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Thank you for the proposal and submission received on the 27th of January 2026.   

Herewith please find a detailed response.   

 

Our Understanding of your Proposal 

Having read your submission the following sets out our understanding of what you have 
proposed. 

1)  You have a private (at this stage anonymous) funder that has offered to provide an 
unstated amount of funds to build a fence of 10km length as per the yellow line in your 
figure provided for Simon's Town and Murdock Valley.  

2) Following an informal meeting with Cape Baboon Partnership, we understand the private 
funding to be in the range of R6 – R6.5 million. 

3) The proposed fence would be built to the design specifications set out by D. Gaynor in the 
Common Good Fence attachment and the BaboonProofFencingV3 attachment with an 
estimated materials cost of R323 000 per km and an estimated installation cost of 
approx. R433 000 per km. 

4) It is not clear who would build and oversee the construction of the fence, but we assume 
that it would be yourself (D. Gaynor) in partnership with the Cape Baboon Partnership 
(CBP). 

5) The proposal suggests that should the fence be successful the City would repay the 
private funder, and these funds would then be made available for further fencing costs 
elsewhere on the peninsula. 

6) The process of stakeholder engagements and approvals (environmental, landowners and 
community) would be led by the authorities. 

7) The fence would not include the SA Navy Signal School, SANAD or the small private 
settlements above Simon's Town. 

8) Ongoing operation and maintenance of the fence would be done by the CBP and funded 
by the authorities. 

9) There would be multiple access points in the fence that would need to be managed as 
well as multiple gates that would allow public access through the fence. 

10) The fence will reduce but not remove the need for permanent baboon rangers. 
11) Should the fence fail, or should one or both troops, or individuals from the two troops 

move into new urban areas, the proposal advocates that existing and current ranger led 
aversive approaches be reinstated. 

 



Response to the Proposal 

Much of the response below is a reiteration of what was already extensively covered within the 
Expert Comment-Response Report as well as the BAG and Public Comments-Response Report, 
but it is repeated here for purposes of transparency and public record.  In this document we have 
attempted to provide responses that highlight the primary reasons why a fence (regardless of who 
builds the fence) was not considered as an appropriate mitigation measure in Simon's Town for 
preventing the Waterfall and Seaforth troops from entering urban areas.  These primary reasons 
are central to our decision making while the secondary reasons should be read as important 
additional considerations that informed the final decision but were not in and of themselves 
considered to be primary determinants. 

Primary Reasons for Not Supporting the Proposal 

1) The Action Plan (AP) seeks to mitigate chronic levels of negative human-baboon 
interaction on the peninsula with the explicit intention of ensuring a sustainable 
population of baboons on the peninsula in areas of defined and suitable natural habitat.  
To achieve this, a variety of methods have been proposed including baboon-proof fencing 
with the goal of greatly reduced spatial overlap between baboons and humans in both 
urban and agricultural land uses. The AP seeks to reduce any risk of being locked into 
ongoing conflict or allowing conflict to spread and establish in new areas of the 
peninsula. The AP states specifically that baboons will not be allowed to establish or 
move into new areas that will result in novel areas of chronic conflict.   

2) The AP has taken years to develop and has involved considerable stakeholder 
engagement, expert consultation and executive buy-in. Throughout this process affected 
communities have had to be patient knowing that at the end of the process, genuine relief 
from chronic levels of damage to their properties and businesses and other negative 
impacts, will be forthcoming. There are very clear timelines for realising the objectives 
detailed in 1) above, and a failure to adhere to these timelines will erode public trust in 
the approved plan and processes. There is a very real risk that a failure to meet these 
timelines will result in residents becoming frustrated and for these frustrations to 
manifest as further increased conflict with baboons and within communities. From a 
resourcing, budgeting and contextual perspective, the authorities are in complete 
agreement that we must move ahead with the approved plan to a new era of baboon 
management.   

3) The proposal by D. Gaynor excludes the SA Navy areas (Signal School and South African 
Naval Armament Depot (SANAD)) where some of the most severe impacts have occurred 
to date including extensive damage to buildings rendering them unsuitable for day-to-day 
operational use or storage, baboons gaining access to live ammunition (grenades) and 
routinely sleeping inside buildings containing armaments (Fig. 1). To continue to allow 
baboons access to these areas represents a serious violation of the AP which seeks to 
improve baboon welfare, and reduce negative impacts on human livelihoods and 
infrastructure. 
 



 

Figure 1. Photograph of a baboon that died within a SANAD building containing military hardware.  The 
WF Troop routinely sleep in the rafters of this SANAD building. 

4) If the proposed plan by D. Gaynor successfully excludes both troops from the urban 
environment but not the naval areas, then it is reasonable to assume these naval areas 
would experience greatly increased spatial overlap with baboons and subsequent 
negative interactions in perpetuity.   

5) Both the Waterfall and Seaforth troops have become habituated to foraging in urban areas 
(> 20 years of urban foraging by Waterfall troop) which has meant that excluding them 
using noise and pain aversion has only ever worked for short periods. Consequently, both 
troops will be highly motivated to continue urban foraging and during construction of the 
fence will constantly push through gaps and over unelectrified sections.  That is, they will 
have considerable time to learn to walk around the edges of fences that have not been 
completed and that will include moving beyond the northern and southern limits of the 
fence during its construction. The same behaviours were observed with the construction 
of the Zwaanswyk fence. However, a large portion of the Zwaanswyk fence was 
constructed at an altitude higher than a lot of the natural land available to baboons in that 
area. Hence once the fence was completed and ‘live’, the troop simply moved laterally 
(northwards) to nearby lower-lying land.  Movement in a southerly direction was 
prevented by another electric fence.  Such low-lying land in Simon's Town is to the north 
(direction of Dido valley) and south (direction Miller’s Point) which would displace conflict 
to an area where there is none (Dido valley) and where there is an existing troop home 
range (i.e. Smitswinkel Bay troop’s range).  These are not solutions to the chronic levels of 
conflict for these troops.    

6) Currently only ~24% of the Waterfall troop’s natural ranging area consists of land that 
baboons show a preference for foraging in (i.e. land below 230m) (Hoffman & O’Riain, 
2012) (Fig. 2). The limited availability of low-lying land within their range, largely unfettered 
access (i.e. no fences) to other urban areas, and the troops deeply entrenched urban 



foraging behaviour strongly predicts a shift in their movement to neighbouring urban 
areas. They are highly unlikely to revert to a natural foraging lifestyle unless they are 
excluded from all available urban areas. 

 

Figure 2. Estimated Waterfall Troop historical natural ranging area. The black polygon shows the 
approximate location of Klawer Valley, which is positioned above 230m. 

 

7) If excluded from the urban area of Simon’s Town, the Seaforth Troop is unlikely to remain 
within their existing natural ranging area. The low-lying area within their range is very small 
and is unlikely to sustain the troop’s nutritional requirements. The troop is unlikely to 
move their ranging area west into the plateau around SANAD (Klawer Valley) as this area 
is >230m and would require extensive natural foraging (Fig. 3). The troop is bounded to the 
south along the coast by the Smitswinkel Bay Troop of which they are originally a splinter 
(NB: there is little to no chance of reunion between these two troops).  
 
 
 



 

Figure 3. Estimated Seaforth Troop historical natural ranging area. 

 
8) In making the arguments in 5-7 above, it is important to stress that we are not saying that 

baboons would not be able to survive on the mountain at elevations >230m, but rather 
that empirical evidence shows that they choose not to use these elevated areas while 
there is access to lower areas or urban/agricultural areas. It is our position that the most 
likely outcome (not certain outcome) therefore will be a movement of both these troops 
to alternative low-lying areas with urban development that they have learnt to associate 
with preferred foraging areas.   

9) Baboon fencing as a mitigation tool for Waterfall and Seaforth troops would require the 
inclusion of the Signal School, SANAD and the small residential areas on top of Redhill if 
it were to substantially reduce human-baboon conflict, damage to properties, and 
alleviate the current poor baboon welfare outcomes in the immediate local environment. 
As such our position remains that the extent of fencing required remains at approx. 18km, 
not 10km as the D. Gaynor proposal suggests. Further our position remains that should 
this fencing be installed (and all secondary considerations listed below are addressed), 
one or both troops would almost certainly move to alternative residential/urban areas for 
ease of access to human-based resources. 

a. Please be aware that the JTT also considered the option of combining the 
available donor funding with the funds that have been allocated to the 
establishment of the sanctuary (~ R10 million) to increase the amount available 
for fencing in Simon's Town in this proposal. This amount is still not sufficient for 
installation of fencing to the specifications of the Zwaanswyk fence across the 
18km, which is conservatively estimated to cost between R32 – 40 million. 

b. It is not possible to use public funds on a fence design that has not been tested 
and shown to work at scale and so the fence proposal for Simon's Town if the 



authorities are to contribute funding must be based on the Zwaanswyk fence 
specification. 

c. Should one or both troops move to new urban area following completion of the 
fence then we would have no alternative but to cull those troops to prevent 
ongoing chronic levels of conflict.  Public participation made it clear that this 
action would have low levels of support and thus the AP sought solutions that 
minimised the prospect of this outcome. Our expectation would also be that 
should we find ourselves in this position of having to cull the troops to prevent 
chronic conflict then we would face certain litigation to prevent culling thereby 
again locking both baboons and people into an ongoing cycle of conflict. The AP 
interventions seek to bring an end to this cycle of conflict. 

10) Financially, there are concerns with the costings estimated by D. Gaynor as outlined in 
the BaboonProofFencingV3.docx which was attached alongside the 2026 proposal. 
Several versions of this costing template have been circulated and relied on by D. Gaynor 
since at least 2020 to support the proposed fence design and implementation (e.g., 
BaboonProofFencingV2.pdf).   Critically, there is no evidence that the underlying line-item 
costs for fencing materials or electrified infrastructure have been updated from the 
original 2020 pricing estimates (see BaboonProofFencingV2.pdf). Independent price 
checks of several line items against 2026 prices revealed many of the line items required 
by D. Gaynor in the 2026 proposal would need at least a 50% increase, which would 
significantly influence the budget required for this project. For example:  

• HSS wire 2.24mm (high tensile electric fencing wire) was quoted by D. Gaynor at 
R1,195.70 incl. VAT per role. February 2026 searches found equivalent HSS wire 
to range between R1800 – 2000 incl. VAT (~50-67% increase) 

• A JVA Jumbo ZM50 Energiser 32 Joule was quoted by D. Gaynor at R26 409.99. 
February 2026 searches found the same product sourced through an electric 
fencing supplier at R38 899.61 (~47% increase) 

• 110 – 119 treated pine tapered poles were quoted by D. Gaynor at R230.97 incl. 
VAT per unit. February 2026 searches found the same product sourced through a 
merchant at R334.60 (~45% increase) 

In addition, D. Gaynor is not a commercial fencing contractor and does not operate as a 
bulk installer within the fencing or electrified fencing industry. As such, it is unlikely that 
the pricing reflected in the proposal benefits from volume-based or trade discounts that 
could be available to established commercial contractors. This further increases the risk 
that the cost estimates presented do not accurately reflect either current market rates or 
realistic implementation costs at scale. 
Labour costs have similarly not been updated and would be expected to have increased 
materially over this period, with corresponding implications for budget as submitted by 
D. Gaynor.  
 
Fundamentally, proceeding on the basis of 2020 pricing for a 2026 proposal represents a 
material oversight and casts doubt on the feasibility of the budget presented by D. Gaynor 
and the anonymous funder in the proposal. 
 

 

 



 

Secondary Considerations 

The following considerations should be read in conjunction with the primary considerations 
above. 

1) The D. Gaynor proposal argues that calculating management cost per baboon is incorrect 
and that we should rather reflect the cost as a benefit in the reduction of damage, human 
trauma, etc. across a large human population of Simon's Town.  Estimating damages in 
urban areas is extremely difficult because there is currently no reporting mechanism and 
when resident groups have attempted to do so they have been strongly criticised by other 
groups because they are not independently verifiable.  Estimating emotional trauma from 
a house invasion by a troop or fighting between baboons and one’s pet are not possible, 
would be highly subjective and have potentially very long-lasting impacts, making reliable 
estimates impossible. By contrast, baboon management costs are known, and the 
budget is considered relative to a list of other environmental/ecological/urban challenges 
that the authorities face. Currently the costs of baboon management on the peninsula 
exceeds the management costs for any other single animal species in the Western Cape. 
These high costs simply cannot be sustained in a competitive fiscal environment and thus 
the AP includes an assessment of the actual cost for achieving a sustainable population 
of baboons on the peninsula.  The cost of keeping Waterfall and Seaforth troops free 
roaming is correctly calculated by the full cost of all interventions distributed across the 
number of baboons that this cost seeks to protect from harm and conflict.  In this case 
the cost pertains to ca. 60 baboons. It is our role and responsibility to evaluate 
management costs in this way as we must distribute the available resources at our 
disposal to ensure the greatest impact and benefit, to both people and baboons.   

2) The current annual operational costs for rangers for the Waterfall and Seaforth troops is 
R5.58 mil (ca. R91 600 per baboon). These costs are very high especially considering that 
even with this investment high levels of conflict remain. 

3) By comparison, the annual operational and maintenance costs of this area with a fence 
(if the Zwaanswyk recapitalisation model) is R7 mil (Table 1). The proposed fencing of the 
WF and SF troops out of Simon's Town areas will require an estimated capital cost of 
R32.4 million based on recent quoted costs for a proven specification of baboon-proof 
fencing, in addition to an annual operating cost of R7 mil per year, with no guarantee of 
successfully ending the chronic levels of conflict these troops are experiencing with 
urban development. These very high costs cannot be justified in either the short- or the 
long-term given the uncertainty in their likelihood to realise the objective of preventing 
overlap between baboons and people in developed areas.   

  



Table One. Comparison of annual costs associated with the current ranger programme and the 
strategic fence for the Waterfall and Seaforth troops. 

ITEM CURRENT WITH FENCE NOTES 

Field staff 
salaries R3 842 697 R2 310 792 

Currently there is 1 x Field Manager, 2 x 
Supervisors, 10 x Rangers = 13 people on duty per 
day x 2 shifts (i.e. staffing complement is 26).  
  
With fence there would be 1 x Field Manager, 2 x 
Supervisors, 4 x Rangers = 7 people on duty per day 
x 2 shifts (i.e. staffing complement is 14). 

South Area 
Manager R161 200 R161 200 2/5ths of their salary (i.e. manage 5 troops in total) 

Uniform 
annually R260 000 R140 000 R10k per person 

Field Equipment R300 000 R200 000 Estimated cost of paintballs, paintball markers 
and spares 

Transport 
(taxis and field 

vehicle) 
R222 000 R222 000 Remains the same as still need to transport staff 

and have field vehicle 

Fence 
operations and 
maintenance 

R0 R3 200 000 

10% of capital cost per annum - 18km @ R1.8 
million = R32.4 million - including depreciation 
(and therefore replacement). This figure is 
conservative and based on the operating and 
maintenance costs of the Zwaanswyk model, 
based on 15-20 year lifespan of the infrastructure 

2/12ths of CBP 
full 

management 
and 

administrative 
costs 

R796 724 R796 724 

The WF and SF troops are 2 of 12 managed troops. 
This cost includes everything from programme 
manager, specialist scientist, HR/Admin staff, cell 
phones, insurance, stationary, computers, bank 
charges, software, etc. 

Total cost per 
annum R5 582 621 R7 030 716  

 

4) The planned removal of troops experiencing chronic levels of conflict (e.g., Waterfall and 
Seaforth) does not place the peninsula baboon population at a risk of extinction.  
Historical trends reveal strong growth of the peninsula population when the authorities 
have had a clear mandate to manage, sufficient budget and decisive management plans. 
Given this we are confident that the AP, which commits the largest annual budget yet for 
peninsula baboons will deliver a sustainable baboon population with much reduced 
spatial overlap with urban and agricultural areas and greatly reduced urban causes of 
death for baboons.  

5) A fence in Simon's Town would not reduce the need for baboon rangers. By our estimation 
there would be a minimum of four constantly open roadway and coastal access points 
that would require permanent staff in addition to routine fence patrols.  In addition, many 
access gates would be required to ensure public access to the mountain by a large 
residential population. Each entrance increases the risk of failure due to human error 



reducing the potential effectiveness of the fence. By contrast the Zwaanswyk fence 
serves a much smaller community with only two exit gates and one vehicle access point.  

6) The proposed specification has never been tested at scale and has no known 
demonstrated success in keeping highly habituated baboons out of resource rich urban 
habitats.  

7) The extreme difficulty of getting a troop out of the fenced area once they have gained 
access in this very large suburb. There are properties in Dorries Drive for example where 
baboons can spend long periods of time without rangers having access to these private 
properties.  Once inside the fence it will be very difficult to get them out. 

8) Community support for a fence in this area is not known but generally support for fences 
is low in communities in the south (Walsh et al. 2023). 

9) The proposal that the City would repay the funding once a fence is built, while a well-
meaning model, is simply not possible in terms of the Municipal Finance Management 
Act. There is no mechanism for this.  

Overall: Given the arguments detailed above the JTT decision remains committed to the AP and 
declines the proposal by D. Gaynor for Simons Town.    

General Comment:  It is important to note that the JTT through the Action Plan is committed to 
the use of baboon-proof fencing on the peninsula. The north area selected for fencing includes 
large areas of contiguous low-lying natural and exotic vegetation which is preferred by baboons 
for foraging. This fence will be constructed at significant cost but because it allows baboon 
access to preferred habitat for foraging it is considered a valuable public investment in securing 
long term baboon habitat for approximately 250 baboons. The JTT most certainly supports 
baboon conservation and management through fencing as a critical mitigation measure where it 
is viable and hence the costs are deemed prudent and likely to lead to an effective reduction in 
negative interactions with people.  

Recommended Way Forward:  The JTT would like to recommend to D. Gaynor and the funder 
that they consider adjusting their proposal to building the “Comon Good” fence in two 
conservation villages with a long history of negative impacts on baboons viz., Scarborough and 
Misty Cliffs. This could be achieved by a direct partnership between the CBP and D. Gaynor.  The 
benefit of this approach is: 

• Scarborough and Misty Cliffs were historically human-baboon conflict hotspots and 
exceptionally high levels of human-induced mortality characterised the relationship 
between people and baboons in these areas.  Since the last baboons were captured and 
relocated to a sanctuary there has been the constant risk of the GOB Troop being 
attracted to forage in both areas. This and other troops in the neighbouring COGH 
section of Table Mountain National Park have access to large areas of low-lying natural 
vegetation including strandveld which is a preferred habitat type for peninsula baboons 
(Lewis & O’Riain, 2017).  Neither village is currently experiencing high levels of baboon 
conflict that typifies Simon's Town and this allows for broader “experimentation/trialling” 
of an untested fence and in an area that currently does not have the same pressure for 
success and impermeability as is needed in Simon's Town. 

• Fences around Scarborough and Misty Cliffs would not deny baboons access to low-
lying natural habitat as is the case for Simon's Town.  Both villages are spatially discrete 
and abutted by extensive natural vegetation including coastal habitat.  By contrast 
neither the Waterfall or Seaforth troops would have access to any low-lying natural 



habitat or marine resources if excluded by the proposed fence. Gaining access to such 
habitats would require moving north to urban areas which currently have no baboon 
conflict, or south into the home range of the Smitswinkel Bay Troop.   

• The fencing length required is much less (approx. 3km for Scarborough) and 1km for 
Misty Cliffs making the project far more financially feasible and viable. 

• Given the financial concerns surrounding the submitted proposal, it would be prudent to 
undertake a fully updated cost assessment reflecting current market rates as well as the 
labour requirements to install infrastructure according to the ‘common good fence’ 
around Scarborough and Misty Cliffs. Additionally, identifying the mechanism and costs 
associated with the replacement of infrastructure which has reached its operational 
lifespan should be detailed.  Collectively this will ensure that the budget and 
implementation plan has undergone thorough due diligence, which is something that a 
funder and/or partner would expect to ensure that the project is financially robust and 
implementable. 

• The cost to manage the fence by the CBP will remain within the CBP’s existing 
commitment to rangers deployed for the GOB Troop.  Recapitalisation funding of the 
fence would require consultation with the community and the Zwaanswyk model 
considered. 

• D. Gaynor is a member of the Scarborough community which may facilitate better 
community engagement with respect to the significant challenge of convincing the local 
community of the value of baboon fencing. 
 

The JTT would welcome a successful, privately funded baboon fence in both these areas to 
reduce human-baboon conflict on the peninsula. We are hopeful that D. Gaynor will be willing to 
proceed on this basis and move forward with a proposal for Scarborough and Misty Cliffs. 

NB: please note that any fencing in this area is contingent on environmental authorisation, 
landowner agreement and general community consensus that would need to be finalised as part 
of the process. The City would be willing to assist and participate in this aspect of the partnership. 
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