed the audit in 2024 is 
also concerning if one takes into account that 
AfriForum had shared the 2023 results with the 
relevant municipalities as well as the Minister 
of the DFFE. It therefore appears that no active 
steps have been taken during the past year 
to address the shortcomings. While the DFFE 
writes ambitious, directional plans such as the 
integrated waste management plan (IWMP) 
at a national level, it is clearly not devolved to 
the local level, as the municipalities who are 
supposed to implement these plans are unable to 
do so due to their operational shortcomings.  

•	 One remarkable observation was that several 
landfill sites that were supposed to be 
operational had closed down, while other sites 
that were supposed to have closed down 
(according to their licence conditions) were still 
operational. It is especially concerning because 
it is the second year in a row that this situation 
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was observed. There is even one site that is still 
operational despite receiving a notice back in 
2013 that it had to close down. 

•	 A further concern is the fact that a number of 
landfill sites that were supposed to be audited 
were too unsafe for an audit to be conducted due 
to a complete lack of safety and security. There 
was even an incident at one of the sites where 
informal recyclers attempted to get into the 
vehicle of the person who did the audit. 

•	 AfriForum’s structures were denied access 
to some of these sites by the municipalities 
involved, despite the fact that the minister of 
the DFFE approved the project in a spirit of 
cooperation. 

•	 Answers to the additional questions that were 
included in the audit were incomplete, since 
most municipal officials were unable to supply 
the requested data. These questions were about 
the number of informal recyclers present on sites 
as well as their remaining air space. The fact that 
officials were unable to supply this information is 
concerning. 

•	 It is worrying that most landfill sites keep no 
records of the volume and type of waste dumped 
there and that no forecasts are being made to 
plan for future management of the sites. It was 
also obvious that there are informal recyclers 
living on most of the landfill sites. This is an 
indication that landfill sites are not managed the 
way they should be, and it also poses severe 
health and safety risks for informal recyclers. 

•	 This is just more proof that municipalities’ 
ability to fulfil their obligations regarding waste 
management is almost completely non-existent. 
The DFFE will urgently have to start holding 
municipalities accountable.

•	 The DFFE’s website for landfill sites was recently 
upgraded, but the records of the details and 
content of licences were inaccurate. Therefore, 
the number of landfill sites that comply with their 
licence conditions, for instance with regards 
to the construction of new cells according to 
regulations, should be questioned. Another 
concern is that municipal officials are not even 
aware of their own licence requirements.

Informal recyclers on a landfill site 
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2024 audit results: National

Figure 1: Number of landfill sites audited 2014–2024

Figure 2: Average provincial compliance score: 2024 (%)

72,6

59,8
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Figure 3: Average provincial compliance score: 2019–2024 (%)

Figure 4: Average national compliance score: 2019–2024 (%)
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Figure 5: Percentage of landfill sites, per province, that didn’t pass the audit (2024)

Figure 6: Percentage of compliant versus non-compliant landfill sites: National 

71%
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Figure 7: Average provincial compliance score: Eastern Cape

Figure 8: Percentage of compliant versus non-compliant landfill sites: Eastern Cape

2024 audit results: Eastern Cape
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Figure 9: Average provincial compliance score: Free State

Figure 10: Percentage of compliant versus non-compliant landfill sites: Free State

2024 audit results: Free State
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Figure 11: Average provincial compliance score: Gauteng

Figure 12: Percentage of compliant versus non-compliant landfill sites: Gauteng

2024 audit results: Gauteng
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Figure 13: Average provincial compliance score: KwaZulu-Natal

Figure 14: Percentage of compliant versus non-compliant landfill sites: KwaZulu-Natal

2024 audit results: KwaZulu-Natal
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Figure 15: Average provincial compliance score: Limpopo 

Figure 16: Percentage of compliant versus non-compliant landfill sites: Limpopo

2024 audit results: Limpopo
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Figure 17: Average provincial compliance score: Mpumalanga

Figure 18: Percentage of compliant versus non-compliant landfill sites: Mpumalanga

2024 audit results: Mpumalanga
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Figure 19: Average provincial compliance score: Northern Cape

Figure 20: Percentage of compliant versus non-compliant landfill sites: Northern Cape

2024 audit results: Northern Cape
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Figure 21: Average provincial compliance score: North West

Figure 22: Percentage of compliant versus non-compliant landfill sites: North West

2024 audit results: North West
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Figure 23: Average provincial compliance score: Western Cape

Figure 24: Percentage of compliant versus non-compliant landfill sites: Western Cape

2024 audit results: Western Cape
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Challenges at government level
Year after year, the findings of AfriForum’s landfill site 
audits is a huge cause for concern. Several discussions 
have been held through the years with the DFFE and the 
municipalities involved, in order to identify challenges 
and solutions on how to turn landfill sites around, and to 
discuss improved cooperation. Yet 2024’s audit results 
prove that all this effort has borne little fruit. 

The reality is that most municipalities unfortunately do 
not have the will nor the knowledge to manage landfill 
sites. A further problem is that there is insufficient 
communication between national, provincial and 
local authorities. Because proper planning on local 
government level has fallen on the wayside, the national 
government is simply trying to keep a sinking ship afloat 
at this stage. Although it would appear that the national 
government has the will to see an improvement at the 
local level, this is not implemented at the provincial and 
local level. 

AfriForum has learned that national government has 
plans to open joint district landfill sites that will service 
three to four towns. Although these sites do not yet 
exist, and will most probably cause many problems for 
municipalities, many landfill sites that still have enough 
remaining air space are already being notified to close. 

It also became clear that municipalities are not aware 
of the changes in the regulation of the municipal 

What has been achieved so far?
infrastructure grant, which can be utilised to fund the 
landfill site infrastructure (the so-called yellow fleet). 
Municipalities also do not know how the application 
process works. The grant is paid to municipalities by 
the Department of Cooperative Government. This grant 
could have helped municipalities to fund the necessary 
infrastructure via National Treasury instead of putting 
local taxpayers under more pressure. This once again 
highlights the poor or non-existent communication 
between the different government levels and the 
respective departments. 

The reason for this is simple – waste management is 
controlled by three different spheres of government. 
The DFFE only has the power to institute laws, policies, 
norms and standards on national level. They have no 
power on provincial or municipal level. The provincial 
government reports to the provincial MEC and not to the 
minister of the DFFE. Likewise, municipalities report to 
their mayor as political leader and not to the provincial or 
national government.

Every government sphere has its own political agenda, 
and officials must keep the political leaders happy 
on the level they operate on. This causes friction 
and discrepancies and partly explains the situation. 
Additionally, the Constitution requires cooperative 
governance, and national departments are therefore 
hesitant to act against provinces and municipalities.

In most cases where municipalities fail in their duties, 
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the department’s solution is to give directives followed 
by criminal prosecution if not adhered to. The problem 
with this course of action is that it makes no real 
difference on ground level, and it is a time-consuming 
process. Legal action ends up being funded indirectly 
by taxpayers.

Consultation with industry experts
As a result of the abovementioned challenges, 
AfriForum’s Environmental Affairs team has been 
meeting with various experts in the waste industry 
and the private sector since the end of 2019. These 
include Unisa, the UWC, the CSIR, The Waste Group 
and other private companies. These role-players 
support what AfriForum is trying to achieve with this 
project and is also enthusiastic about bringing about 
relief for communities that are bearing the brunt 
of poor waste management, and about solving the 
country’s waste management challenges. 

According to experts in waste research involved at the 
CSIR, Prof. Linda Godfrey and Prof. Suzan Oelofse, 
it is necessary that a broader system perspective to 
municipal waste management should be applied in 
South Africa. This means that the following basic steps 
need to be implemented correctly throughout the 
waste cycle: 

•	 improved refuse collection, cleaning of cities 
and dealing with littering and illegal dumping 
(an increasing problem in SA);

•	 the safe management of waste at the end of 
the cycle; and 

•	 consideration of alternative waste treatment 
technologies, especially for materials that are 

easy to recycle, such as organic waste, building 
rubble and paper packaging.

In order to improve the management of landfill sites, 
the following issues need to be considered: 

•	 Improved enforcement of legislation on all 
public and private landfill sites is necessary 
to ensure compliance and to promote better 
decision-making on remedial actions. 

•	 Substantial public-private partnerships need 
to be facilitated. If implemented correctly, 
municipalities will be able to act as referees, 
therefore ensuring the improved operation of 
landfill sites within the compliance with licence 
conditions (e.g. through fines), while also 
including incentive mechanisms in contracts for 
the diversion of waste from landfill sites.

•	 Capital expenditure funding needs to be made 
available on national level for the rehabilitation 
and closure of landfill sites or the development 
of new cells, with legislative requirements in 
mind. 

•	 Municipal waste removal services that do 
not address the relevant community’s needs, 
contribute to illegal dumping. It is therefore 
necessary to consult communities in finding 
solutions and addressing inadequate waste 
services. 

In 2023 AfriForum did a presentation to the IWMSA on 
the 2022 landfill site audit report. Based on this, certain 
municipalities – mainly in the Western Cape – and 
role-players in the private sector entered into further 
discussions about solutions to South Africa’s waste 
problems. 
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Following the 2024 landfill site audit, AfriForum once 
again brought the findings about inadequate waste 
management to the attention of the municipalities 
concerned. AfriForum branches have also drawn up 
action lists of landfill issues, which were handed to 
municipal managers to deal with. Unfortunately, several 
municipalities that did not meet the audit requirements 
did not respond to AfriForum’s letters either. 

The public participation process for each municipality’s 
integrated development plan (IDP) is one of the 
opportunities that AfriForum used in 2023 to highlight 
waste management issues. In this way, AfriForum 
wants to ensure that the relevant municipalities budget 
sufficiently in the coming financial year to be able to 
meet the community’s waste disposal requirements. 

The landfill site audit report of 2024 will be used as the 
benchmark against which landfill sites will be measured 
in 2025. An attempt will also be made to extend the audit 
to all AfriForum branches in 2025. 

Action plan
AfriForum’s process to promote compliance includes the 
following:

1.	 The landfill site audit is the beginning of a 

Action plan and solutions
comprehensive track record or paper trail for every 
landfill site. 

2.	 Non-compliance will be addressed in a letter 
demanding a comprehensive plan of action from 
the responsible authority. The municipality must 
indicate how and by what dates they will meet the 
requirements with which they do not comply at 
present.

3.	 AfriForum branches should participate in the public 
participation process for the integrated development 
plan to ensure that the paper trail is as thorough and 
complete as possible. 

4.	 Because provincial departments have the 
responsibility to monitor landfill sites, enforce the 
law and issue licences for unlicenced landfill sites, 
AfriForum will continue to put pressure on the 
provinces to fulfil their duties. 

5.	 Should municipalities fail to resolve the issues, legal 
action will be taken. A criminal case could be opened 
against the relevant administrative official. 

6.	 Landfill sites that do not comply with the audit 
requirements will be rehabilitated by AfriForum and 
AfriForum will claim the money back from the relevant 
municipality.

AfriForum’s Centurion branch 
has a sorting facility where 
recycling is done.  
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7.	 This report will also be given to the Green Scorpions 
(Environmental Management Inspectors or EMIs) 
for further investigation of landfill sites that do not 
comply with the audit requirements. 

8.	 A generic criminal charge sheet was compiled to 
be used to charge the relevant municipalities and 
municipal managers for their gross negligence. 
It is important to remember that the minimum 
requirements only become enforceable once 
it is specified in licences. The non-compliance 
with minimum requirements is therefore not a 
prosecutable offense, unless there is proof of 
environmental pollution.

9.	 The 2024 landfill site audit report will be submitted to 
the minister of the DFFE in order for strategies to be 
discussed and implemented in an effort to solve the 
problems.

Solutions
AfriForum believes that communities, municipalities and 
the relevant departments can work together to solve 
these important issues and to ensure a safe and healthy 
environment for everyone in South Africa.

The preferred mechanism for this is a public-private 
partnership (PPP). A PPP refers to a long-term agreement 

between an organ of the state such as a municipality 
and a private entity, usually a registered company. PPPs 
aim to divide the financial and operational risks between 
an organ of the state and the private sector, with shared 
benefits.

It is a partnership that can be trained on various models. 
Some PPPs are focused on the short term and in these 
partnerships the financial risks are usually carried by the 
state. Long-term partnerships form when the investment 
input of the private partner is much more than that of 
the state, to ensure that the private partner will realise a 
turn on their investment. In the case of service delivery 
partnerships, the operational risk is often shifted to the 
private partner. 

Municipalities find themselves in a rapidly changing 
technological environment and often cannot access 
such technologies because of competitive costs. In 
contrast, the private sector competes on a level playing 
field and makes use of proven management processes 
and technologies. A PPP creates an ideal opportunity to 
efficiently bridge the gap which has developed in this 
respect.

Without reinventing the wheel, the use of proven 
technologies, experience and expertise can be shared, 
which will be cost-efficient to organs of the state. For the 
general public it will mean delivery of better and cost-
efficient services.

An aerial view of the Soshanguve landfill site
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Summary
AfriForum’s 2024 landfill site audit shows that municipal 
waste management continues to deteriorate. Only 
14,3% of municipalities complied with the audit 
requirements. This is a decline of 3,3% compared to 
the 17,5% of municipalities that complied with 80% or 
more of the audit requirements in 2023. The decline in 
the number of landfill sites that passed the audit in 2024 
is concerning, as AfriForum had shared the results of 
the 2023 audit with the relevant municipalities as well 
as the minister of the DFFE. It therefore appears that 
no significant steps have been taken in the past year to 
address these shortcomings. 

The audit shows that municipalities do no – or very little 
– formal recycling on landfill sites, which increases the 
risks to people’s health and the environment, all this 
while there is an increasing number of informal recyclers 
living on landfill sites, and many of the sites are too 
dangerous for community members to enter. 

It is concerning that most municipal officials could not 
provide any data on landfill sites’ remaining air space 
or the number of informal recyclers operating on site. 
This shows a lack of political will to implement adequate 
waste management.  

There appears to be a large disconnect between the 
management of landfill sites at ground level and the 
plans that are established at a national level. There is also 
a clear communication gap between the three spheres 

of government, resulting in national government losing 
control over local authorities.  

Overall, the 2024 landfill site audit shows that South 
Africa is experiencing significant problems with the 
management of landfill sites. The audit also shows that if 
these problems are not addressed urgently it could lead 
to a complete collapse of waste management. The waste 
management crisis that the country is facing already has 
serious implications for Gauteng, given the very limited 
quantity of remaining air space on Gauteng’s landfill 
sites, with virtually no prospects or suitable locations for 
new sites. 

There has however been limited successes, which can 
be attributed to a number of important elements: 

1.	 Wherever an AfriForum branch is involved in an 
efficient way in the waste management of the 
local municipality, the watchdog function of the 
community is automatically activated. This increases 
the transparency of the municipality’s services and 
thus improves the management of waste processing 
in general.

2.	 The community’s participation in the democratic 
process is improved, for instance by insisting on the 
municipality’s obligation to create forums where the 
community can provide inputs and keep a critical eye 
on operations. This exerts pressure on municipalities 

An aerial view of a wet weather cell of a landfill site
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to comply with and progressively improve on their 
constitutional obligation, i.e. to manage landfill sites in 
a sustainable way and to improve year after year.

3.	 The provincial department’s role as monitor, legislator 
and licence issuer is of utmost importance for the 
improvement of landfill site management on local 
government level. Involving the provincial regulators in 
AfriForum’s annual landfill site audit project promotes 
cooperation between the AfriForum branches and the 
provincial departments. It also forces the province 
to comply with their constitutional obligations where 
this may have been omitted in the past. AfriForum 
plans to work closely with the national departments 
to restore some of the landfill sites, and to investigate 
the potential of PPPs. 

4.	 AfriForum is continuously considering new technology 
and alternative ways in which the functioning of 

landfill sites can be improved, as well as alternatives 
to landfill sites.

5.	 Lastly and where AfriForum is most focused on, is 
to ensure that the national government executes its 
overall supervisory role over the other two spheres 
of government effectively, and that a legislative 
and regulatory framework is created within which 
South Africa’s waste management strategies can be 
contained and standards be compiled. The challenge 
is to bring these three government spheres and 
communities together and have them function in 
harmony to manage the country’s waste sustainably.

AfriForum will therefore persist in monitoring landfill sites 
and explore alternatives for proper waste management in 
South Africa.
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Addendum C: Landfill sites that passed the audit
Table 3: List of landfill sites that complied with 80% or more of the audit requirements

Province Municipality Name of landfill site Score
Gauteng Ekurhuleni LM Alberton (Platkop) 98

The Waste Group (Private) Bon Accord 94

Merafong City LM Carletonville 88

Mogale City LM Luipaardsvlei 90

Midvaal LM Meyerton 82

The Waste Group (Private) Mooiplaats 98

KwaZulu-Natal uMhlathuze LM Richards Bay (Empangeni) 98

Limpopo Greater Tzaneen LM Tzaneen 88

Mpumalanga Mbombela LM Witrivier transfer station 94

North West Madibeng LM Brits (Hartebeesfontein) 88

Sibanye-Stillwater/Interwaste               
(Private)

Mooinooi 96

Tlokwe LM Potchefstroom transfer station 84

Rustenburg LM Rustenburg (Waterval) 100

Eastern Cape Inxuba Yethemba LM Cradock 90

Buffalo City Metro  East London (Roundhill) 84

Western Cape Overstrand LM Gansbaai 100

Cape Town Metro Gordon's Bay transfer station 96

Overstrand LM Hermanus 98

Saldanha LM Langebaan transfer station 100

Mossel Bay LM Mossel Bay (Great Brak) 92

Mossel Bay LM Mossel Bay transfer station (Sonskynvallei) 84

Swartland LM Malmesbury (Highlands) 100

Drakenstein LM Paarl transfer station 96

Stellenbosch LM Stellenbosch 88

Saldanha LM Vredenburg 100

Drakenstein LM Wellington 100

Breede Valley LM Worcester 80
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