Dear Conservation Authorities, Decision-Makers and Independent Conservation Experts

Keep Cape Peninsula Baboons Wild writes with an urgent request concerning the proposed
capture, reproductive intervention and permanent removal from the wild of the Waterfall
and Seaforth chacma baboon troops on the Cape Peninsula.

These troops were identified for removal precisely because sustained efforts since 2010 to keep
them wild and in their natural habitat have failed. The lack of suitable and available low-lying
habitat for these two troops is a significant driver of this habituation and associated conflicts.
Baboons that frequent urban areas suffer from extensive welfare harms (Beamish and O’Riain
2014; Hoffman and O’Riain 2012) and health impacts (Drewe et al. 2011, Ravasi 2012) and cause
extensive damage to property while posing health and safety risks to people and their pets with
little or no conservation outcome. If these troops were ‘wild’, they would be easy to deter from
urban areas, but they are better described as extremely habituated with a strong preference for
human-modified landscapes over natural habitat. This preference for human-modified
landscapes requires daily management at very high cost and effort with low success in mitigating
the human harm, the baboon harm and the associated human-wildlife and human-human
conflicts.

Given the imminent and potentially irreversible nature of these interventions, we
respectfully request an immediate precautionary pause on capture, vasectomy or other
reproductive intervention, and permanent removal of these troops, while the substantive
ecological, biodiversity, scientific, genetic, veterinary, animal welfare, legal, governance
and World Heritage concerns set out in the attached submission receive urgent
independent consideration.

All of these issues were considered and have been addressed in the Joint Task Team’s Baboon
Strategic Management Plan and Action Plan, which are publicly available documents. Extensive
Comments-Response Reports are also publicly available that address and respond to all queries
and concerns. This includes an Expert Review submission.

The links for this documentation can be viewed by clicking below:

e Baboon Strategic Management Plan (BMSP)
e BSMP: Comments-Response Reports
e Cape Peninsula Baboon Management Action Plan

e Action Plan: BAG Comments-Response Report
e Action Plan: Expert Panel Comments-Response Report

We further request the urgent inclusion of Simon’s Town in the rollout of baboon-proof
bins, together with effective management of other anthropogenic food attractants.

While baboon-proof bins are an important aspect of baboon management on the Peninsula,
baboon-proofbins will not bring the required change to the high level of urban use in Simon’s Town
by these two troops. This is because the urban environment offers extensive opportunity and
resources to these two troops, and which is dealt with in more detail below. We urge you to read
the Comments-Response Report (here) on the Baboon Waste Management Plan (here) that
addresses this same contention in detail. Murdoch Valley south is included in the first phase of
the planned rollout of modifications to bins to limit baboon access to food waste. Should this
intervention demonstrate benefit, further baboon-proof bins will be rolled out to wider areas on
the peninsula.


https://baboons.org.za/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/baboon-strategic-management-plans.pdf
https://baboons.org.za/resources/
https://baboons.org.za/resources/
https://baboons.org.za/final-action-plan-2025/
https://baboons.org.za/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/Appendix-M-Baboon-Advisory-Group-Comments-and-Responses-Report.pdf
https://baboons.org.za/wp-content/uploads/2025/08/ReviewResponseReportfinal.pdf
https://baboons.org.za/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/Wastecomments-response.pdf
https://baboons.org.za/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/BaboonwasteplanFINAL.pdf

This correspondence is being sent simultaneously to the authorities responsible for the
decisions and theirimplementation, relevant governmental and conservation authorities,
animal welfare and veterinary authorities, and independent national and international
conservation bodies, with the Public Protector copied. We do so to create a transparent
and contemporaneous record of the concerns raised and the respective requests being
made before potentially irreversible action is taken.

We recognise that recipients have different mandates and areas of expertise. We therefore
respectfully request individual responses on matters falling within each recipient’s
mandate or expertise, rather than relying upon a single collective response.

The JTT is a collective with a shared responsibility as specifically set out in a Terms of Reference
as established by the then Minister of DFFE for the explicit purpose of developing a coordinated
and agreed approach by the three authorities to address this complex issue. Thus, JTT responses
are from the collective rather than individual authorities, and reflect a consensus decision by
relevant local, provincial and national authorities.

Given the urgency and imminence of the proposed interventions, this submission is being
made now rather than delayed while additional independent expert and community
endorsements are sought. Further scientific, veterinary, conservation and community
submissions or endorsements will be forwarded as they become available and should be
read together with this submission.

Subsequent to extensive public engagements the sanctuary option for removal was included in
the Draft and Final Action Plan (AP) which was approved in 2025. The implementation schedule
revealed that the SF troop was to be removed to a sanctuary by January 2026. Unforeseen delays
have pushed this date to later in 2026. These timeframes and the final AP approval are well-
known to Dr Dave Gaynor who we understand to be a key author of this Keep Cape Peninsula
Baboons Wild document. The approval of the final AP was also well publicised and
communicated via the Baboon Advisory Group. Detailed written responses to Dr Gaynor with
regards his proposal for a Simon’s Town fence were also sent in February 2026 following which we
had no further correspondence from him until late July 2026. Given this, there is no basis on
which it can reasonably be argued that this issue is now urgent.

WHY A PRECAUTIONARY PAUSE IS WARRANTED
1. Fundamental coexistence measures have not yet been fully implemented and assessed

The recently announced large-scale rollout of baboon-proof bins has not yet been
completed. Of particular concern, Simon’s Town is being excluded from the rollout on the
basis that the Waterfall and Seaforth troops are intended to be relocated.

We would request that you please take the time to read the extensive Comments-Response
Reports that are available that specifically address and respond to all of these issues that have
been previously raised by others. We also request that you take the time to read the Action Plan
and associated Annexures that equally address and provide the decision-making process which
will provide a response to what you raise in (1) above.

We respectfully submit that intended removal is not a reasonable justification for
withholding an essential coexistence measure. Accessible refuse will remain an attractant
to dispersing males, splinter groups or other baboons that may enter Simon’s Town in
future.



It has been stated repeatedly and shown by independent research (Mormile 2024) that baboons
do not only come into urban areas for waste foods. Thus, even in urban areas with near perfect
waste management troops will enter urban areas on a daily basis for access to natural and exotic
vegetation, provisioned foods (e.g., bird feeders) water (e.g., swimming pools) and for access to
microclimates (e.g., shade, shelter). Improved waste management will reduce attractants in
urban areas, but scientific evidence suggests it will not deter baboons from frequenting urban
areas where they experience serious welfare and health harms. We again request that you take
the time to read the extensive Comments-Response Reports that are available that respond at
length to these same positions/arguments.

The need for effective baboon-proof waste management has been recognised for years. At
the same time, additional fencing is now being implemented elsewhere on the Peninsula,
with the authorities themselves recognising fencing as an important measure for reducing
human-baboon conflict and helping to keep baboons within natural habitat.

Correct, fencing is a key strategy to limit troop access to agricultural and urban land. However, it
is also accepted that fencing is not a panacea to human-baboon conflict with budgetary,
logistical, topographical, ecological, behavioural and socioeconomic factors all being relevant to
prioritising where and when strategic fences can be used to successfully prevent troops from
frequently accessing human-modified landscapes. An extensive written response to Dr Dave
Gaynor with regards fencing in Simon’s Town was provided in February 2026. For ease of
reference, this is again attached to this email.

Before permanently removing established free-ranging troops, the authorities should
demonstrate that a properly resourced coexistence model, incorporating the measures
they themselves identify as important, has actually been implemented and given a
reasonable opportunity to work.

The Action Plan does exactly that, providing a clear mapped out plan for the management of the
baboons on the Peninsula as a whole with a combination of strategies to greatly reduce human-
baboon spatial overlap and hence reduce welfare harms that baboons suffer in urban areas and
to improve the lives and properties of people living in urban areas frequented by baboons. The
Action Plan explicitly sets out to achieve a future where baboons remain part of our peninsula
with a focus on managing baboons to be in natural habitat and as free ranging and as wild as
possible. We see no conservation, ecological, or social benefit or value in retaining the status quo
of extremely high human-wildlife conflict, poor baboon welfare outcomes and ever-increasing
management costs with extremely low returns.

2. Removal may not resolve the underlying management challenge

Cape Peninsula research has previously cautioned that troop removal can create
opportunities for neighbouring or fission groups to occupy vacated ranges where
underlying attractants and resources remain.

Hoffman and O’Riain (2012) identified areas on the Peninsula where troop removal had resulted
in long term success in preventing baboons from frequenting urban areas. Similarly, Hoffman and
O’Riain (2012) identified the risks of troop removal in creating opportunities for other troops to
usurp the space left by the removed troop. The JTT is aware of these research findings and is
confident it can prevent further fissions from the Smitswinkel Bay troop which led to the formation
of both the WF and SF troops in addition to preventing other neighbouring troops from moving into
this area. The Action Plan is also unambiguous that moving forward we will not allow the



permanent establishment of any fission/split troops in these areas. This is stated clearly and we
are committed to implementing this. We also refer you to the section in the Action Plan which
speaks to public tolerance. This, read in conjunction with the statement that we will not allow
permanent establishment of any fission/split troops in these areas, clearly states our intentions
with regards to baboon presence in these areas.

This raises an important question of proportionality: if continued management effort will
be required after removal to discourage other baboons from occupying these areas, what
evidence demonstrates that comparable effort now, combined with fencing, baboon-proof
waste management, attractant control and appropriately resourced ranger intervention,
could not maintain the existing troops as free-ranging animals?

The Action Plan (AP) is clear that we hold the view that the neighbouring troops have access to
adequate low-lying natural habitat required to meet their foraging needs. The AP is clear that we
will manage troops in areas of the peninsula where adequate low-lying natural habitat remains.
These troops already have management resources allocated to them to prevent them from
entering urban areas. The SF and WF troops do not have the same access to suitable extensive
low-lying natural habitat and the pressure on using the urban space will remain. This is not
sustainable, we cannot alter this fact, and it is untenable to remain locked into this conflict with
no conservation, animal welfare or social benefit.

We therefore request assessment of whether removal of the Waterfall and Seaforth troops
could displace, rather than resolve, the longer-term management challenge, and what
interventions would subsequently be required to prevent other baboons from occupying
the vacated ranges.

The Action Plan is unambiguous that moving forward we will not allow the permanent
establishment of any fission/split troops in these areas.

3. The ecological, genetic and population-level consequences require independent
scrutiny

The proposed interventions may have consequences for troop integrity, population
structure, genetic diversity, dispersal, ecological connectivity and the long-term viability
of the remaining free-ranging Cape Peninsula baboon population.

Of particular relevance is the history of the Waterfall troop. Historical records indicate that
the group that became Waterfall, then known as the Red Hill troop, was already living
independently around Simon’s Town in 2003, with approximately 16 baboons, following a
natural fission from the Smitswinkel troop. Subject to confirmation against the primary
historical record, Waterfall is therefore not a recently formed “breakaway group”, but the
product of a natural troop fission that occurred approximately 23 years ago.

This is factually incorrect. The WF troop formed as a small single male group with six adult
females and four juveniles in 2005. The troop took up residency in the Admirals Kloof area of
Simon’s Town and routinely accessed both the SA Navy facilities and Happy Valley Shelter for
human food sources.

This distinction is important. Natural troop fission is a normal biological process through
which baboon populations form new social groups. Waterfall subsequently persisted as an
independent troop for more than two decades, reproduced, established a stable range and
continued to use substantial areas of natural habitat and natural sleeping sites.



Single male groups are not normal for chacma baboons in natural habitat with predators.
Forthman-Quick (1986) identified such groups in Olive baboons and referred to them as ‘splinter
groups’ noting that they were typically unafraid of people and habituated to foraging on human
food sources. This describes both the WF and SF troops which are highly habituated to people
and which both enter houses to obtain food, including forced entry, and choose to sleep in urban
areas.

We therefore request clarification of the scientific basis for characterising Waterfall’s
historical fission as relevant to its proposed removal today, including reconciliation of any
description of Waterfall as having been “formed in the last two decades” with the
historical record from 2003.

The historical basis on the formation of this troop is discussed in the Action Plan however the
argument is not made that they are being removed because they are a fission/splinter troop. As
explained above, they are being removed because they are habituated to the urban area and
lack access to natural low-lying land, which has locked them into ongoing conflict. This requires
daily management at very high cost and effort with low success in mitigating the human harm,
the baboon harm and the associated human-wildlife and human-human conflicts.

The genetic implications also require scrutiny. The Cape Peninsula baboon population is
geographically isolated, and the removal or reproductive sterilisation of established
breeding troops may affect effective population size, genetic diversity and future gene flow
in ways that cannot be determined from census humbers alone. We therefore request
disclosure of any genetic or population-viability assessment undertaken specifically in
relation to the proposed vasectomies or other reproductive interventions and permanent
removal of Waterfall and Seaforth.

The Peninsula baboon population is characterised by low genetic diversity and all of the CoGH
troops and both Smitswinkel Bay and GOB have only a single mitochondrial haplotype (Bishop
unpubl.). WF and SF troops are fissions from the Smitswinkel Bay troop and hence any
reproduction within and between them is an example of close inbreeding. Close inbreeding can
result in deleterious genetic effects and is why assisted dispersal has been part of baboon
management on the Cape Peninsula since 2010. Despite this, there has been strong opposition
to efforts to promote some level of outbreeding on the Peninsula with select NGOs actively
promoting inbreeding, for example by advocating that dispersing male baboons be returned to
their natal troop. Given the limited genetic diversity on the Peninsula and the fact that SF and WF
are fissions from the same parent troop which have the same mitochondrial haplotypes as all the
CoGH section troops, their removal will have little to no impact on reducing genetic variation on
the Peninsula. The Peninsula population requires genetic rescue, and research on introducing
males from outside the Peninsula is planned.

Before reproductive capacity is irreversibly altered, we respectfully request independent
assessment of whether removing the future genetic contribution of these established
troops is compatible with maintaining the long-term genetic health and viability of the
remaining free-ranging Cape Peninsula baboon population.

Reference has been made to insufficient suitable lowland habitat as a justification for
intervention. However, the authorities’ own historical habitat-use and spatial data record
substantial use of natural and open landscapes by these troops. We therefore request



disclosure and independent assessment of the current data and ecological evidence relied
upon in concluding that continued free-ranging occupation is untenable.

The polygons provided for individual troops reflect troop movement over extended periods and
reflect the maximum extent that troops like WF have been displaced after more than 15 years of
concerted non-lethal management effort. These polygons are not home ranges and provide no
data on the behaviour of baboons when in these areas (i.e., whether they are foraging, locomoting,
resting). The only scientific peer-reviewed home range data for the WF troop was published by
Kaplan et al. (2011), Hoffman and O’Riain (2012) and Kaplan and O’Riain (2015). All of these
papers reveal a very small home range, low daily travel distances and high use of urban areas. It
is only when management commenced in 2010 that the WF troop was pushed into using natural
habitat in the vicinity of SANAD. Use of these areas is therefore not a reflection of their natural
movement patterns and habitat choice, but rather of ongoing and costly management effort.

The scale and nature of permanent confinement are also material. Animals accustomed to
ranging through substantially larger and ecologically varied landscapes would be
restricted to enclosed areas.

What the research reveals is that the WF troop’s home range was very small when they were not
managed. Some days the troop moved less than 1Tkm in a whole day, descending from their cliff
sleeping site in the morning, visiting Happy Valley home for direct food handouts from the
residents (Kaplan, 2013), moving onto S A Navy and residential land and then returning to the
sleeping site again. Baboons and other wild animals only move to meet their essential needs of
food, water, sleeping sites and predator avoidance, and will use the smallest area in which they
can achieve these goals. The Urban Wildlife Centre enclosures are smaller than the area the
troop’s currently use with constant management efforts, but will provide the baboons with access
to food, water, sleeping sites and is predator free. Additionally, there are no human threats, which
are high in both their current ranging areas.

We request an explicit comparison between the documented home ranges and daily
movement patterns of the Waterfall and Seaforth troops and the area that would be
available to them within the proposed permanent enclosures at the Urban Wildlife Centre,
together with independent assessment of the potential consequences for natural foraging,
movement, behavioural choice, social dynamics, physical condition and psychological
welfare.

Natural foraging is expected to be much lower in the Urban Wildlife Centre because the troop will
be resourced and thus have access to suitable high-quality foods. These troops have shown that
they will endure severe risks of harm in order to access human-derived foods in urban areas. The
Urban Wildlife Centre will satisfy their efforts to secure high-quality resources without placing
them at risk of gunshots, traffic, dogs and the daily disturbance associated with rangers with
paintball markers. Social dynamics may change but there are many captive populations of
primates and chacma baboons specifically around the world, and evidence to suggest that when
contracepted their welfare may even improve (Taberer et al. 2022). Baboons in a sanctuary will
be able to forage naturally on indigenous and exotic above ground plants that vary seasonally,
subterranean foods, and invertebrates, and they can exhibit the full range of locomotion including
walking, running, climbing, jumping, playing and swimming. They will have access to several
purpose-built sleep site locations, social companions and have space to copulate, groom, fight,
play and avoid each other. The only behaviours that they cannot engage in is birth, infant-rearing
and dispersal. The Urban Wildlife Centre is also not intended as a conservation outcome but as




an alternative to culling. The clear intention of the Urban Wildlife Centre is to allow the individual
baboons from the SF and WF troops to live out their lives under care as an alternative to the culling
of the entire troops.

4. Capture, reproductive intervention and permanent confinement require independent
veterinary and welfare assessment

The proposed pathway involves whole-troop capture, chemical immobilisation, surgical
vasectomy of healthy males, transport, removal from established home ranges and
permanent confinement.

We are particularly concerned by suggestions that vasectomy should be regarded as
readily reversible. The possibility of attempting surgical reversal should not be equated
with reliably reversible contraception. Any attempted reversal would potentially require
recapture, anaesthesia, further surgery, recovery and monitoring, without guaranteed
restoration of fertility.

We therefore request disclosure of the precise vasectomy technique, capture and
anaesthetic protocols, veterinary and welfare risk assessments, postoperative
arrangements, complication and mortality contingencies, permits and authorisations, and
the evidence relied upon regarding safety and reversibility.

Please also confirm whether any contraceptive or other reproductive intervention is
proposed for females and, if so, disclose the proposed method, veterinary protocol, known
health and behavioural risks, expected duration and evidence regarding reversibility and
use in chacma baboons.

Animals in captivity should only be allowed to breed when there is a strong and responsible
justification. The baboons at the Urban Wildlife Centre will not be allowed to breed for several
reasons. Firstly, breeding will result in overcrowding. Overcrowding should be avoided at all costs.
Overcrowding not only reduces available space for the existing individuals that we have
committed to caring for but will result in an increase in intragroup tension and injuries, as well as
an increased risk of disease. Breeding would therefore not be of benefit to animal welfare.

Breeding at the Centre would also be of no conservation benefit. Any baboons born at the Centre
will remain in captivity for their lives. None of the baboons at the Centre are planned for release.
Cape chacma baboons are a ‘least concern’ species according to the IUCN, and baboons from
the Cape Peninsula possess no genetic distinctiveness to that of baboons off the Peninsula.
Additionally, no new individuals will be introduced to the Centre and over time breeding would
ultimately occur between closely related individuals.

To prevent breeding at the Centre, mature male baboons will be vasectomized (i.e. not castrated),
which keeps males hormonally intact and will not disrupt the social hierarchy. We do not contend
that vasectomies are readily reversible and they will not be reversed for the reasons explained
above. Mature female baboons will receive contraceptive implants which last for 2-3 years before
requiring replacement. It is vital that both sexes are targeted to prevent breeding. The exact age
at which a male baboon can produce viable sperm is unknown, in rare cases vasectomies can
self-reverse, and contraceptive implants for females are not 100% effective. Importantly, as
female baboons will not become pregnant due the male vasectomies, they would continue to
exhibit sexual swellings. Sexual swellings are a significant source of aggression within baboon



troops. Competition for access to swelling females frequently results in males fighting with one
another, and swelling females often experience aggression and sexual coercion from males
attempting to monopolise them. Swelling females are also subject to aggression from higher-
ranking females. Furthermore, repeated sexual cycles in the absence of pregnancy are
associated with progressively larger swellings which can impose additional physical costs on
these females including ulceration of the tissue. The prevention of sexual swellings using
contraceptive implants will reduce the potential for reproduction-based stress within the troops
and is thus in the best interests of all the Centre’s baboons.

Both procedures follow best practice for baboons in captivity, and will be conducted under
anaesthesia by licensed, experienced wildlife veterinarians. The SPCA will provide independent
oversight of this process in order to ensure baboon welfare is maintained.

Recommended further reading on the topic of contraception:

EAZA RMG Baboon contraceptive guideline 2021

Update on Current Hormonal and Non-Hormonal Contraceptive Options in Non-Human
Primates

Taberer et al. (2022) — Impact of female contraception for population management on behavior
and social interactions in a captive troop of Guinea baboons (Papio papio).

Contraceptive fund | Primate C.A.R.E.

More fundamentally, we request the independent veterinary and animal-welfare evidence
demonstrating that the permanent conversion of healthy, established free-ranging chacma
baboon troops into reproductively managed confined troops is an established and
appropriately validated conservation intervention, including comparable long-term
outcomes.

The Urban Wildlife Centre is not intended as a conservation outcome but as an alternative to
culling. The clear intention of the Urban Wildlife Centre is to allow the individual baboons from
the SF and WEF troops to live out their lives in a safe natural environment under human
management and care. This is clear and unambiguous in the Action Plan and we would again
request that you please take the time to read the Action Plan and all associated documents that
are publicly available.

We also request confirmation of the receiving facility’s approvals, readiness, capacity,
veterinary and welfare arrangements, staffing, long-term management provisions and
contingency arrangements before any capture commences.

A CapeNature Permit and Approved Management Plan is required to be in place before any
baboons are moved to the Urban Wildlife Centre. Once these are provided by CapeNature they
will be publicly available. No baboons will be moved prior to these permits being in place.

5. Reasonable alternatives, decision criteria and cumulative impacts need to be
demonstrated

We request disclosure of the documented assessment of reasonable alternatives to permanent
removal and reproductive intervention, including baboon-proof waste management, fencing,
attractant reduction, ranger deployment and other coexistence measures.


https://eazarmg.org/home/viewdocument?filename=EAZA+RMG+Baboon+contraceptive+guideline+2021.pdf&utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.mdpi.com/2673-5636/5/4/41?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.mdpi.com/2673-5636/5/4/41?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.primatecare.org/contraceptive-fund

The Action Plan provides details for all options for intervention including where and when they
may be considered appropriate for use in different parts of the Peninsula and for specific troops.
We would again request that you please take the time to read the Action Plan and all associated
documents that are publicly available. In addition, an extensive written response was provided
to Dr Dave Gaynor as it relates to fencing in Simon’s Town and we re-attach that to this response.
We are unsure as to why this response has not been communicated to Keep Cape Peninsula
Baboons Wild as we understand Dr Gaynor to be a key member. The JTT position remains the
same on this matter.

We further request the objective criteria used to determine that coexistence has failed
sufficiently to justify irreversible intervention, together with any population modelling or
cumulative-impact assessment relied upon in concluding that the proposed interventions
are compatible with maintaining a viable free-ranging Cape Peninsula baboon population.

A central question therefore remains:

What objective scientific, ecological, genetic, veterinary and welfare criteria have been
satisfied to justify progressing from coexistence management to capture, reproductive
intervention and permanent removal of established free-ranging troops when fundamental
preventative measures identified over many years have not yet been fully implemented
and assessed?

Due to the lack of access to suitable low-lying natural habitat, extremely high levels of habituation
to people and urban areas, health, safety and lifestyle impacts on people, welfare risks to
baboons, the limited efficacy of approved non-lethal methods to deter the troops from urban
areas despite extensive financial investment (i.e. higher than any other area in Cape Town), and
the potential devastating impacts on the local African penguin colony (Seaforth troop), these two
troops are planned for removal. Given that chacma baboons are a ‘least concern’species (IUCN,
2019), and the Peninsula baboons provide no unique genetic benefit to the species, the preferred
conservation-based approach to removal would be culling. The Urban Wildlife Centre is an
alternative to this. The clear intention of the Urban Wildlife Centre is to allow the individual
baboons from the SF and WF troops to live out their lives in a safe natural environment under
human management and care.

Please review the following publicly available documents from the Action Plan which provide
further information: Waterfall Troop and Seaforth Troop.

6. Legal and governance context

We draw recipients’ attention to the litigation concerning implementation of the Cape
Peninsula Baboon Management Action Plan.

The Western Cape High Court dismissed the urgent application seeking to interdict
implementation on 25 February 2026. An application seeking the recusal of the presiding
judge was subsequently dismissed on 28 August 2026. Liberty Fighters Network has stated
publicly that it filed an application for leave to appeal the February judgment on 2 March
2026.

We do not suggest that there is presently a court order preventing implementation of the
Action Plan.


https://baboons.org.za/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/Appendix-D-WF-Brief.pdf
https://baboons.org.za/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/Appendix-E-SF-Brief.pdf

However, the outcome of the urgent proceedings should not be treated as a substitute for
the independent scientific, ecological, genetic, veterinary and welfare scrutiny now being
requested in relation to the specific proposed capture, reproductive intervention and
permanent confinement of the Waterfall and Seaforth troops.

We therefore request clarification of the present procedural status of the litigation and
whether, and to what extent, any judgment or ongoing legal process has been relied upon
in subsequent administrative decisions to proceed with these interventions.

The Action Plan is an outcome of consensus being achieved by all relevant organs of state via the
JTT. This is evidenced in the agreement as concluded between SANParks, CapeNature and the
Cityand at the request of the Minister of DFFE. All actions detailed in the Action Plan for managing
the Peninsula baboon population are within one or all of the legal delegated responsibilities and
mandates of the three authorities that make up the JTT.

REQUESTS TO THE RESPONSIBLE AND INDEPENDENT BODIES

Cape Peninsula Baboon Management Joint Task Team: We request an immediate
precautionary pause and disclosure of the scientific, ecological, genetic, veterinary and
administrative decision-making record supporting the proposed interventions, including
permits and authorisations, alternatives assessments, population modelling and cumulative-
impact assessments. We also request urgent reconsideration of the exclusion of Simon’s Town
from the baboon-proof-bin rollout.

The Action Plan has been approved by the JTT and is currently being implemented.

Cape Baboon Partnership: As an operational implementing body, we request that no steps be
taken to implement or facilitate capture, reproductive intervention or permanent removal while
this request for a pause is under consideration, and that relevant operational personnel and
service providers be advised accordingly.

The Action Plan has been approved by the JTT and currently being implemented.

City of Cape Town: We request an immediate pause, urgent implementation of effective
baboon-proof waste management in Simon’s Town, and an explanation of why irreversible
intervention should precede implementation and reasonable assessment of the strengthened
coexistence measures now being introduced.

Peer reviewed scientific research together with expert review, stakeholder engagement,
budgetary constraints and logistical feasibility all informed the JTT’s decision to allow for the
removal of the WF and SF troops. Translocation, culling and a sanctuary were all assessed as
methods or outcomes for/of troop removal. These removal options were only proposed after
careful consideration of the likelihood that baboon-proof fencing and rangers with paintball
markers, improved waste management, improved law enforcement and education, would
together be able to prevent the troops from regularly entering urban areas and becoming
habituated to human derived food. It was concluded that the prospects of the latter methods
achieving the stated objectives were low given the topography and natural vegetation of the area
and the behaviour of the individuals in both troops as described above. Following careful
deliberation and stakeholder engagement, removal to a sanctuary was chosen as a long-term
sustainable solution for both troops, guaranteeing reduced human-induced deaths and reducing
welfare harms that both WF and SF troops are experiencing in Simon’s Town. Additionally, this



method ensures that neither troop can cause further damage to property or pose health and
safety risks to people and pets in Simon’s Town.

CapeNature: As the provincial biodiversity conservation authority, we request an independent
assessment of the conservation, genetic, population-level and permitting implications and
whether a precautionary approach requires less intrusive measures to be implemented and
assessed first.

SANParks and Table Mountain National Park: We request independent consideration of the
ecological consequences of removing established troops, including habitat use, vacated
ranges, population structure, dispersal, ecological connectivity and long-term viability of the
remaining free-ranging population.

Department of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment: We request consideration of
whether national biodiversity oversight and independent genetic and population-level
assessment are warranted before irreversible implementation, together with consideration of
any implications for South Africa’s World Heritage responsibilities.

Cape of Good Hope SPCA: Given the SPCA’s stated concerns regarding permanent
confinement of healthy free-ranging baboons, we request independent consideration of the
welfare implications of capture, reproductive intervention, transport and permanent
confinement, and whether these interventions should proceed before less intrusive coexistence
measures have been adequately implemented and assessed.

Western Cape Veterinary Services / State Veterinary authority: We request independent
veterinary consideration of the proposed capture, anaesthesia, vasectomy and other
reproductive interventions, transport and permanent confinement, including the representation
of vasectomy as reversible and any proposed reproductive intervention involving females.

IUCN Species Survival Commission Primate Specialist Group and IUCN SSC South Africa
Species Specialist Group: We request urgent independent expert consideration of whether the
proposed interventions are consistent with appropriate primate and species conservation
practice and whether their potentially novel, cumulative and irreversible consequences warrant
a precautionary pause and independent review.

We particularly request IUCN’s expert view on whether permanent confinement of established
free-ranging troops, at the spatial scale proposed, has adequate conservation and welfare
precedent and evidentiary support.

UNESCO World Heritage Centre and South African National Commission for UNESCO:
Given Table Mountain National Park’s inclusion within the Cape Floral Region Protected Areas
World Heritage property, we request consideration of whether the matters raised warrant
assessment in relation to the protection of the property’s Outstanding Universal Value,
ecological integrity and ongoing ecological and biological processes.

Western Cape Minister for Environmental Affairs and Development Planning: We request
consideration of whether provincial environmental oversight is warranted and support for a
precautionary pause while material ecological, biodiversity, genetic and welfare questions
remain unresolved.

Executive Mayor and Deputy Mayor of Cape Town: Given the significance of these decisions
for Cape Town’s biodiversity and natural heritage, we request your assistance in ensuring urgent



and substantive consideration of the concerns raised, support for a precautionary pause, and
urgent implementation of effective baboon-proof waste management in Simon’s Town.

URGENT ACTION REQUESTED
We respectfully request:

1. Animmediate precautionary pause on capture, vasectomy or other reproductive
intervention, and permanent removal of the Waterfall and Seaforth troops;

This will leave both troops exposed to further welfare harms and death in urban areas with the
prediction that a failure by the authorities to follow their approved Action Plan will see
residents increasing their retaliatory harms on baboons out of frustration at a lack of action.
It is important to note that permanent contraception for the WF troop was proposed at an
expert workshop in 2012 because the findings of Hoffman and O’Riain (2012) revealed that
this and other troops that had sleeping sites close to urban areas, had a high percentage of
urban land adjacent to their home range, and where low lying land had been transformed for
urban areas, were more likely to become locked into conflict and suffer from significantly
higher levels of human-induced injuries and mortality. Itis not acceptable to perpetuate such
harms through either maintaining the current status quo or further inaction. It is also
unacceptable for residents who have been informed that troop removal was essential to
improve baboon welfare and reduce the negative impacts of baboons on people and property

in Simon’s Town.

The Action Plan explicitly sets out to achieve a future where baboons remain part of the Cape
Peninsula with a focus on managing baboons to be in natural habitat and as free ranging and
as wild as possible. There is no conservation, ecological or social benefit or value in retaining
the status quo of extremely high human-wildlife conflict, poor baboon welfare outcomes and

ever-increasing management costs with extremely low returns.

2. Urgentinclusion of Simon’s Town in the rollout of baboon-proof bins and effective
management of other anthropogenic food attractants;

Modifications of bins is scheduled for southern Simon’s Town where the Smitswinkel Bay
troop may occasionally visit should they overcome the proposed interventions in this region.

It is not sensible to roll out bins in areas of Simon’s Town with no baboons as will be the case

following the removal of SF and WF.

3. Fullimplementation and reasonable, independently monitored assessment of
strengthened preventative and non-lethal coexistence measures before
irreversible intervention is considered;

We are fortunate in having independent researchers from both local and international tertiary
institutions who have over the course of 20 years provided a large volume of peer reviewed
research on the Peninsula baboons and their management. This body of research was critical
for informing decision-making in both the Joint Task Teams Baboon Strategic Management

Plan and Action Plan.

o Disclosure of the scientific, ecological, genetic, veterinary, welfare, administrative
and authorisation record supporting the proposed interventions, including
assessment of reasonable alternatives and cumulative population impacts;



We request again that Keep Cape Peninsula Baboons Wild members please take the time to
read the BSMP, AP, associated Annexures, Comments-Response Reports and the written
response to the proposal for a Simon’s Town fence as submitted by Dr Dave Gaynor

4. Independent genetic and population-level assessment of the consequences of
vasectomy or other reproductive intervention and permanent removal of the
Waterfall and Seaforth troops, including implications for effective population size,
genetic diversity, gene flow and the long-term viability of the remaining free-ranging
Cape Peninsula population;

See comments above.

5. Independent assessment of the consequences and precedent for permanent
confinement and the proposed reproductive interventions;

The predicted consequences of removing both troops to a sanctuary are:

1) a substantial reduction in serious welfare harms associated with baboons frequenting
urban areas;

2) an improvement in the health of all baboons removed to the sanctuary because they will
no longer experience the many stressors associated with urban areas and management
efforts to deter them from these areas;

3) an immediate improvement in the quality of lives of residents that have had to live with
frequent baboons incursions and human — baboon conflict in Simon’s Towns for more than
25 years;

4) an improvement for businesses associated with hospitality and tourism because they will
no longer be subjected to baboon-induced damage and losses;

5) an improvement in the health and safety of residents and people working in Simon’s Town

6) a reduction in the prevalent community human-human conflict and polarised opinions as
it relates to the baboon issue

7) a reduction in human-wildlife conflict and the negative association attributed to our
wildlife

Many of these predictions will be independently monitored and evaluated by researchers
from tertiary institutions and the findings will be published in peer-reviewed journals for public
consumption.

6. Disclosure of the current habitat-use and ranging evidence and an explicit
comparison between existing troop ranges and the proposed permanent
enclosures;

The movement patterns of both troops are strongly influenced by management interventions
and there is currently no independent movement data being collected on either troop.
Historically, the WF troop’s spatial ecology was studied prior to any management and they
hadthe smallest home range on the Peninsula, high overlap with urban areas, the lowest daily
distances moved, and the second highest density of those troops studied on the Peninsula
(Hoffman and O’Riain 2012). The polygons presented in the Action Plan that denote the entire
area used by different troops are nothome ranges but rather reflect the outer most places that
troops have been detected since they were first managed and their movements recorded.
Thus in an effort to break the urban foraging and roosting habit, extra rangers would be
deployedto a troop, novel deterrents used and the troop would be driven out of the urban area



and far into natural habitat. This does not reflect their habitat choice or natural ranging
patterns and has been shown to influence their activity budget and diet (van Doorn etal. 2011;
van Doorn and O’Riain 2020).

7. Clarification of the current legal position and its relevance, if any, to subsequent
decision-making;

The Action Plan is the outcome of the JTT as set up by the Minister of DFFE and all actions
detailed in the Action Plan for managing the Peninsula baboon population are within one or
all of the legal delegated responsibilities and mandates of the three authorities that make up
the JTT.

8. Acknowledgement of receipt of this correspondence and the attached submission;

9. A substantive response from each relevant authority or expert body on matters
falling within its mandate or expertise; and

10. Where any aspect falls within another official’s or body’s mandate, urgent referral
to the appropriate person or body and confirmation to us that this has been done.

Our request does not disregard the complexity of human-baboon coexistence. Rather, we
submit that the tools of coexistence should be properly implemented and assessed before
the possibility of coexistence is foreclosed by irreversible intervention.

Residents living in baboon affected areas of Simon’s Town have a constitutional right to a safe and
healthy environment. This is not possible when baboons frequent their places of work and homes.
Baboons can and do enter people’s houses, which may extend to breaking windows, forcing doors
and damaging roof structures to gain access. Significant funds have been committed since 2010
to keep all baboon troops on the Peninsula out of urban areas. These have included the
distribution of baboon-proof bins in the deep south, education, monitors/rangers to deter
baboons and a limited number of baboon-proof fences of various specification. These methods
have achieved exceptional success in some areas (Fehlmann et al. 2017) and low success in
others (van Doorn et al. 2020; Bracken et al. 2022) which seems largely linked to how much
suitable low-lying land baboons in those areas have access to. Thus, in Tokai and Constantia a
combination of baboon-proof fences and rangers have achieved exceptional success with
baboons spending <3% of their time in urban areas (Fehlmann et al. 2017). By contrast for troops
that are kept at a higher altitude in sandstone fynbos, the success has been much lower with
estimates of 11-21% (Bracken et al. 2022) and 30% (van Doorn and O’Riain 2020) of time in urban
areas. The Action Plan seeks to provide long-term solutions for these troops, which for WF and SF
who are exceptionally habituated to using urban areas for sleeping and foraging, entails
permanent removal because alternative methods are not feasible.

The intended removal of the Waterfall and Seaforth troops should not itself become the
justification for withholding preventative measures such as baboon-proof waste
management. Nor should permanent removal be assumed to resolve the underlying
ecological and management challenge if other baboons may subsequently occupy the
vacated landscape.

The areas occupied by WF and SF are not considered suitable for troops given they are high lying
and dominated by nutrient poor sandstone fynbos, in which baboons seldom choose to spend
time (Lewis 2015). In essence the creation of these urban areas which effectively usurped all low-
lying land effectively precluded their permanent use for baboon troops. These troops have only



persisted in these areas because they have accessed foods within the urban edge. What is
remarkable is that, despite the high costs and risks to baboons of foraging in these areas (rangers,
people, dogs, vehicles), they continue doing so and suffer serious health and welfare risks as a
result. Given this, it is predicted that while it might be possible to build a baboon-proof fence at
significant cost along some sections of the Simon’s Town urban edge, that the troops would
almost immediately shift their home ranges to adjacent other low-lying urban areas where the
cycle of conflict would be perpetuated, or they would be forced to overlap with other existing
troops. By contrastthe same fences in areas where baboons still have access to low-lying natural
habitat are predicted to be highly successful as evidenced by the Zwaanswyk fence (Kaplan
2015). Itis the JTTs carefully considered position that investing R25-30 million in a baboon-proof
fence in an area unsuitable for baboons is to a) perpetuate the conflict in another unfenced
suburb and b) fail to improve the welfare and health of the individuals in both troops and b) fail to
provide meaningful timeous relief to residents and workers in Simon’s Town that have been
experiencing escalating daily and nightly incursions over the previous years. Strategic fencing
must only be considered where troops have access to large areas of suitable low-lying habitat, or
one is simply displacing the management challenge to a new area.

Where the alternative involves capturing healthy wild animals, surgically altering reproductive
capacity, removing established troops from their home ranges and permanently confining them,
we respectfully submit that a high evidentiary and precautionary threshold should apply.

We concur and believe that we have the evidence as to why these troops need to be removed and
this evidence has been detailed in both the Strategic and Action Plan documents and
appendices. The JTT considers that removal of two troops to a sanctuary will improve their welfare
and health which is currently poor given their regular use of urban areas. Additionally, we are
confident that the removal of both troops will provide immediate relief to the people living and
working in Simon’s Town who have experienced extensive damage to property, increased health
risks associated with the regular presence of baboons in urban areas and conflict within
communities on how to respond to the presence of baboons in urban areas.

Once wild troops have been captured, reproductive capacity altered and established free-
ranging animals permanently removed from their landscape, some consequences may not be
capable of meaningful reversal.

We therefore respectfully request an immediate precautionary pause on ALL CAPTURE,
VASECTOMY OR OTHER REPRODUCTIVE INTERVENTION, AND PERMANENT REMOVAL of
the Waterfall and Seaforth troops.

We ask that this pause remain in place until the substantive scientific, ecological, genetic,
veterinary, animal-welfare, legal, governance and World Heritage concerns raised in this
correspondence and the attached submission have received appropriate independent
consideration; the relevant evidence and decision-making record have been disclosed; the
strengthened coexistence measures and reasonable alternatives identified have been
properly considered and, where appropriate, implemented and assessed; and the
responsible authorities have provided substantive written responses to the matters falling
within their respective mandates.

The JTT is confident that following extensive public engagement, consultations with local and
international experts, and with reference to published peer reviewed literature on this population



that we have sufficient evidence and justification to follow the Strategic and Action plans for the
Peninsula baboons.

In particular, we respectfully request that no baboon be captured or subjected to vasectomy,
sterilisation or other reproductive intervention while this urgent request for a
precautionary pause and independent consideration remains outstanding.

Given the imminence of the proposed interventions, we ask each responsible authority to
confirm urgently and in writing whether it will support and implement this precautionary
pause before any capture or reproductive intervention commences.

Should a precautionary plan be adopted and the current status quo is maintained then both
troops will continue to experience serious welfare harms in the urban areas, residents and people
working in Simon’s Town will continue to experience health and safety risks, damage to property
will continue and conflict amongst community members will remain high. None of these are
considered acceptable outcomes with any conservation, social or welfare benefits. The Action
Plan has been approved and will be implemented.

Thank you for your urgent attention. Please acknowledge receipt of this correspondence and its
attachments by return email and confirm that it has been referred to the appropriate decision-
makers.

Yours sincerely
South Peninsula Residents and Affected Parties

A community-led campaign concerned with the conservation of free-ranging Cape Peninsula
baboons

keepcapebaboonswild@gmail.com
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