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1..l Historical distributjàn . V

• R1~hant~ formerly ooau~’red th~ough~t~. N~mjb1~ except in the V

southwestern karroid region and parts of th~ coastal-desert
V zone, Surface water in IJamibia is limited to a few perennial • V

rivers mostly on the borders of the country, Scattered springs
and temporary impoundments in pans and seasonal rivers. • V

Elephant distribution before 1900 would have been limited to V

V focal watering points in the interior and the perennial rivers,

• with expansion to othe~ parts,during the rainy season. The main
V • concentrations of elephants V before 1900 seem -to have occurred in V

V ~ Kaokoveld region of the northern NamibDesert and adjacent
V regions, and in northeastern Namibja (Shortridge 1934, ~De. V V

Villiers ~& Kok 1984). Elephants were, ho~,ever, eradicated from
large parts of their historical range already by 1900, largely

due to hunting for ivory Vb~ pioneer settlers and traders, Vital V

V watering points supporting large concentrations of V elephants • V V
V became the n,~clei -of settlements and elephants were either . V

hunted to extinction or displaced by people and livestock -from

V V ~iirh fllnres (Dr~’don 1002, Du VLllLa~s & it~J~ ~~ J~~)

1.2 V Current distribution V VV V V

Figure 1 illustrates the approxim&~a distributjon’ef elephants

from national surveys in 1975 (Joubert & Mostert 1975, excluding

- - V 87 V
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Figur~ 1. Elephant range in Nainibia in 1975 (A) an~ 1990—1991
(B) The eetimated elephant range in 1975 e~cept the eactern

Caprivj. was c~ 163 000km2, an~ c~ i~ 0003cm2 jfl ~9g~

T—053P.g4JRN 15 ‘92 ‘‘4:11 TO 41 31 598522 FROM NATSLJ~.

A

B

1. Etosha Nat~onaI Park
2, Skeleton Coast Park
3. CaprM Game Reserve
4.’ l~audom G.R.
a. Mahengo G.ft
8. Mudumul~LP,
i. Mamili N.P,:
a. Hobatere G.ft

• Keokoland G.R.
¶0. Mangetti Game Camp
It. Damaialand Tourism Cancesslo,rts
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the eastern CaprivVi region) and 199O~i991 (Lindeque, Unpublished
• data) The distribution of elephants has changed Con~iderab~.y

• in recent times (although much of the earlier information is of
an incidentaj nature) due to the following factors:

— Drought and politics • :

Northern Namibia went through a very severe drought from i~i~ to
1983 (in the west from. 1976 to 1981) during which surface water V

became very limited People occupied springs formerly shared
with wildlife, resulting in extensive range loss in the V

Kaokoveld in particujar..:Nany boreholes were established Vt the V

time, leading to radica~. changes in human distribution,.

V Northern Namibia was under South African military administratjon V

V during this period, and substantial illegal hunting V occurred in
the Kaokovejd (Viljoen 1987) e Etosha National Park showed an
influx by elephants during the ‘drought, mo5tly V from the •, V V

• Kaokoveld~ Elephant range in the Kaokoveld was as ~a consequence
of these events reduced to the present extent, There is some V

indication of a reverse process following improved rainfjll in V

the region, as small numbers of elephants have settled in parts’

of fGrmer vacated ranc~e. ‘ V V V V V

Range expansion V V V V ‘V V V V

Elephants have ~robab1y’ colonized parts of flórtháastern Namibia
since 1975, particularly the region south of the Khaudöm Game
Reserve in Bushmanland, V Little. information was avai1abJ~,e on V

Vth~S region until recently, but it seems that the former’ V •

seasonal presence Of. VOflly a few elephants in the reqion has been
supplemented by an inf1u~ from adjacent areas~ • Other localities
in northeastern Namibja also showed a ~hange from a ~easonal/

sporadic~’ sparse elephant presence inthe past to more: regular
visits, longer periods of residence and greater abundance, This
could be partly due to the inóreasing availabi1jt~ of water in
some protected areas, but could also represent Overf low from the V

high density and growing population in Bots~ana and’ military
disturbance in the Angolan elephant ranges V V
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1~3 Elephant range in Namibia

Elephants and thei~ range in Namibia form the one end of adline
from east to west in southern Africa. Elephants seem to become
increasingly nomadic/ migratory from east to west, following a
dine in rainfall, vegetation biom~ss and availability of
surface water~, Elephant range in Namibia needs further
qualifica~io~, asvast parts are only .sporadicanyor’

• temporarily used, depending to a large extent on regional
• rainfall patterns. The extent of elephant range in Namibia has

furthermore been misrepresented in sèveraj documents due to the
geographica’ nomenclature used for various parts of the rang&
which did not correspond with actual range.. Thecurrerat

• understanding of the elephant range is described in Table land
illustrated in Figure 2.

• Three categories of range are recognized with further.
subdjvjsj~~~~

1,3.1 Prim~y r~n~: Land used by elephants throughout the
• year, but densities could be extremelylow and variable (Table

1), About 29 ÔOO 1cm2 (5~%) of the primary range Is included
in National Parks and Game Reserves or equivalents, and a
further 11. 820 km2 (24%) havà de facto protected status (=

land not proclaimed asprotected areas but essentially managed
as such). Parts of the primary range act as migration óorridors
in some years. The proclamation of c. 14 ooolcm2 including
4 ooo~cin2 of primary elephant range in the KaokoveldasaGame
Reserve is expected to be finalized in 1992, Submissions to the

• same effect have been made regarding the 320km2 Hobatere ~Game
• Park” and the 48okm2Mangettj.”Game Camp”, being primary and

secondary elephant range respectively. Land use and land tenure

in Namibia is presently under official investigation, but
further attempts at proclaiming reserves in elephant range are

• lilcely to be restricted to upgrading the status of tourism
concession areas whiàh have de facto protected status at.
present, and possibly the Huab catchment in the Kaokoveld

• (communally farmed state la). • V
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• Table 1. Primary elephant range in, Namibia

Unit

(Status) *

~Area

(k~

• of f

elephant
range**

approx.0

primary
elephant

range

• Etosha (NP)

Hobatere (C)

Skeleton ~oa~t (GR)

Kaokoland (5)
NW Damaraland (C)

Huab (.U)

Ehomba’(U)

.18 6-00

.320

• 2 .000
• 4 000

7500,

4 8.00
1 000

37.2

• •. 4.0

8.0

• 15.0

9..6
• 2.0

Khaudom (GR)

E. Bushmanland (U)

Mahango (GR)

Caprivi (GR)

Mamili (NP)

Mudumu (NP).

Quando R. (U)

Linyanti R. (U)

Zambezi R (U)

* !1P~ National Park, GR~ Game Reserve, C~

dê facto protected area, 5= State land as

U= Unprotected range

Tourism Concession area I
de facto protected areas,

** Actual areas of some units are much larger, but the’ balance

consists of hyper~arid land or settled land,
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‘320.

20 000

‘14 000

7 500

3 840 ‘ 3 840 7.7

— 2000 . 4.0
250 • 250 ‘. . ‘0.5

• 5 300 , 3 000 ‘ ‘ 6.0

410. 410 •. 0.8’

900 . 900 • . 1•.8

. 400 ; ó.s.

600 •. • 1.2.

400 • ‘ 0.8

~•
Total 75 695 50 020 •
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Figure 2. A classification of the elephant range in Namibia~
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B

A: Primary range (protected)
B: Drought/Genetic corridQrs~
C: Secondary range
D: Primary range (not protected)
E: Potential range

0 ~ I~0 1~0bm
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~~fl~g: Lan~ used by ei~hants Primarily.durI~
the annua3. wet ~eason; the exact ijm.fts of d~s~érsaj change from
year to yQar depeiiding on ~he düratio~ of:the wet season and thá
availability of surface water. Parts ~f the eecàñdary rang~ act
in some years as migj~ ~~range
in Namibja has varied from c0 ~6 .OOOk~2 to c 94 oóoi~2 ~
the past io’ years, although the extent of thà ran~a has not been
measured in each year0 The on1y~ ranq~ làs~ in Nainibja since
Independence in iggo oàcurred in the Cap~ivj Game Park through
resettlement of people in what has probab1~r been secondary
elephant ranges Thispark was under military adminjst~atjon for
the last decade, and people have been sett1e~ there during this

as well. A land use plan proposed for the Caprivi same
Park includes strict protection of the primary elephant range in
this, park through zonation.

1.3 • 3 ~ r~nq~: Elephants fOrmerly occurred ‘throughout
Namibia except in the southwest~n .1~arrojd region and parts of
the coastal deserts Two protected areas fall within the

.historica~ distribution of elephants, •and are considered as
potential elephant range. The bulk of th~ land in the potential
range category i~ under private ownership, and the

reintroduction of elephants on such land depends an private
initiative.

2. Population (estimates and trends)

Table 2 presents elephant popu~atio~ estimates based on ‘censu~es
Over the past two decade~0 Fiye census~zones are uéed ~n Table
2 as discrete populations cannot be defined precisely in
~amibia. The estimates for the Caprjvj region (including
Mahango. G0R., Mamilj N.,P,,, Mudumu N~P,.. and the Caprivi G.R.)
should be used cautiously as elepiiant densities fluctuate

• considerably within a given year ~ue tO cress~border movemánts.
• Censuses in this region are done when wáodland phenological

status allows optimal visibility and thus not necessarily at the
timá of peak elephant densities, it has been possibl~ to census
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a. Etosha N.P. and Hobatere Game Park;b. Entire elephant range is

censussed, except Ehomba area and i~o1ated parts of SE Kaokoland; c.

IGiaudom G.R. and approx. 2 000kiu2 of eastern Bushmanland;. d. Mahango

G.R. and approx. 2 000km2 of the Capriv’i. G.R.; e. Mudumu N.P., Mainili

N.P. and approx. a ooo~2 of the floodplains of the Quando and

Linyanti Rivers.

1. Joubert & Mostert (1975),’ 2. Viljoen (1987), .3~ Lindegue (1988), 4.

Unpublished data, Mine of Wildi,, Cons. & Tourism.

94

Year

Table 2. Population est~matós of elephant’s based on censuses in

Namibia from 1973 to 1990 in five census zones. Estimates ‘in

parenthesis are derived from incomplete censuses and ground estimates.

Etosha

Hobatere

complex
a

Kaoko Khaudom- W.,Caprivi E. Caprivi Total

complex Bushman- complex complex’

“‘land. ‘.

b ‘c’. ci

19731 1 293

. , •j9743 835
. 19751,2 1 293 350—500

i976~ 1170
19772,3 ‘ 836 ‘ 250—500

• 1978~ 1298
, j9793 2. 876.

•. 1980’~ . ‘ . .~ , . 1.696

. 1982~’~ 2 202 V ‘ 2 405
19832,4 2 800 357 2575

• 1984~’~ 2 464 (300)’ 395 395 , 2 03.5 (5 569)

‘ 1985~’~ ‘ 1 244 . ~. 754

V l986~’~ (3. 600) 869

. 1987~ 2 021 (250) 528 1 037 1 559 5 395.,

1988~ (2 000) ‘ (300) (1 000) (1 000) 1 388 (5 688)’
• , 1989~ (1 500) (300) (800) ‘ (800) 1 141 (4 541)

‘ 1990~ ‘ 1 556 288 1 125 966 1 388 5 323,
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• virtually the entire primary range only once within on~ year4 The

• 1990 population estimate (5 323) is thus regarded as the beet

• estimate to date, This •etimate wa~ based on a~combinatjonof
total counts and intensive (30%) random sample counts in different
parts of the elephant range~ Sonie counting p±~oceth~ree .~igh~ not be
strictly valid in statistical terms due toextrsmeiy low densities
and clumping of elephants which confounds adequate sampling, ~ut
the same problems: apply to many other: parts of thà elephant range
in Africa (Lindeque l988~ in prep~; Lindeque &Lindeque in ~rep, V

a,b) ~A more realistic estimate of the N~mibian elephant population
size in view of the. limited value of instantaneous counts and the
variances associated with cen~u~ estimates- is a range of 4 500
6 ~O0 elephants fór the country at present~ : • . • V •

• The only other useful esti~atss of the national’ elephant population
are those based predominantly- on aerial surveys as in 1984- (5 569)

• and 1987 (5 395), These three estimates indicate that the natioiial
population might have declined slightly from. 1984 to 1990 (5 569

V .5395 5 323), but the estimates are not directly cOmparable,.

Some census zones show consjderabje fluctuation in elephant numbers
(Table 2) which underlines the migratory~=.nomadjc’ character of
elephant ~ccuxnulatjons in Namibia, Cross~border movemfnts V

compromise the utility of instantaneous census eetimates0 Namibia
and Botswana will in future coordinate censuses to limit -the V

• . effects of cross-border movements in the Caprivi region (jf V

• logistically.possj~~~)V, and Namibiá would ultimately like to reach
similar agreements with Angola Resources for elephant monitoring
are severely restricted, and aerial censuses are done at the
expense of other priority work, • V V V • V V •

3~ Elephant management objectives V V V • •

• The national conservation objectives as enshrined in the V

Constitution of the Republic of Namibia are the maintenance of
biotic diversity and the sustainable utilization àf renewable

V natural resources. Elephant management objectives are consequently

• • designed to achieve the national conservation objectives, using
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i~anageinent approaches appropriate to different land categor.ies~
Elephants are nevertheless classed as a specially ~rot,cted species
throughout the entire country1 .règa~dless of t~e status of a given
part of their range~ This Is the highest legal category of
protection afforded in Namibia, V V.

3, ~ 0• ~ .ag

~he maihtenanóe of long~term viable elephant pepulation~ applies to
all protected areas within th~ elephant range, howe~er~ some unit~
are too small to maintain isolated populations. Elephants canndt
be confined to pr~tected a~aas and management peliciei are directed

V towards the maintenance of protected a~eas as dry geason refu~ia or
core areas of protection for the bulk of the national population of

V elephants. Elephant numbers Vithin a protected area are allowed, to V

V fluctuate within limits, Upp~r limits are defined as the elephant
V density at which woodlands decline due to elephant utilization or

• other specias are threatened~ Lower limits are definedü elephant V

V densities below genetic viability th~’esholds~ Interventive V V

• V V V management may be applied when limit~ are approached or exceeded1 V

and may include population reduction, diseaseVcontrol,Vhabitat V

manipulation or genetic exchange. It is presently unrealistic to V

V d~f ins ecological rath~r than arbitrary V unit populationB in most V V

V parts of the elephant range due to sporadic migrations and annual V

V V drift Vjfl distribution due to rainfall. V Management intervention and

* the setting of limits therefore have tO be based on regional
elephant trends rather than temporal conditions ~7~tbin a pa~tioular V V

protected area. V V V V • V V

Population reduction f& ecological reasons is not regarded as . a
form of ilizaCion, b~t ~i&y ~uvvlv~ ~ix~az$lbe~iefite. V V

Population reduction is thus referred to as culling and. not V

V harvesting. The most appropriate form of utilization in protected

areas is tourism, and probably future translocation OVf individuals V

to other protected areas or other land. V V V V ‘V’ V V

3.2, ~g~te ~~ (predominantly state jV~d for
communal use) V V V V
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The ~na1nteriance of viable elephant populations in this category of
land haã thus Ia~ d~ended on legal protecUon of ölephants~ law
enforcement, &nti~poaching caxtpaigns,.’. and. small but expantüng
program~~ of environmental. edu~atjon, ãommu’nity conservation,
conflict resolution a~d problem elephant control0 The threat
nevertheless remains that elephant~ can disappear ove~ ~ost of the
range outside protected, areas within .a short pe~iod0 ~‘ Elephants àan
easily and rapidly be dIsplaced b~ people and livestock in N~mibia
by regulating access by’ elepi~nt~ to water during the c~ ~ month
dry season each year It is guestiona~1~ whether current elephant
densities can be~ maintained in protected. area~ in Namibia if all
elephants end up restricted to thes~ uñits~ The secondary ‘ran~e i~
Namjbja is absolutèly’vjtaj both.’t~a11ow dry ieason range to
recover when elephants disperse,~an~ for the.maintenanoe o.f~an
ecological process of regional importance and impact0

Substan~jaj loss of rang~ will occur uflless elephants are Seen as
an asset to rur~’l people ~ Unle~s. the economic benefits .fro~u
wildlife exceed the returns from ~ompetIng’ro~s~Of land uie,
elephants will ultimately disappear from’alj of Narnibi~ except the
larger protected arias with established tourism enterpri~e~ and the
capacity to maintain ‘isolated elephant populat1oy,s~. The management’
objective for elephants on. unproteóted ‘land iá ‘thus the sustainable
u~ilization of elephants to the benefit of locai communities and
the state~ , Administrative reform in Post~iñdependence in Namibia
is still in progress and it is not yet poesible to channel revenue
from a state owned. ‘entity’ such as eiephants directly to .lo~al
oom,mufljt~,es, There je nev’ertheless a good prospect that thi~ would
be possible once relevant legislati~n has been amended, but this
prospect’ would, be jeopardized by curri~t’ inte~natjonal attempts to
restrict the ut~tlizatjon of elephants, ‘

Tourism is not a viable form of sustainable utiljsatjon in large
parts of Qomitlunally farmed, state land, but is ‘nevertheless
encouraged by, the State as far as po~sibl~ The appropriate form
of sustainable elephant utilization in several areas is trophy
huntinq, periodic harvesting and culling Culling wOuld be dOne
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when elephant densities exceed thresholds set by the intensity of
alephant~human conflicts an~ the dominant form of land use of a
given region, eg. timber harvesting,’ áubsietence cropping atc~’,

Land use and land tenure systems are in an evolutio~ary phase in
Namibia, Large pa~ts of, Namibi~ have little prospects for

• development ether than through wildlife utilization. Elephants are
• in several cases the most val~1able or the only valuable natural

resource available to people. Unless their full value can ‘be
• realized, increasing p~oportions of the ele~ha~t range will b~

converted to sub~istence ~griculture to support the growing
Namibian population. Even a government sensitive to environmental
concerns would not be able to prevent people- fromconverting
elephant and other wildlife range fer~ subsistence agricuiture if nà
alternatives can be found, . ‘ V VV ,. V

In the present transitional phase, direèt utilization of elephants V

is the, only viable form of ~itilization, even jn areas where tourism
V could.ultimatély be devel6ped if ~ufficient demands exist a~id V

• adequate investment is available, Current potential for. V V

significant returns from non~consumptive wildlife utilization
without major investment is limited, and rapid conversion to a

• predominantly wildlife~based economy i~unlikei~y in most cases. V

Multiple land use systems are thus appropriate ~n the interim, with
elephants being the the most economically viable part of the

V wildlife component. ~‘ V ‘ ‘ • • V V V V V

3.3. Priv~te1y ~wn~d land • V V

V Almost all privately owned land falls outside Vth~ recent elephant

• range in Namibia, Landowners are encouraged to introduce elephants
on suitable land in the~ historical distribution range of • V

• elephants. Such units have to be fenced but the State encourages

the ~se of elephants from Namibian origin for reintroduction.
Other than setting certain requirements and maintaining control 0-f
hunting through permits, the management of Veleph&nt$ in priyate

• ownership is up to the owner. Units of private land periodically V

have problems with elephants dispersing from adjacent primary
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range, Problem elephants are destroyed by the State, and.wifl in
future b~ made available to the trophy hunting industry where

- practical,

4 Ivory production and current ãtockpile

All ivory produced in Nainibia is owned by the State except ivory
produced from-privately owned elephants, trophy hunting Concessions
on -state land- (where the ivory belongs to the hunter) and possibly
in future some local communities which-might be given the right to
utilize elephants as part of community conservation schemes.
Future sources of ivory in state ownership and thus-theoretically
available for trade -are :

• 4.1. Natural ~ At mortality rates Of 1. — 5% per annum,
the national population will produce some 20 ~ ba. tusks per -.

thousand elephants, or approximately ioo 500 tusks per year~.
The C. ,1 500 elephants in Etosha !1.P. produce on average 108 tusks
recovered per year, suggesting a crude minimum mortality rate of
about 4% per year for this population.

4.2. Prob1e~n ~~pJj~ control, Over the past 10 years some 20
elephants por ycar have been de~-troyed for -far~i protection, hue.
recent averages are down to c. 10 olophant~ per- year. This fiquxe
would probably increase due to the recent expansion of farming -

enterprises in parts- of the elephant range and attempts to enhance
food production on existing fields~ Some problem elephants may be
hunted by trophy hunters in future.

4.3. Culling ~ protected areas. Culling has only been done twice
in Namibia, ana will in future probably be done Ofl Lhe p~r!~h~ry of
protected areas as far as possible, also to aid the transfer of
benefits from wildlife to -local communities, Etosha N.P. has

• experienced a prolonged dry phase for 13 years and limitäd culling
• will be considered if some woodlands do not show significant

-regeneration during-the wet spell expected to follow. The only
other unit where elephants are close to, or -have exceeded -

- permissable limits, is the small Mahango G.R. where the last -
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remnant of Okavaiig~ rlverjne forest in N’a~ibja is threatene~~
Culling in this rese~ve might ~e doie bytrophy~~fl~~5 as
virtually the entire population of c~ 200 elephants are males~
Other units with riverjne forest might be Vequ~i1y threatened in
future, Particularly ~ the accumulation of elephants in the V

V riveniné areas of northern BOtawana and the Caprivi Cofltinues end

present high defl8jtjeS a~e maintained~ The elephant Population óf
the Khaudom Came Reserve andeasternBus~a+~lafld complex has V

V increased rapidly from 395 in 1984 to in 1990 which must have

V Vb~5fl due to immigratjon~ ~and could threaten protected habitat in

V future, Table 3 presents possible culling quotaá over the next few
years, although it.must be stressed that these figures as well aa
the listing of specific areas arespecu1atiy~

4 4 !iyeV~ti ~ ~ith j~ ~~td ~ V plans exist

Vtoharvest or cull, elephants on such land in the near futur~e, but
culling might, have to be done Vjf other attempts at resolving V

e1~phant~.hu~ãn conflicts fail. Parts o~ the Caprivi region and the

V Huab .catchment in the Kaoicovejd might qualify f~L~ V culling V and/or
.harvesting, Culling in these instances would be aimed at reducing
elephant densjtj~ and elephant-~re1ated conflicts while generating

V benefits to local communities in order to maintain elephants in
V •V thoseareas,, .Harves~ing could be implemented to produce a V

sustainable income from wild1if~ j areas where other resources ~

• limited,, or alternative for~is of land use would be to the d~tri~ent
of ~ll wildlife, Table 3 presents prob~b1e culling guota& over ~the
next few years, 4iith the sarne*právisos as in point 4.3, V

• V 4~5~ ,Q~nfla~a~ ~ Illegal ivory confisc~t~d in Namibia i.~
V forfeited to the state, and has b~eñ sold on äuctión in the past,

V Namibla is a signatory to the SACIM agroement which poses specific

V requirements regarding possible future selling of confiscated
V ivory~ Ivory confiscated in ~amjbia of known Namibjan origin would

V be treated as State property and, would theoretjca11~ be available

V to future trade, Table 4 presents the.volume of ivory donfiscated’
in Nainibia since 19839 An :aVeraqe of 253 tusks have been V V

confiscated per year since ‘i983~. but the number estimated to be of

‘V Namibian ori~in is probably never more than 40 per years

• 100 ‘ V
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Table 3 Probable annual produotjon. of ivory in Namibia
(1992~1997),

Approx,
pop,
!iZe

Origin/ Cause

Natural ~ortalitye* *
• Etosha N,P,

• Kaokoveld
~iaudom~Bushmañl
N. Caprjvj
E. Caprjyj

Prob1e~ij elephants
Destroyed by State
Trophy huflted

No. of No,* of Est,*~ ~Ota1
elephants tusks ave tusk ivory
dying produ~9d ma (kg) (kg)

500
300

1 100
1 000
1 400

.45
.3
1•1
10
14

• 86
6

21.

159

~07

(S~O)
(8.0)
(705)

(7.0)

(10.0)
(12a0)

305

(15.0)

(4 e 0)
(3.7)
(3.8)

• 576
48

168
143

1 3.24

• 190

• 418

266
~lQ

• 836

76
352

572

336
300
210
846

19
10 1~•.

38Culling in protected ereas****
Etosh~:~,p, 40 (max.) 76
Mahange G.~ R. • • 20 (max.)

114Culling/ harvesting in unprotected. areas****
Huab catchment V 10 (max,) i~
E. Caprivi . . 50 95
N. Caprivj . ••• .20 •

152Ivory confiscated
(only of Namjbjan origin) . . . (5.0)

Trophy hunting
KhaudomeBushmanland 6 12 28.0
Mahango-w. Caprivi . ~. 10 20 (15.0)
E. Caprivj • V • 10 • 10.5 ___

• • • 52

3 996
* assuming that 1.9 tusks are produced per elephant, except

• elephants from the primary trophy hunting operatio~~ where
elephants with two tusks are selected, • -

** . average tusk massed from unpublished data, pr estimated and
indicated by parenthesis, •

• ~ assuming a 3% mortality rate in Etosha N.P. and a 1% rate
elsewhere which are lower than the estimated 4% and 2% mortality
rates respectively, to compensate for tusks not recovered,

**** Note: There are no definite plans to cull elephants .an~here
in Namibia in the near future, much will dep,nd on rainfQlj in the
next few years and land use planning in the elephant range. V

• Estimates quoted here are speculative, and are given as an average
quota per year, while culling is likely to be done only once in

several years, V V
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Table 4. Volumes of ivory coiifiácated inNamibia since 1983~

No. of tusks confiscated (approx.~ mass ‘kg) *..

Year NE Namibia flest ... Total

,a4i [705) ~.VS

77’ [468)

56 [305]

170 [1 ~983

202(1 141]

• 216 [1 185)
• ~. 092 (7458)

209 ~1 529]

114 (895)

Total 2 244 [14 563) 33 [221) 2 277 [2.4 74)

• *; [) indicates that totals include a minority of tusks of. unknown

mass (data unavailable at present), for the purpe~es of this
analysi~ estimated arbitrarily at 5 kg per tusk. V

** including one batch of 973 tusks from Angola
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: 1983 141 [705) 0

1984 71 (438) 6 [30)

1985 • 56 V (305) V : V V 0
1986 170 [1 098) 0 • V

1987 200 [1 131) • •2 [10)

1988 V V V 216 [1 185) V V 0
V: 1989 V •076**(7 327) 16 (i31)

1990 206 [1 517) ‘3 (‘12) V

1991 V (857) • V 6 (38)’ V
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4~6 Private ~ The future source of ivory, in private
ownership will be p~edominantiy through trophy bunting on state
land0 Most .hunters. are likely to be foreigners, and the trophies
will consequently leave Namibia~’ Trophy hunting ~u~tas beve ranged
from 30 elePhantsper year frorn~1988~19g0, 26 in 1991 and 18 (plus
provision for hunting up ~o 10 problem elephants) V recommended for.
1992. ‘Tröphyhunti.ng’ offtakes rang~ froxi 0.5~0.6% of the national
elephant population0 Ivory can Vle~al1y be transfered from one
owner to another within Namibia, as subject to permit control. In

V practice, most such, transfers result from ~eqtest’s and.~ot trade0

Table 3 summarj~es possible future production of ivory over the V

next five years Though speculative, some 555 tusks or C. 4 000kg
of ivory, could be produced ~ustainably.’ ‘Of this total, some ~ V V

tusks . or 1 400kg of ivory could be produced thro~h trophy hunting
V and will thus not be . available for V future trade ~n N’amibia V

V The current Namibian Government stockpile of ivory ~onsistsof V

4 313 tusks,’or approximately 24 500kg0 A lack of working and V

stora~e space in the only available strongroom has prevented V

V adequate auditing of the stockpile in recent years. ‘The management

authority (Ministry of Wildlife, Conservation &‘Tourism) inherited
the ivory stocks and an antiquated system of internal control after

V Independence but a process of improved at~.di~ and stock control has

been initiat~d,. The entire ivory stock ‘and documentation will be.
computerized, in 1992, Tables 5 & 6 present preliminary analysea ‘of
the current stockpil~ which mostly represents ivory accu~ulated
since 1984. It’ is’ presently impossible to sep~raVte ivory resulting
from problem elephant control and natural mortalities~ The most V

problematic issue is the distinction between confiscated ivory from.
Namibian versus foreign ‘origin, which will have to be done by
chemical isotopic or alternative analytical technique. . The data i~
Tables 5 & 6 are subject to reviáw following computerization of

records and stock audit., and implied precision ~s a óonse~uence of
projections using 5kg ~ the mass for tusks where, actual mass is, , V V

unavailable at present~ Additional stocks not, included in the
tables consist” of several hundred ivory fragments collected at
waterholes in protected areas. The’ total mass of this sample is
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Table 5.’ A preliminary analysis of àurrent iVory stock~ in
aibia. V VVV

Year
obtained

Source* No. of Mass (kg)**
tusks V V V V V V

Total V 389*** 19 853*** V

V V * ~ Etosha N.P~ natural mortalities and problem elephant control

on land .ad~acent to the perk, Conf.~ Ivory confiscated ~ ~~~ibia
V V including ivory from foreign origin~ : V V V

V ~* Parenthesis indicate that tusks of unknown mass (records V V

unavailable) wer~ assumed to weigh 5 kg V V

*** A further 924 ;ti~sks of, unknown mass (records unavailable V&t V

V present) have accrued from natural mortalities and problem elephant

control elsewhere in Namibia, but the year of collection isVnot V

known and this sample cannot be broken down further, ‘If an average
V mass of 5kg is assumed for this sample, the total mass of ivory in

the stockpile is estimated at 19.853 + (924,x 5) 24 473kg.
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1984 EN? V V 66 V 399 V

V 1985 .. EN? V V V 63 516
• : V , . VV• EN? cull V 552 1’ 087

V . ~ V, V 56 V

1986 ENP V V ‘ ~. 53
V V Conf. ‘ . ‘ 170 ‘ (1 098)

1987 EN? .‘ V 122 876

.: .. Conf. 20’ (1141)
V V :1988 EN? . . ‘ 170..’

V Conf.. ‘ 216 (1 185).

.1989 .. EN? ‘ . . ‘ 160 ‘ .927
, V Conf. 1 092 7 458

‘1990 EN? 164 801

Conf.’ 209 (1 529)
1991 ENP ‘ ‘ 125 1 107

, Conf. V V 114 ‘ 895
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Table 6. Summary of current ivory stockpile.

Source No. of tusks ‘ApproX.. sass in
(% of total) kg (% of total),

Natural mortalities &

problem elephant control 1 702 :(39,5) 9 775 (39.9)

Culling 552 (12.8) 1 087 (4.4)

Confiscated ivory of

‘Namibian & foreign ‘

origin ‘2 059 (47.7) 13 ~11 •(55.6).

Total 4 313 24 473*

* approximate
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unknown but estimated at less than 1.00kg. NucIi of the collection
is badly weathered. V

5 Elephant translocations V V

a, P~i~~te ~ Private landowners are encouraged to introduce V V

elephants on suitable land. One farm ha~ been successfully ~tocked
with 9 juvenile elephants captured during the 1985 culling in

V Etosha N.P. As no culling occurred after i985~ a further two farms

have been stocked with elephants originating from kruger N0P., V

South Africa, The importation of elephants inté Na~ibia will be

V discouraged in future in order tb use the relatively small i~uinber

units ofprivately owned land for transló~ating V

• elephants of Namibian origin, Elephant calves captured during

V ~i~11ing in Narnibia will in future only be available for export to
• V V to zoos conforming to ~ZPA standards, V V V

V b. ~ areas. One de facto protected area (Mangetti Game V V

V Camp, 480km2) in the Kavango region falls V within the present V

V V e1~phant range but has no resident elephants, This unit is fenOed.

and will be considered for restocking with elephantsfrorn V

northeastern Namibia once its status has been resolved. Two V

protected areas (Namib~auk1uft Park, c~ 2 000km2 of potentially
VSUjtSblC habitat; Waterbèrg Plateau Park, c, 330km2 of V V V V V

potentially suitable elephant range) fa’l within the historic

elephant range inNamibia. These units will be considered for VV

restocking pending feasibility studies in 19920 Recent progress V

V has been made in translocatin~ adult problem elephants over short
V distances, which could resolve some conflicts in future without

V having to destroy an individual, V V

V 6, Law • enforce~ent V VV V• V V V V

6.1 ~ p~~jç. Elephants ate classed as specially

protected species in Namibia and the hunting, ownership, V

possession, trade, import, export and re~ex~ort Of ‘elephants or
elephant products are subject to permit controls (Ordinance 4,

1975; Proclamation AG 42), Any contravention of the above is
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subject to a fine of not exceeding R200 000 (approx. US$ 71 500)

and or imprisonment not exceeding. 20 yãars •(Nature Conservation

General Amendment Act, 1990) In practise, a large portion of
offenders are given smaller sentences, provided that no prior
offences or suspá~ded sentences are at stake,

6,2 ~ cases. A small fraction of the ivory confiscated in
Namibia is believed to be of Namibian origin, but is presently
indistinguisha~1e from ivory of foreignorigizi, Table 7 presex~ts
the incidence of criminal cases relating to. illegal possession of
or trade in ivory, pr illegal hunting of elephants investigated per

• year since 1983. The overwhelming majority of the cases in Table 7.
relates ~to unlawful possession and trade in ivory, and not illegal

• hunting. : V

6.2 1l~~ hunting. V Records VV for every r~g iOn and avery year are
not available but an average of 10 elephants appear to have been V

hunted illegally over the past five years. Namibia has not been V

V subjected to massive organized poaching, probably in part due ‘to
the relatively low density of elephants and the quality of ~
Namibian ivory (relatively small tusks which are almost always V V

broken or cracked) V V V V

6.3 ~c&g available for .~ enforcement,, The Directorate of V

Wildlife, Conservation &Research (DWCR) of the Ministry of

Wildlife, Conservation and Tourism is the primary wildlife
protection and law enforcement agency in Namibia, but close V V

cooperation exists with the Namibian Police (particularly the
Diamond and Narcotics branch which plays an equivalent role in

V Namibia to the Endangered Species Protection Unit of the South

African Police), Non-governmental conservation organizations V

cooperate with VDWCR in wildlife protection through the management
of auxiliary game g~iards and community game scouts (Integral Rural

V Development and Nature Conservation arid Save the Rhino Trust are
the most prominent ones), Fledgling ties exist with the recently V

V established Namjbjan Defence Force and Customs and Excise branch.
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Table 7. Trends in the incidence of criminal ca~.es involving.
illegal POssessi.on ~nd trade in ivoryVand. illegal.hun.ting of

• e1e~hants in Nai~i.bia~. V V V

Total 140 (91.5%) 13 V (8.5%)

108 V V
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Year

No. of cases per tegion of probable origin V

of ivory or entry into Namibia V

NE Nainibia

& foreign

ivory V

Rest Total V

1983 9 •• V

• ‘9 V 2 V 11
V V V V V I . 12

V 1986 V 15 V VV: • 15 V

1987 V 22 V Vi

~ 1988. V 9 VV •‘ ‘V 9
1989 V 16 V V .4 20

V ~I990 34 V • ~‘ 37

V V 1991 V “ . 15 2 V 17
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• DWcR staffing levels amount to 784 rangers? ~couts/ guards (and

higher rank~ including a wildlife protection unit (anti-poaching

unit) comprising 9O~officIals. The DWCR Management section budget

amounted to R 12 miflion (c~ US$ 4.3 million), in 1991, of which
some 60-70% is spent on law enforcement (or an avera~é of c $ 15.1

• 3~2), Appro~dmately 150 suitable vehic]es ~re available for law

eøt~,e~ent as we)J. as two fixed-~wiflg aircraft and a helicopter.’.

• (available on charter to DW~R). .~

The Namibian Police and DWCR share a network of . informers (funded

by DWCR) which has been responsible for most of theeuccess in

crime prevention . and law, enforcement. New programmes aim at

promoting community involvement in wildlife protection in the
elephant range, thus expanding the well-established and functional

community protection scheme of the !Caokoveld. These programmes as

wel]. as the Wildlife Protection Unit whiàh. operates prinarily

outside prote~ted areas and the informer, network form the ~ac]cbon’e

of the wildlife protection efforts in Namibia. .

ziote: This repàrt contains data re-analyzed and updated after

presentation in the draft National Elephant Management Plan for

Namibia. Where this report differs from the original Supporting

Statement submitted on behalf of Namibia b~’ the Zimbabwean

Management Authority, the views .and data in this Supplementary

Report should be upheld.
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