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15 March 2019 

Dear Michele 

 

LAMLOCH ELEPHANT ADVENTURES 

 

As a registered ecologist (Registration number: 400176/09) with The South African 

Council for Natural Scientific Professions since September 2009, this letter serves as 

comment regarding the application by Mr Craig Saunders regarding Lamloch Safari Park, 

public comment period to which is open to 1 April 2019, Reference Number: 

16/3/3/6/7/1/E2/18/1343/15 as per Doug Jeffery Environmental Consultants. 
 

In reviewing the Evaluation and Guidelines for the Introduction of Wildlife prepared by 

Mr Ken Coetzee in July 2015, the following: 

 

1. Vegetation 

a. The Lamloch Safari Park (LSP) area is classified as a Critical Biodiversity Area (CBA) 

relating to the sensitivity of wetland vegetation and the Hangklip Sand Fynbos. It is 

also part of a Ramsar Wetland site. The positions of the buffalo camps (10 ha) and 

elephant enclosure (20 ha) are indicated in Figure 5. These are not superimposed onto 

Figures 3 or 4, thus the scale and position of the camps/enclosure are lacking. The 

elephant camp may thus not entirely fall into the “degraded area” and overlaps into the 

Hangklip Sand Fynbos, which the author describes as sensitive. The position and size 

of the lion enclosure is not indicated at all. 

b. Coetzee (2015) states: “The elephants will do most of their grazing on transformed 

pasture and former alien plant invaded areas and most of the browsing will be on 

infestations of alien rooikrans Acacia cyclops and Port Jackson willow Acacia saligna. 

The potential for severe negative impact on sensitive natural habitats, through elephant 

feeding, will be managed and thus mitigated”. Yet, in the Opportunities and 

Constraints Table, it states that “a dedicated effort to completely eradicate all alien 

trees from the area” is included in the proposal. These statements are contradictory, 
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unless the eradication effort is to be conducted by the elephants themselves, in which 

case what will they eat once all the alien plants have been consumed? 

c. Furthermore, the author fails to acknowledge that elephants play a critical role in seed 

dispersal (Campos-Arceiza & Blake 2011, Harich et al. 2016, Bunney 2016). Thus, by 

allowing the elephants to feed on the highly invasive rooikrans Acacia cyclops and 

Port Jackson willow Acacia saligna, and “[having] the opportunity to move across the 

whole property within the boundary fences”, the elephants, will through their feeding 

habits and dung deposition, be aiding in the spread of these aliens to the undegraded 

and pristine areas of Lamloch. This is supported by Doug Jeffery Environmental 

Consultants (2019) that states that “The re-establishment of the invasive species is a 

real possibility and remains the biggest threat to the biodiversity of the property”. 

 

Game introduction 

The following species may be considered for introduction to Lamloch (Coetzee 2015): 

Damaliscus pygargus pygargus - bontebok. 

Equus quagga - plains zebra 

Alcelaphus buselaphus - red hartebeest 

Tragelaphus oryx – eland 

Hippopotamus amphibious – hippopotamus 

Syncerus caffer – buffalo 

Loxodonta africana - elephant (in “captivity”) 

Panthera leo - lion (in captivity) 

Diceros bicornis bicornis - black rhinoceros 

 

The introduction of lion, elephant and buffalo are subject to TOPS (DEAT 2007) and 

require detailed individual species management plans, referenced but not included in 

Coetzee’s guidelines. In the absence of these documents, a transparent and critical 

assessment of the introduction and long-term management of these species cannot be 

made. However, the following concerns are raised: 

 

2. General: 

a. Coetzee (2015) states that it is important to note that the introduction of wildlife to the 

LSP area is for tourist game viewing and not for game production (except for the 

buffalo project). This means that the numbers per species need not be much more 

than the minimum viable family unit or units”. This clearly illustrates that species 

introduction is primarily to meet tourist needs and not the species-specific 

requirements for social dynamics. 

b. Coetzee (2015) states that it is “very difficult to estimate the ecological capacity of the 

vegetation and a suitable stocking rate for wild herbivores”. Coetzee (2015) calculates 

the recommended stocking rate for introduced wildlife at 25,1 LAU and then 

manipulates this to accommodate individual species stocking rates as follows: 
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TABLE  2:  Recommended  preliminary   game   numbers   expressed   as   Large  

Animal    Units    (LAU).    The    wild    horses    were    not    included    here    as     

they will be fenced-out when the LSP game fence boundary is built. (Coetzee 2015) 

 
 

 
SPECIES 

 

 
COMMON NAME 

 

CONVERSION OF GAME 
TO LARGE ANIMAL UNITS 

 

 
NUMBER 

LARGE 
ANIMAL 
UNITS 

Tragelaphus oryx Eland 0,98 / LAU 5 5,1 

Damaliscus pygargus 
pygargus 

 
Bontebok 

 
4,55 / LAU 

 
15 

 
3,3 

Alcelaphus buselaphus Red hartebeest 2,70 / LAU 8 3 

Diceros bicornis bicornis Black rhinoceros 0,64 / LAU 3 4,7 

Equus quagga Plains zebra 1,52 / LAU 8 5,3 

Syncerus caffer Buffalo (♂) 0,90 / LAU 5 5,6 

 TOTAL 27 LAU 

 

c.  The recommended preliminary game number LAU’s already exceed the 

recommended stocking rate. Furthermore, no potential for growth is factored in, nor 

is the effect of the elephant browsing. Irrespective of whether the elephants will only 

have access to the area for a few hours of the day and that the handlers will direct their 

feeding, their impact (both through feeding and trampling) must be considered. 

d. Furthermore, in order to adhere to best practice and conform to the recommended 

stocking rates, management will have to continuously remove game through passive 

capture or lethal removal. This has serious deleterious effects on 1) the remaining 

game, elephants and rhinos due to the small area especially if a helicopter is used and 

2) to the habituation of the remaining animals and their accessibility for game-viewing 

purposes. This is a direct threat to the tourism model. 

e.  The authors suggestion that “the game introduction plan provides an opportunity to 

test whether the impact of wild game (like that of the wild horses) will be negative or 

positive, and to devise suitable mitigatory measures” is completely contradictory to 

the precautionary approach and best-practice game management. The LSP game 

introduction cannot be used as an experimental model. 

 

3. For elephant: 

a. Coetzee (2015) states that “These will be previously captive elephants, now given the 

opportunity to be free ranging within the elephant camp” and “The visitor must have 

the opportunity to observe the elephant at relatively close quarters, but at a safe 

distance, with an experienced guide”. As the elephants will be of captive origin and 

viewed as “free contact” interactions, the source of the elephants is of major concern. 

The history of the elephants is of critical importance to the safety and security of 

tourists and staff alike, as well as the long-term well-being (mental, social and 

psychological) of the elephants. Elephants are long-lived, sentient beings with 
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extremely close social ties – females remain with their natal herds for life. Elephants 

that have experienced trauma through culls or separation from their families through 

capture etc., demonstrate considerably negative consequences for decades (Shannon et 

al 2013). It is therefore critical that the elephants are not split or separated from 

existing bond groups. Furthermore, this would be in contravention of the revised and 

soon to be published Norms and Standards of Elephant Management in South Africa. 

b. The proposed elephant camp in which the elephants will be housed for up to 16 hrs a 

day, is a 20 ha electrified enclosure, including a 5 ha holding camp that will also be 

used as the release camp (Coetzee 2015). Thus, the contiguous area available to the 

elephants within the enclosure is only 15 ha. As above, the elephants will be “given 

the opportunity to be free ranging within the elephant camp.” Irrespective that “the 

elephants will be supervised in terms of their feeding impact and will also be 

adequately fed at night when kept in the holding camp”, the natural vegetation within 

the camp will be quickly denuded and impacted. 

c. Point 6.i. references “elephant camps” which is contradictory to Coetzee (2015). If 

there are to be a number of camps within the main 20 ha camp, this has serious 

implications of the 1) amount of space per animal and their ability to range freely 

within these camps, thereby having their natural behaviours severely limited, and 2) 

effects on natural vegetation within the camp to allow for natural feeding behaviour. 

d.  Elephants are physically vigorous, capable of walking 60-80km per day. The 

constraints of the camps will hamper true free-range behavior, and it is doubtful that 

the handlers will facilitate enough exercise during daily excursions in the park. 

d. If numerous smaller camps within the main elephant enclosure are to occur, each of 

these must include shade areas, drinking troughs, a feeding area, a “swimming” pool 

and a mud wallow as per Coetzee (2015). 

 

4. For lions: 

As stated earlier, the introduction and management of lions necessitates a detailed lion 

management plan, and the absence of access to this plan prevents a full and transparent 

public participation assessment. However, the following applies: 

a. As per the “Captive lion introduction project” (Coetzee 2015 pg. 47), the landowner 
wishes to establish an enclosure for lions. We note the size and site of this enclosure 

has been included in these guidelines i.e. a total area of 22,500m2. 

b. The intention to introduce 2 sterilized females and a male in “separate enclosures to 

house the 3 lions” is confusing. Will the lions be housed separately or together? Lions 

are the most social of big cats and it is imperative that artificial captivity conditions 

replicate the social dynamics as closely as possible. 

c. Assuming that the lions will be housed together in 22,500m2, we note that this is an 

extremely small area, particularly if it is to include 3 camps and a feeding camp. This 

certainly does not replicate the large territories that lions in the wild frequent (Funston 

et al. 2015) and definitely does not replicate the allowance of normal behaviours 

including ranging and territoriality marking by males. 
d. Further, the site of the proposed lion camp indicated in Figure 2. is in close proximity 

to the public parking, education centre and service areas. The inclusion of the “Five 

Freedoms of Animal Welfare” in the report under “Husbandry and Welfare” do not 

sufficiently address the tourist impact on the lions. In fact, the lions will be under 

constant view and interaction with tourists, which seriously comprises their welfare. 
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c. By the author’s own account as per 2.a., the “introduction of wildlife to the LSP area is 

for tourist game viewing and not for game production (except for buffalo)”. We 

therefore argue that this introduction serves zero conservation purpose and simply 

adds to the excessive number of facilities (> 270) that already house captive lions. In 

2018, parliament issued a report against the captive lion industry, suggesting that it has 

no conservation or educational value. Therefore, the authorization of this development 

by Cape Nature would contravene the Parliamentary Portfolio Committee on 

Environmental Affairs resolutions. 

d. Despite the recommendation to develop national standards for the captive keeping and 

breeding of lions in the Biodiversity Management Plan for the lion (Panthera leo) in 

South Africa (Funston et al. 2015), no such standards have been developed. 

Therefore, the author’s assurance that the “facilities provided will be the same as those 

already approved for other lion display centres” and vague details about feeding 

requirements does not necessarily comply with best practice or the best interests of the 

animals. 

 

5. For black rhino: 

Coetzee (2015) states that the “intention is to introduce a pair of black rhinos for the 

purpose of tourism viewing” and that the animals will be free-roaming. 

a. Furthermore, the report states that the area is “suitable for a very limited number black 

rhino (two) in terms of forage, cover and water”, that it may be necessary to feed the 

animals at times, and that the “forage available is at best marginal”. 

b. Reference is also made to “the drainage and alien tree thicket areas will provide 

adequate browsing” and that “shade is provided in alien tree thickets”. However, the 

Coetzee (2015) guidelines and Doug Jeffery Environmental Consultants assessment 

report (2019) make continued reference to the removal of alien plant vegetation to 

improve the area’s biodiversity. This is a direct conflict with the proposed main 

source of browse for the black rhino. 

c. Coetzee (2015) states that “the recommended maximum of 2 black rhino should help 

to ensure minimal intraspecies competition”. However, in Table 2 Recommended 

preliminary game numbers expressed as Large Animal Units (LAU), 3 black rhinos 

are listed. Furthermore, “limited population growth” is referenced, in contradiction to 

the author’s own recommended stocking rates. 

d. The author correctly lists territorial disputes and fighting between males as a concern, 

particularly if using the same boma or using the same territory. Coetzee (2015) states 

that “this will not be a problem on LSP because only two bulls will be introduced and 

there is no capacity for further animals.” Therefore, the black rhino introduction 

guidelines are filled with contradictory statements and objectives. 

 

6. Pre-application basic assessment report 

In reviewing the Pre-application basic assessment report prepared by Doug Jeffery 

Environmental Consultants in February 2019, the following: 

 

a. Of serious concern is that the report states that “The presence of elephants on the 

property would have a large influence on the future condition of the indigenous 

vegetation. It is uncertain whether the effects of their eating and trampling will 

have a significant negative impact on the flora of the property (especially within the 

https://www.dailymaverick.co.za/article/2018-11-21-parliament-moves-to-put-the-brakes-on-unethical-captive-lion-breeding-and-bone-trade/
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elephant camps, but also in the remainder of the property)”. Given the sensitivities and 

conservation assessments of the respective vegetation types, and lack of peer-reviewed 

publication regarding the effects of elephants within these ecozones, this is a serious 

factor against the approval of this development. The authors suggested monitoring 

and mitigation actions post elephant introduction “to reduce elephant numbers until a 

balance is achieved and the carrying capacity of the land is matched with the correct 

number of elephants or they must be accompanied at all times by a handler if they 

leave the camps to ensure that they do not cause excessive damage to the indigenous 

vegetation” is unrealistic and contrary to the principles of the precautionary approach 

in management. 

b. The authors refer to the overall conservation value of the property as being very high 

and that “a number of the vegetation types that occur here are threatened; the entire 

property is classified as CBA, there are a number of wetlands present, it is adjacent to 

two nature reserves and falls within the Kogelberg Biosphere Reserve”. Furthermore, 

the entire Lamloch Farm is covered by areas classified as either a Critical Biodiversity 

Area (CBA) or Ecological Support Area (ESA). Most of the hard developments would 

be in Kogelberg Sandstone Fynbos. The report adds that a number of species of 

conservation concern occur in these areas. Irrespective that the area of developments 

“is relatively small”, the reports recommendation “that no further developments 

should be allowed in this area of the property in the future” indicate the highly 

sensitive nature of the vegetation and imply that the development is already at it’s 

maximum threshold. 

c. With regards to the findings of the Freshwater Ecological Impact, we support the 

authors recommendation that the tented camp be moved outside of the 5 masl 

contour; the nationally recommended functional zone for estuaries. 

d. The authors refer to the “significant positive impact … of the concerted removal of 

invasive alien species from the property. This has already had a major impact on the 

biodiversity and ecological functioning of the site, and will continue to do so, as long 

as the landowner continues to manage the situation”. As per 3.b., this is contra to the 

handlers ensuring that the elephants feed only on aliens and the seed dispersal effects 

and consequences of the elephants themselves. 

e. The authors fail to include the unknown and potentially negative effects of the 

elephants feeding and trampling on the vegetation in the Potential impact and risk: 

Ecological aspects: terrestrial vegetation on the area outside the animal enclosures 

summary on page 21. 

f.  We support that recommendation that no future developments should be permitted 

within the areas mapped as High Sensitivity Areas in the northeast and northwest of 

the property, and due to their sensitivity and intact fynbos, should be considered as no- 

go areas for the elephants. However, we reiterate our concern that the potential 

elephant impact cannot yet be quantified, and this is should be a major consideration 

in preventing elephant introduction. 

g. The authors refer to Animal Enclosures and Camps and specifically horse paddocks 

and stables on pg. 47. This is the first mention of the use of domestic horses to 

participate in the game experience. As there are existing wild horses in the area that 

will be fenced out upon completion of the LSP boundary fence, the effect of domestic 

horses and the exclusion of the wild horses needs urgent assessment. 
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h. We note that Figures 35 – 37 pgs 100 – 102 do not indicate the buffalo camp or lion 

enclosures and include an additional elephant camp on the western boundary. These 

omissions should be addressed and corrected. 

i. The authors refer to the “elephants occupying each camp for a short time before the 

camp is rested while the elephants occupy the remaining camps” on pg 109. This 

conflicts with Coetzee (2015) that states that the 20 ha elephant camp would include a 

5ha quarantine camp. Thus, the sizes of the camps referred to in this report appear to 

have been omitted. This has serious consequences i.t.o. the elephant’s well-being (as 

they will be housed in the camps for up to 16 hours a day) and the trampling effects 

within the camps. 

j.  By the author’s own accord, the impacts of the elephants on the vegetation are 

unclear and reiterate the author’s concerns about the spread of exotic species through 

the feed and dung of the animals e.g. alfalfa (Medicago sativa). 

k. We dispute that the author’s assessment (pg. 112) that Coetzee (2015,) states that 

“general habitat condition will not be in any way altered by the introduced animals” 

due to “conservative stocking rates” and that that “the fynbos habitats of the area will 

provide very little useful forage for the elephants and that the grassy habitats, wetland 

reedbeds, grassy wetland edges and alien tree infestations will be what the elephants 

are most likely to select for. When free roaming with handlers, the elephants will be 

specifically taken into the alien tree infested areas to feed”. In fact: 

1) Coetzee (2015) states that “it is very difficult to estimate the ecological capacity 

of the vegetation and a suitable stocking rate for wild herbivores”. Furthermore, 

“the true capacity of the transformed areas is also not yet well known”. Therefore, 

the suggested stocking rate that Coezee (2015) provides is only based on the 

“minimum viable family unit or units”, which is already above the threshold 

suggested. Furthermore, it does not include the impact of elephants, through 

trampling and feeding. 

l. By the author’s own admission (pg. 120), the primary follow-up site visits were 

conducted “in early summer (3 November 2016), neither of which is ideal for 

botanical surveys in the Western Cape”. Therefore, the surveys may be inaccurate as 

a species level and are flawed. 

m. With regards to the overall environmental impact assessment, the author’s state that “A 

significant positive impact associated with the proposed development and the No-Go 

Option is the concerted removal of invasive alien species from the property”. As 

mentioned throughout, this may actually be offset by the dung distribution of the 

elephants as well as disturbance during construction. 

n. The report makes no reference to the proposed introduction of lion. 

 

In conclusion, the LSP project 

1) serves no conservation value; 

2) is purely for “tourism viewing and means that the numbers per species need not be 

much more than the minimum viable family unit or units”; 

3) promotes the use of lions and elephants in captivity; 

4) promotes elephant interaction practices; 

5) displaces the areas naturally resident feral horse population; and 

6) is a serious threat to an area classified as Critical Biodiversity Area and Ramsar site. 
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For the above reasons, we do not support the LSP project or the introduction of game. 

Furthermore, we encourage the provincial authorities to seriously consider the deleterious 

effects on the region’s conservation and tourism brand, by allowing such a development 

to proceed. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
Audrey Delsink, PhD Candidate, Pr.Nat.Sci. 
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