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Sir, 
 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT POLICY POSITION ON THE CONSERVATION AND 
ECOLOGICALLY SUSTAINABLE USE OF ELEPHANT, LION,  

LEOPARD AND RHINOCEROS 
 

The National Hunting and Shooting Association (NHSA – Natshoot) links itself to the  
Professional Hunters’ Association of South Africa (PHASA) as the voice of the minority, 
which has been ignored by Minister Creecy and the High-Level Panel by nonacceptance 
of any proposals put forward by the minority panellists who represents that section of the 

hunting and wildlife sector which supports conservation through sustainable use,  
habitat conservation, and real economic involvement for rural communities in 

economically viable conservation endeavours. 
 
1.  BACKGROUND  
 
1.1 The National Hunting and Shooting Association (NHSA or Natshoot) is an association 

of firearm owners which is accredited with SAPS as a hunting and as a sport shooting 
association.  NHSA has >46,000 paid-up members of which >34,400 (74,8%) are 
hunters.  NHSA has been part of the Wildlife Forum since its original inception in 
2005/2006 under auspices of Minister van Schalkwyk and has been dealing on a first-
hand level with DEFF since that time.   
 

1.2 NHSA members annually contribute largely to the rural economy in our country through 
their hunting activities.  Annual contributions in costs of animals hunted alone have 
steadily increased from R62 million in 2018, to R97 million in 2019, to R125,3 million in  
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2020.  In that sense our members have made a significant contribution to the South 
African conservation success story, where approximately three times more land area 
than our formal protected areas have been converted from agricultural use to wildlife 
management over the last 20 years.  Hunters’ contributions afford the wildlife ranching 
section to be continuously managed in an economic sustainable manner, despite very 
hard times suffered through draught and the serious negative effects on the country’s 
total economy due to the Covid pandemic, with the added benefit of responsible habitat 
conservation on the land covered by game farms/ranches.  

 
1.3 As such NHSA thus has a vested interest in the responsible and sustainable use of our 

natural resources and in habitat conservation under the auspices of conservation 
through sustainable hunting. 

 
1.4 The draft policy position on the conservation and ecologically sustainable use of 

Elephant, Lion, Leopard and Rhinoceros to which the comments below refer to, is a 
direct consequence of the 15 December 2020 Report of the High-Level Panel (HLP) of 
Experts on the Review of Policies, Legislation and Practices on Matters of Elephant, 
Lion, Leopard and Rhinoceros Management, Breeding, Hunting, Trade and Handling.  

 
1.5 The submissions of the Professional Hunters Association of South Africa (PHASA) 

whose professional advice to the HLP has to a large extent been ignored, overridden, 
and disregarded as part of the “minority opinion”, is a close ally of NHSA.  

 
1.6 NHSA firmly rejects the so called “majority opinion” of the HLP. It is our belief that 

political and emotional opinions or animal rights NGO objectives, have unfortunately 
overridden scientific fact, sustainable conservation or ecological management practices 
and the sound socio-economic principles that are required for a transformed and viable 
wildlife economy.  In short contributions of the people who had built the South African 
conservation success story through sustainable use, was negated for the views of the 
group of NGOs and animal rightists who have made very little if any contribution to 
achieve the successes of our wildlife and game ranching community over the past 30 
years.  

 
1.7 It is of grave concern to all our members, in that this draft policy document will have 

serious negative impacts on our freedom of ranching, hunting, trade, occupation, and 
profession. Whilst understanding that the practice of trade, occupation or profession 
may be regulated by law, we require that our right as hunters, as professional hunters 
and as wildlife ranchers/farmers to just administrative action as stated under section 33 
of the South African constitution be respected. 

 
1.8 NHSA and all its sustainable use allies remain committed to cooperating with all 

responsible Government agencies and other responsible stakeholders in growing our 
transformed wildlife economy. The PHASA and Hunting and Wildlife Associations of 
South Africa (HAWASA) have made numerous written submissions to the Department 
of Forestry, Fisheries and Environment (DFFE) but it remains unclear as to whether our 
comments and inputs have been understood, taken seriously, or are simply part of a 
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tick box exercise in the public participation process. To date neither PHASA nor 
HAWASA have had the courtesy of a written reply to any one of their many written 
submissions.  

 
1.9 NHSA believes that the rights of our members have been adversely affected by this 

Draft Policy Position on the Conservation and Ecologically Sustainable Use of 
Elephant, Lion, Leopard and Rhinoceros.  

 
1.10 As per section 33(2) of the South African Constitution which deals with just 

administrative action, NHSA formally requests an official written reply to our comments 
and each numbered question from DFFE/EHLP with 30 days of receipt of this 
submission. 

 
1.11 At a first glance various questions come to mind. Are the recommendations outcome 

one of necessity or just a convenient method to delay and indefinitely avoid addressing 
perceived contentious issues within the Department of Forestry, Fisheries and 
Environment. To try and make sense of the whole issue we need to go back in history.  

 
1.11.1 In 1997, the Cook Report, a British TV investigative documentary series, on the captive 

lion breeding industry in South Africa introduced the phrase “canned lion hunting”. The 
term is used for the commercial shooting of captive bred and often habituated big cats, 
who have lost their fear of humans, in fenced-off and confined enclosures on private 
hunting farms, where the animal has little or no chance of escape. Canned hunting 
increases the chance to successfully kill the trophy animal in the shortest amount of 
time possible and is especially popular with the more inexperienced hunters. In some 
cases, big cats are drugged to make it even easier for its hunter to hit the target. 
Proponents of this kind of trophy hunting often use terms such as ranch hunting, 
captive hunting or put and take hunting instead of the tainted term canned hunting. 
However, this is all semantics, as they all describe the same kind of trophy hunting that 
does not involve a 'fair chase'. (Courtesy of Four Paws) 
 

1.11.2 What is a 'fair chase'?  Fair chase is a term, used by professional hunting associations, 
to describe a type of trophy hunting that involves wild animals exhibiting natural 
behaviours and that takes place in large areas with plenty of chance for the animals to 
escape. (Courtesy of Four Paws) 

 
1.12 From the above extracts it is evident that the South African Government was caught up 

in a very controversial situation. NGOs jumped on the proverbial band wagon and 
exploited this new cash cow from unsuspecting and uninformed Western World 
urbanites to the extreme. 

 
1.13 Hard earned money was donated to a propaganda driven anti-use exercise made out 

to be a worthy cause, without the inkling of a thought as how this money was to be 
used; the donors did not think any further as that they had contributed to what they had 
perceived to be a worthy cause. 
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1.14 The question however does beg to be asked as to how much of this funding reached 
the cause and how much was allocated to NGO administration. 

 
1.15 Phrases were coined like “Canned Hunting” and “Fair Chase” language that was not 

concisely defined and very vague, being open to various interpretations; with 
continuous out of context shallow sensationalism sought through the press. 

 
1.16 What is interesting to note is that the first recorded expose was aired in 1997. Can one 

justify taking 24 years to address a perceived problem? What did government do in all 
these years? 

 
1.17 To be fair some feeble attempts were made to find solutions and the government lost a 

court case against the lion breeders.  
 
1.18 You may be asking what has all this got to do with the current HLP and its 

recommendations? 
 
1.19 Individuals and NGO’s felt the necessity to continue to use Captive Bred lion for 

Working and Ranch Lions for hunting as the whipping boy / scapegoat to tarnish the 
hunting industry and particularly the trophy hunting industry. After some rather 
unfortunate incidents in the Hunting fraternity the focus was once again placed on 
Captive Bred Lions, quite ironically at the same time as Cecil (a wild lion) rose to fame.  

 
1.20 A colloquium was called for by the Chairperson of the Portfolio Committee of 

Environmental Affairs, Mr Philemon Mapulane, in August 2018. The authenticity of the 
report and audio recordings differ somewhat as to what was achieved. 

 
1.21 In her open address the Late Minister Edna Molewa made a categoric statement that 

all forms of “Canned Hunting” are illegal and accordingly listed in NEMBA under 
restricted activities. Unfortunately Minister Molewa Passed away and first Minister 
Hanekom and then Minister Maponyane were appointed to act as Ministers. To 
address the Portfolio Committee’s request, it was announced that a HLP will be 
appointed to attend to the issues raised by the portfolio committee. 

 
1.22 Unfortunately Minister Barbara Creecy inherited all this turmoil. One wonders if Minister 

Molewa were alive would she have appointed the HLP or addressed the challenges 
systematically as she was renowned for doing. The second thought that comes to mind 
is, would Minister Creecy have appointed the HLP if it had not already been proclaimed 
by her predecessors. Well, it is too late now. 

 
1.23 Suddenly a new status or category has evolved,” Iconic”. What makes an animal or 

object Iconic? Are all our other species less significant? The objective of this exercise 
has been to protect, promote reproduction and prevent the species from going extinct. 
Through the efforts of some farmers, the Blesbok, Black Wildebeest, Bontebok, Cape 
Mountain Zebra and both Black and White Rhinoceros were brought back from the 
brink of extinction. If one excludes the Rhino from the equation, the question can be 
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rightfully be asked why the other species also brought back from near extinction by 
farmers/ranchers, thus private owners of land, are not also called Iconic?  

 
1.24 NHSA is of the opinion that the requirement for the High-Level Panel was superfluous, 

a piece meal to quieten the noise from the radical non-use NGO’s. Be that as it may we 
now have a complex quagmire which is going to cost the taxpayer Millions and cause a 
significant disinvestment in the wildlife industry. 

 
1.25 South Africa has been a world leader in many spheres and no stranger to adversity. 

Some visionaries can claim all the accolades for our conservation success story as 
documented by Peter Flack and Shane Mahoney. The two principles that made the 
difference was private ownership, financial viability, and sustainable use through 
hunting. It is unfortunate that the recommendations of the HLP seem to negate these 
realities. 

 
1.26 Not a single species which has been given to a farmer (with ownership) has ever gone 

extinct. The story of white rhino conservation in this country is a point in case where 
close on 72% of the world’s white rhino are protected by private ranchers in this 
country. 

 
1.27 The HLP recommendations want to take our wildlife conservation success and attempt 

to manage it as if it was part of our national parks (not a real success story as example 
of biodiversity and conservation management). 

 
1.28 With the advent of Technology, the so-called Fourth Industrial Revolution can be 

described as the advent of “cyber-physical systems” involving entirely new capabilities 
for people and machines. While these capabilities are reliant on the technologies and 
infrastructure of the Third Industrial Revolution, the Fourth Industrial Revolution 
represents entirely new ways in which technology becomes embedded within societies 
and even our human bodies. We try and comprehend how do we as an extraordinarily 
complex society with such varied demographics even begin to comprehend the 
challenges that we have now imposed upon ourselves let alone prepare and partake in 
this fourth industrial revolution. 

 
1.29 The conservation model in South Africa cannot be compared to the rest of sub-Saharan 

Africa or most other countries. We have 2 very distinct and opposing conservation 
objectives. The one being the responsibility of the state and an asset of the citizens of 
the Republic of South Africa and must be protected and soundly managed to ensure 
our wildlife heritage. 

 
1.30 The second one is based on private ownership, optimal land use in marginal areas and 

economic viability thereby contributing to biodiversity conservation as well as habitat 
conservation (*in essence a sincere and successful wilding of previous marginal 
agricultural lands).  
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1.31 During the last couple of decades, it has become evident that the authorities are 
reluctant to acknowledge the existence of managed wildlife on private property and the 
ownership thereof. The authorities do not want to relinquish control and still wish to 
manage private game farming enterprises as they do the parks.  

 
1.32 As a hunting and wildlife sector we have come to realise that change is inevitable and 

painful but necessary for survival. Accordingly, the Authorities need to accept and 
promote the South African model as separate Private and State managed conservation 
models.  

 
1.33 There is a perceived unqualified representation that there is public concern as to 

policies, legislation and practices on matters associated with the management, 
breeding, hunting, trade and handling of elephant, lion, leopard, and rhinoceros, 
especially in terms of animal welfare and well-being that are not being implemented or 
are out of control. If that is true, how many transgressors have been taken to task for 
such practices? Extraordinarily little and limited statistics are available to quantify the 
purported offences committed. Where are the convictions and facts upon which these 
allegations are made? 

 
1.34 The problem is one of priority and resourcing. Qualified and experienced officials are 

seriously lacking in these areas of expertise, without taking the budget cuts into 
consideration, which hamstrings all conservation departments country wide.  It thus 
seems to be easier to address the symptom than resolve the root cause. 

 
1.35 True to our very nature everybody ran off at a tangent to the eager and smiling litigators 

once the minister announced her recommendations after considering the HLP report. 
There is nothing wrong with wanting to protect one’s interests. Should we not first try 
and establish the challenges we will be facing?  

 
1.36 The first point we need to understand and unpack is the vision of “A Secured, restored, 

and rewilded natural landscapes with thriving populations of Elephant, Lion, Rhino, and 
Leopard, as indicators for a vibrant, responsible, inclusive, transformed, and 
sustainable wildlife sector”, which is the vision the HLP set itself with no real basis for 
getting to that idealistic vision if the mandate given them by the Minister is thoroughly 
studied. 

 
1.37 This vision alone is only possible if we lived in the perfect world. Reality dictates. Not 

until a serious reduction in crime, poverty alleviation, corruption and political willingness 
are achieved, this vision is a nonstarter. It is also an open question as to how the HLP 
could perceive Elephant, Lion, Leopard and Rhino to be indicators of a vibrant 
sustainable wildlife sector (where is the secured habitat which will allow for this 
unrealistic dream to be achieved outside of the Kruger National Park?).   

 
1.38 Not every facet of the HLP was negative, the numerous deliberations conducted 

identified seven areas for which greater comprehension is required namely: The 
Constitutional framework; Legislation and mandates; Land-use and the South African 
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wildlife model; Transformation in the sector; Education and capacity building; 
International position, and Animal welfare concerns. 

 
1.39 Various forms of public engagement were conducted via written and oral submissions. 

NHSA, however, believe justice was not done to all communities and only a portion of 
community stakeholders were consulted. We feel the communities have a larger role to 
partake in. Truly little if any scientific records exist of the traditions, cultures rituals and 
history of these communities. A serious injustice will be done to these people if they are 
not well understood, they are the ones that have the most to lose. 

 
1.40 We have the following questions that need to be satisfactorily answered to give us 

credence and credibility to the intentions of DFFE regarding the proposed policy. 
 
1.41 The mandate of High-Level Panel (HLP) was to review Policies, Legislation and 

Practices on Matters of Elephant, Lion, Leopard and Rhinoceros Management, 
Breeding, Hunting, Trade and Handling. This draft policy deals with the Conservation 
and Ecologically Sustainable Use of these animals?  

 
1.41.1 Question: Is the Management, Breeding, Hunting, Trade and Handling of animals now 

defined by DFFE as having the same meaning as the Conservation and Ecologically 
Sustainable Use of these animals?  

 
1.40.2 Question: Why is ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY with reference to the responsible use 

or conservation of Elephant, Lion, Leopard and Rhinoceros for the socio-economic 
benefit of our people NOT included in this policy position?  

 
 
2. LACK OF ADEQUATE DEFINITIONS  
 
The following important terms / concepts have not been defined in this draft policy position 
document.  NHSA follows the PHASA definitions for these concepts lacking definition in the 
policy are as follows: 
 
2.1 Conservation  
 
2.2.1 The conservation of Elephants, Lions, Leopards and Rhinoceros is not about striking a 

balance between the well-being of people and wild animals. Conservation is about 
putting people first and managing all renewable natural resources, including big five 
wildlife, responsibility for the benefit of humanity.  

 
2.2.2 The responsible conservation management of elephant, lion, leopard, and rhinoceros 

must involve both ecological and economical sustainably for the socio-economic benefit 
of our people as supported by the South African Constitution. 

 
2.2.3 Conservation Area Management, is where wildlife is positively managed, produced and 

sustainably utilized for the socio-economic and environmental benefit of people. The 
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wasteful use or destruction of any renewable natural resources is actively prevented, 
has the opposite meaning of conservation, and can form no part of responsible 
conservation management.  

 
2.2.4 The creation of wealth from responsible or sustainable wildlife management, production 

and legal trade in wildlife and valuable wildlife products is promoted and facilitated 
through responsible conservation management.  

 
2.2.5 The conservation management of wildlife should not be confused with protected area 

or preservation management of wild animals as they have very different management 
objectives. Conservation management supports responsible sustainable use of all-
natural resources, does not prevent the use of wildlife by man but protects these 
resources against the abuse, pollution, erosion, or their wasteful destruction.  

 
2.2.6 In Protected or “Preservation “Management areas wildlife is negatively protected, often 

at the expense of people, the sustainable use of these renewable natural resources is 
prohibited and the creation of wealth from the legal trade in wildlife and wildlife products 
is not facilitated and often denied.  

 
2.2 Domestication  
 
2.2.1 Domestication is the process of taming an animal and keeping it as a pet or on a farm: 

domestication of animals lies at the heart of human civilization.  
 
2.3 Economic Sustainability  
 
2.3.1 The economic sustainability of a wildlife enterprise means that this business entity is 

economically self-sustainable, covers its own development and management costs and 
can survive, prosper, or grow on its own ability to generate wealth. External funding is 
not required to maintain a wildlife management or conservation area that is 
economically sustainable.  

 
2.4 Environment (Not defined under NEMBA) 
 
2.4.1 The environment refers to the habitat, surroundings, or conditions in which a person, 

animal, or plants and other organisms live and exist. Ecology is the study of the 
environment. The environment cannot be protected from being used by those 
organisms living in that environment but should be protected against abuse from its 
inhabitants. 

 
2.5 Iconic Species  
 
2.5.1 Iconic animals have religious importance and are claimed by certain sectors as being 

worthy of veneration or worship. The iconic status of an animal is determined by 
emotional sentiment or religious ideology and not by any scientific evidence related to 



 9 

its conservation status.  To us at NHSA all the wildlife in this country fits the designation 
to be called iconic (not only certain game species). 

 
2.6 Natural Areas or Natural Habitats 
 
2.6.1 Natural Areas or Natural Habitats generally refer to areas that exclude humans, are 

undisturbed by man, or exist without the hand of man.  
 
2.7 Preservation of Wildlife  
 
2.7.1 The preservation or protection of wildlife which denies any consumptive use of this 

renewable natural resource by man and is unconstitutional according to South African 
law.  

 
2.8 Protected Area Management 
 
2.8.1 Protected Area or “Preservation “Management is where wildlife is negatively protected 

at the expense of people, the sustainable use of natural resources is prohibited and the 
creation of wealth from the legal trade in wildlife and wildlife products is not facilitated 
and often denied.  

 
2.7 Responsible Tourism  
 
2.7.1 Responsible Tourism requires that visiting guests or tourists, traveling for leisure 

purposes must have (1) a positive social impact, (2) a positive economic impact and (3) 
a positive environmental impact on their hosts their host communities and/or host 
countries. 

 
2.7.1.1 A positive social impact requires that visitors traveling for leisure purposes, must 

have respect for, and adhere to local traditions or cultures during their tourism 
experience. Responsible tourists do not disrupt local activities and must never try to 
impose their own or foreign ideologies on their hosts, the host communities or host 
countries.  

 
2.7.1.2 A positive economic impact means that tourists have a positive impact on the 

economy of their host or host community/country.  
 
2.7.1.3 A positive ecological impact requires that the tourism activity is at least ecologically 

sustainable where the ecological benefits of the tourism activity should outweigh the 
ecological costs of this activity.  

 
2.8 Question: is the EHLP/DFFE in agreement with the above-mentioned definitions and if 

not, kindly give details as to the reasons for any differences?  
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3. POLICY ISSUES  
 
3.1 South Africa’s remains a world leader in the conservation of wildlife and responsible 

wildlife management outside of formal conservation areas.  
 
3.2 This reputation of being a world leader in the conservation of wildlife outside of 

protected areas, is being undermined by the relentless and exaggerated negative 
propaganda campaigns, involving many unproven accusations perpetuated by 
unethical, self-serving animal rights organizations who wish to stop all responsible and 
sustainable use, or conservation, of animals for the benefit of man.  

 
3.3 The draft policy document states, “there are still reported incidences and perceptions of 

irresponsible, unethical and unsustainable conservation practices in the management, 
breeding, hunting, trade and handling of elephant, lion, leopard and rhinoceros.” 

 
3.4 Question: Does DFFE wish to change policy based on perceptions and 

unsubstantiated accusations of purported irresponsible, unethical, and unsustainable 
conservation practices in the management, breeding, hunting, trade and handling of 
elephant, lion, leopard, and rhinoceros? 

 
3.5 Question:  Can the EHLP/DFFE provide the substantial proof of guilt, (rather than 

relying on unsubstantiated accusations and perceptions) of widespread irresponsible, 
unethical, and unsustainable conservation practices relating to the following; 
(i) Captive holding and breeding of lion and rhino; 
(ii) Hunting of captive lions;  
(iii) Trade in (legally produced) captive lion parts and derivatives;  
(iv) Unsustainable practices on hunting of wild leopard;  
(v) Feasibility of legal international trade in (legally produced) rhino horn and 

elephant ivory for commercial purposes? 
(vi) Ineffective and inefficient legislation and implementation; 
(vii)  Ineffective and inefficient management of State Protected Areas;  
(viii) Non optimization of the full potential of the Biodiversity Economy:  
(ix) Inadequate access and benefit sharing to communities, and: 
(x) An untransformed Wildlife Sector.  

 
Our ally, PHASA, has first-hand experience of the issues mentioned under 3.5, which 
require urgent attention as addressed in the PHASA report to the HLP, with the title, 
“WILDLIFE TRADE BANS - PAVING THE ROAD TO EXTINCTION” 

 
3.6 Question:  Does the draft policy position adequately address all the above-mentioned 

issues and are those involved in hunting, professional hunting and in wildlife 
management considered innocent till proven guilty, or are we all assumed to be guilty 
of misconduct based on public misperceptions, out of context press reports, and are we 
all required to prove our innocence of any such unsubstantiated accusations?  
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4. HLP COMPOSITION AND OBJECTIVES 
 
4.1 While NHSA fully understands the great importance of international tourism, (both 

hunting and photographic tourism) to our country’s GDP, all the other important 
activities or industries that make a positive contribution to the wildlife economy value 
chain, should not be ignored or restricted but must be nurtured, optimally developed, 
and transformed to grow the wildlife economy to its full potential.  

 
4.2 A fully developed and diverse wildlife economy that encourages international and local 

tourism, but also promotes the legal trade in high value wildlife and wildlife products 
such as rhino horn and elephant ivory, game meat sales as well as the curio, leather, 
and taxidermy industries, will make a far greater contribution our country’s GDP than 
international photo-tourism on its own.  

 
4.3 A vibrant and diverse wildlife sector, that focuses on its entire value chain will allow our 

economy to be far more resilient to the negative impacts of current and future 
international disasters such the COVID 19 pandemic, that caused the recent collapse 
of tourism worldwide. 

 
4.4  NHSA acknowledges the HLP/DFFE for recognizing South Africa as a world leader in 

the conservation of wildlife, and responsible wildlife and environmental management 
because of our diversity in wildlife-based land uses, ranging from state and private 
protected areas, private conservation areas, extensive wildlife ranches, semi-intensive 
game ranches, intensive wildlife breeding facilities and rehabilitation centres.  

 
4.5 NHSA also recognizes that the greatest challenge facing the HLP is that they failed to 

identify a common strategic objective that embraces the great advantage of having this 
incredible diversity of various sustainable business enterprises, that make a combined 
positive contribution to the wildlife economy and the sustainable conservation of wildlife 
in South Africa.  

 
4.6 The mandate of the HLP, comprising of twenty-five expert members from academia, 

wildlife industry, tradition leaders and NGOs, all individuals who were selected by 
officials from DFFE, was to review policies, legislation and practices on matters relating 
to the management, breeding, hunting, trade, and handling (or wholistic management) 
of elephant, lion, leopard, and rhinoceros. 

 
4.7 Question:  Why were representatives of the Private Rhino Owners Association who 

conserve most of the remaining rhinoceros in the world, at entirely their own cost and 
high personal risk with no assistance from government, denied the opportunity to serve 
on this HLP? 

 
4.8 Question:  How many of the twenty-five members of the HLP can provide evidence of 

having extensive practical experience and knowledge in the wholistic, responsible 
management, that includes hunting, trade and handling of elephant, lion, leopard, and 
rhinoceros? 
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NOTE:   The 18 goals, with 60 associated HLP recommendations are claimed to be 
necessary to achieve the HLP vision of “Secured, restored, rewilded natural 
landscapes with thriving populations of Elephant, Lion, Rhino and Leopard, as 
indicators for a vibrant, responsible, inclusive, transformed and sustainable wildlife 
sector”. 
 
Yet to expand and restore rewilded natural landscapes, human development and 
infrastructure must be destroyed and people need to be removed from living in these 
areas and/or alienated from the current use of their land.  

 
4.9 Question:  Can the HLP/DFFE indicate why the existing approximately 15,000 game 

farms/ranches comprising approximately 20 million ha, do not conform to their 
understanding of wilding of marginal agricultural land?  

 
4.10 Question:  Can the HLP/DFFE clearly show where they have the written consent of the 

affected communities or land holders who have agreed to have their land rewilded? 
 
4.11 Question:  Can the EHLP/DFFE kindly clarify who pays for rewilding, who benefits 

from rewilding, who is disadvantaged through this process and what happens to food 
security in rewilded areas? 

 
4.12 We are informed that this HLP report and vision of rewilded natural landscapes is to 

form the basis for a National Policy on Conservation and Sustainable use of Biological 
Resources. 

 
4.13 The draft policy acknowledges that South Africa is a world leader in the conservation of 

wildlife, responsible wildlife, and environmental management because of our diversity 
in wildlife-based land uses, ranging from state and private protected areas, private 
conservation areas, extensive wildlife ranches, semi-intensive game ranches, intensive 
wildlife breeding facilities and rehabilitation centres.  

 
14.14 Question:  Is the diversity of our current wildlife-based land uses to be destroyed to 

comply with the so-called vision of the HLP that allows for wildlife to exist only on 
rewilded natural landscapes?  

 
 
5. CONTEXT AND LINKS TO OTHER POLICIES 
 
5.1 NHSA takes note that the current Biodiversity legislation has evolved in the absence of 

a national biodiversity policy and that the biodiversity and sustainable use policies that 
exist at national and provincial level are mostly outdated.  

 
5.2 The urgent need for the transformation of the current outdated overburdening legal and 

regulatory systems that frustrates and hinders transformation and growth within the 
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wildlife economy was identified as a priority during the wildlife economy lab process in 
2016. 

 
5.3 Question:  Why has no meaningful progress been made over the last six years on 

transformation of the current outdated overburdening legal and regulatory systems?  
 
5.4 The EHLP claims that an extensive public sector engagement and an extensive public 

participation process took place in the development of this Policy yet the PHASA 
submissions and professional advice to the HLP has to a large extent been ignored, 
overridden, and disregarded as part of the “minority opinion”.  

 
5.4.1 The minority opinion represents those people responsible for the conservation of the 

greatest number of lion and rhino in South Africa.  
 
5.4.2 At the launch of the HLP report on 2nd May 2021, stakeholders were invited to attend 

to engage with the minister of DFFE concerning the outcome of the HLP report. Active 
engagement did not take place and when questioned why we were invited to this 
meeting under false pretences, the minister of DFFE made the following statement: 
“We will be having feedback sessions with different sectors. We fully understand that 
the breeders will have things that they want to say, and we think that it is appropriate 
that we sit with you and listen to you. That process is happening. Today is merely the 
release of the report and it is merely sharing with you what happened when this report 
went through cabinet. No change in policy can be made in a democracy without 
participation of those affected.” 

 
5.4.3 On 25 June 2021 PHASA and NHSA were invited to participate as a stakeholder in the 

Extended High-Level Panel and Department of Forestry, Fisheries and Environment 
workshop to be held on 28 June 2021. The stated purpose of this workshop was for 
“Developing an Integrated and Sustainable Conservation Strategy for Rhino.” It 
transpired during the workshop that this was not the case. The workshops were NOT 
held in to get stakeholder participation in Developing an Integrated and Sustainable 
Conservation Strategy for Rhino but to enforce the EHLP Draft Policy Position on the 
Conservation and Ecologically Sustainable Use of Elephant, Lion Leopard and 
Rhinoceros on the wildlife sector.  

 
5.4.4 At this time the undated Draft Policy document had been signed by the minister, leaked 

to certain people but had not yet appeared in the Government Gazette. Despite being 
invited to attend this workshop with our presentation prepared at short notice, emailed, 
and received by the relevant DFFE official, PHASA was denied the opportunity to 
present our submission and thus denied the opportunity to fully participate as so called 
“important colleagues or strategic partners” in this workshop. To date PHASA or NHSA 
has not received the minutes of, or official feedback from this meeting.  

 
5.5 Question:  Does DFFE classify the above devious behaviour, where PHASA was 

invited to attend the 2 May 2021 engagement and the 28 June 2021 workshop, under 
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false pretences and denied the right to fully participate in these meetings as qualifying 
to be just administrative action, according to section 33 of the constitution? 

 
5.6 Question:  Why was not a single rhino or lion facility visited and evaluated by the HLP 

during this extensive engagement and participation process and how was the HLP 
equipped to make informed decisions by ignoring or rejecting the so called “minority 
view” that represent the majority of rhino and lion that are conserved in South Africa? 

 
 
6. LACK OF CLEARLY DEFINED STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 
 
6.1 The most important challenge facing the EHLP/DFFE is that there is no National Policy 

on Conservation and Sustainable use of Biological Resources that is in support of a 
clearly defined strategic objective.  

 
6.2 South Africa is a world leader in the conservation of wildlife, responsible wildlife and 

environmental management because of our diversity in wildlife-based land uses, 
ranging from state and private protected areas, private conservation areas, extensive 
wildlife ranches, semi-intensive game ranches, intensive wildlife breeding facilities and 
rehabilitation centres.  

 
6.3 When assessing different land-uses, can the EHLP/DFFE provide the proof or 

undisputed evidence of the HLP statement, “that the greatest risk to South Africa’s 
reputation and habitat degradation is from captive and intensive breeding of lion and 
rhinoceros”? 

 
6.4 NHSA recognizes that the greatest problems facing the HLP report concerning the 

management, breeding, hunting, trade and handling of elephant, lion, leopard, and 
rhinoceros in South Africa are: 

 
6.4.1 The failure of the HLP to identify a common strategic objective that embraces the great 

advantage of having this incredible diversity of sustainable wildlife business enterprises 
outside of protected areas, that make a positive contribution to the wildlife economy 
and established South Africa the world leader in the sustainable management and 
conservation of wildlife. 

 
6.4.2 The NHSA ally, PHASA’s recommended Strategic Objective, “To bring about the 

reforms to transform and grow the wildlife economy, where Elephant, Lion, Leopard 
and Rhinoceros populations are positively managed, produced and optimally utilized for 
the sustainable conservation of these species and the socio-economic benefit of South 
African people”, has been ignored by the HLP. 

 
6.4.3 Question:  Is the strategic objective of DFFE/EHLP to continue to negatively protect 

wildlife in unmanaged, rewilded areas that are to create through the destruction of 
infrastructure, at the expense of rural people and at the cost of our diverse land use 
options currently under wildlife management?  
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7. POACHING, ILLEGAL TRADE, CRIMINAL SYNDICATES, ANIMAL RIGHTS NGO’S, 
AND CORRUPTION.  

 
7.1 Question:  Why are the current, unprecedented levels of poaching or illegal killing of 

rhinoceros, lion, leopard, and elephant along with the associated illegal trade in their 
products, that is perpetuated by wildlife trade bans, where criminal syndicates, animal 
NGOs and corrupt government officials/politicians are the beneficiaries, NOT 
mentioned it this problem statement? 

 
7.2 Question:  Why has the DFFE/EHLP NOT considered the cause of the unprecedented 

poaching pandemic of rhinoceros, lion, leopard, and elephant that is perpetuated by 
wildlife trade bans, where the beneficiaries are criminal syndicates, animal NGOs and 
corrupt government officials/politicians? 

 
 
8. INTERNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE  
 
8.1 From an international perspective, the major differences of opinion about the 

Management, Breeding, Hunting, Trade and Handling of all wildlife including elephant, 
lion, leopard, and rhinoceros have led to different wildlife management programs, with 
various levels of success and/or failures to conserve wildlife in different countries. 
CITES bans in rhino horn trade for over 40 years have failed to save this species from 
extinction in over 20 range states.  

 
8.2 Question:  Can the EHLP/DFFE identify and list the reasons why South Africa is the 

undisputed world leader in the conservation of rhinoceros? 
 
8.3 Question:  As the undisputed world leader in the conservation of rhinoceros, is it the 

wish of the EHLP/DFFE to abandon the policies (including private ownership, and 
positive management of rhinoceros) that have led to this success and follow the failed 
wildlife management policies of others that have caused the extinction of these animals 
in those countries?  

 
8.4 Question:  South Africa is a member of the Southern Africa Development Community 

(SADC) of countries, the majority of which actively support legal international trade in 
elephant ivory and rhino horn. Are we as South Africa, now abandoning our pro-trade 
position in opposition to our allies in SADC?  

 
 
9. POLICY, VISION AND OBJECTIVES 
 
9.1 The HLP vision of “Secured, restored, rewilded natural landscapes with thriving 

populations of Elephant, Lion, Rhino and Leopard, as indicators for a vibrant, 
responsible, inclusive, transformed and sustainable wildlife sector” falls far short of an 
achievable strategic objective that embraces the diversity of our successful South 
African Wildlife Conservation model. The HLP vision focuses on the protection these 
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animals on only one land use option, rather than the positive management of wildlife for 
the socio-economic and environment benefit of our people on a variety of land use 
options that may be used for wildlife conservation.  

 
9.2 Question:  The EHLP/DFFE recommend that CBOs are to be closed as they do not fit 

into the HLP vision, yet Kruger National Park wishes to remove their remaining rhino 
from the wild and place these rhinos into stockades or CBOs as a strategy to save or 
better protect their rhino against poaching. Why then do the EHLP/DFFE demand that 
the private sector be forced to abandon a successful rhino management model in 
favour of a failed system?  

 
9.3 The DFFE 2024 Strategic Plan of “A prosperous and equitable society living in 

harmony with our natural resources” is NOT possible without economic sustainability of 
the wildlife industry.  

 
9.4 Question:  Can the DFFE/EHLP provide details of the sound business model that is 

economically sustainable from rewilded natural landscapes that are capable of funding 
a prosperous and equitable wildlife economy? 

 
 
10. RATIONALE FOR A POLICY INTERVENTION  
 
10.1 The HLP claims that a situation analysis was conducted and together with the inputs 

from the consultation process were developed into goals and recommendations, yet not 
a single lion or rhinoceros’ facility was visited by the HLP. 

 
 
11. SPECIES MANAGEMENT POLICY INTERVENTIONS. 
 
11.1 Captive lion  
 
11.1.1 It is recognized that South Africa ranks as a world leader in wildlife conservation 

because, “South Africa has a diversity of wildlife-based land uses, ranging from state 
and private protected areas, extensive wildlife rangelands, intensive wildlife breeding 
facilities, sanctuaries and rehabilitation centres”. (Page 12, Draft Policy) 

 
11.1.2 However, the authors of this Draft Policy contradict themselves by stating that the 

perceived domestication of iconic species through intensive wildlife breeding facilities, 
threatens South Africa’s reputation as a leader in wildlife conservation (page 19, Draft 
Policy).  

 
11.1.3 Question:  Can the above-mentioned direct contradiction kindly be clarified?  
 
11.1.4 It is claimed in the Draft Policy, that the commercial lion business presents a threat to 

South Africa’s reputation, with associated political and economic risks, with negative 
impacts on the tourism industry.  
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11.1.5 Yet this statement is not consistent with that made by the Director of Brand South 
Africa at the parliamentary colloquium of August 2018, where he stated - It is highly 
unlikely that the existence of lions in controlled environments has had any detrimental 
effect on South Africa’s reputation abroad and that such an idea was simplistic’. 

 
11.1.6 Question:  Can the EHLP/DFFE quantify the perceived political and economic risk 

posed by the lion industry in relation to the real risks and threats to the tourism industry, 
associated with the current unprecedented levels of corruption, looting, theft, hijacking 
and other crime in South Africa?  

 
11.1.7 The concern that the captive breeding of lions, may be culturally dispossessing the 

spiritual and religious value of lion to certain communities is noted. Lions and many 
other different animals do not however have the same spiritual, religious, or iconic 
value to all people.  

 
11.1.8 Question:  Does the EHLP/DFFE now intend to override our constitutional human 

rights by imposing the spiritual and religious values of certain communities over others 
and no longer promote a spirit of tolerance between different cultures or religious 
groupings in South Africa?  

 
11.1.9 The EHLP/DFFE claims that the captive lion industry is not ecologically sustainable, 

providing very little economic activity or jobs, while benefiting a few relative to other 
components of the sector such as high-volume photo-tourism.  

 
11.1.10 Question:   Can the EHLP/DFFE explain and scientifically prove why the captive lion 

industry is not ecologically sustainable and why lions were economically the most 
important animals to be hunted in South Africa, that generated the greatest income per 
species prior to the implementation of economic boycotts caused by animal rights 
activists? 

 
11.1.11 Question:  Can the EHLP/DFFE provide the undisputed evidence that high volume 

photo-tourism is always ecologically sustainable? Should this not be the case, why 
should one sector be closed on allegations of ecological unsustainably and photo-
tourism that may have a significant negative impact on ecological sustainability be 
promoted?  

 
11.1.12 The EHLP/DFFE have major concerns over work conditions, safety of workers and 

tourists, and zoonotic risks including from COVID 19.  
 
11.1.13 Question:  Can the EHLP/DFFE submit the evidence where a significant number of 

those involved in the lion industry have been found guilty of offenses related to work 
and safety violations and quantify how many workers or tourists have contracted 
zoonotic diseases, including COVID 19 from lions? 

 
11.1.14 Question:  Can the EHLP/DFFE supply the scientific evidence that supports the 

opinion of a select group of the HLP, that the captive lion industry does not contribute 
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to the conservation of wild lions and trade in lion derivatives poses major risks to wild 
lion populations and to stimulating illegal trade? 

 
11.1.15 The EHLP opinion, “that the captive lion industry does not contribute to the 

conservation of wild lions and trade in lion derivatives poses major risks to wild lion 
populations and to stimulating illegal trade”, contradicts the latest Non-Detrimental 
Findings (NDF) for lions, published by the Scientific Authority in January 2018. 

 
Reference was made to the 2018 lion NDF in the PHASA submission to the HLP on 
page 101, (6.2.1.2 REDUCE AND MINIMIZE MAJOR THREATS TO LION 
POPULATION). 

 
The finding of Scientific Authority in their 2018 lion assessment (NDF) was that there 
are currently no major threats caused by legal local and international trade on the wild 
lion populations in South Africa. It is believed that lions from controlled environments 
are potentially serving as a significant buffer to threats facing the wild population by 
being the primary source of trophy hunting and derived parts.  

 
11.1.16 Question:  Why was the latest Non-Detrimental Findings (NDF) for lions, published by 

the Scientific Authority in January 2018 and included in the PHASA submission ignored 
by the HLP and not included as most important considerations to the situation analysis 
and valuable contributions to the consultation process?  

 
11.1.17 Question:  Can the EHLP/DFFE supply the scientific evidence, as opposed to 

perceived opinion, to support their claim that rewilding of captive lions is not feasible 
and captive breeding is currently not necessarily for conservation purposes?  

 
11.2 Captive Rhino  
 
11.2.1 The recognition by EHLP/DFFE of the most important contribution made by privately 

held rhinoceros CBOs and related management practices, to the positive conservation 
of rhinoceros in South Africa at entirely their own cost and great personal risk is 
acknowledged.  

 
11.2.2 Question:  What is the scientific reasoning or reasonable logic (excluding emotional 

and subjective propaganda) that the EHLP/DFFE believe captive bred rhinoceros have 
a positive conservation value yet, the EHLP/DFFE claim that captive breed lions have 
no conservation value? 

 
11.2.3 This Draft Policy fails to recognize that trade bans in all products from cigarettes to 

diamonds, ivory and rhino horn never put a stop to trade but fuel the fires of corruption, 
criminal activity, illegal trafficking, and black-market trade.  

 
Inflated black market prices of banned products such as rhino horn are caused by the 
limited supply of legally available horn, resulting in increased levels of poaching thus 
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paving the way to the extinction of these magnificent animals and encourages 
corruption.  

 
11.2.4 Question:  Government has failed to implement the Commission of Inquiry (COI) 

Option 3 recommendations dating back to 2015 and is doing little or nothing to change 
this unsatisfactory situation. Why is the EHLP/DFFE using the outdated COI as an 
excuse not to support the responsible legal and permissible trade of rhinoceros horn 
from CBOs under current CITES regulations?  

 
11.2.5 Question:  Can EHLP/DFFE supply scientific evidence to substantiate the claim that 

legal trade in ivory or rhino horn would trigger further poaching pressure because our 
allies in SADC are pro-trade?  

 
11.2.6 Question:  As the undisputed world leader in rhino conservation, do we wish to lead by 

expanding this conservation success story, or do we wish to pave the road to the 
extinction of our rhinoceros by following the failed ideology and unsustainable policies 
of those range states who have allowed rhinoceros to become extinct in their 
countries?  

 
11.3  Leopard conservative and use 
 
11.3.1 Question:  What is the cause of the lack of ability, of DFFE, who claim to be the 

custodians of leopards, to carry out leopard research and allocate the limited leopard 
hunting quotas effectively? 

 
11.3.2 Question:  Has the DFFE acknowledged and identified their role in causing the current 

wasteful destruction of leopards in South Africa? 
 
 
12. TRADE RELATED POLICY INTERVENTION  
 
12.1  Elephant ivory trade 
 
12.1.1 The ongoing ivory trade debate has been very divisive between those African countries 

and others, who have imposed the unsustainable anti-trade, animal rightist wildlife 
ideologies, causing the destruction of their elephant populations and the SADC pro-
trade countries who now conserve the major populations of elephant in the world.  

 
12.1.3 Question:  Does South Africa wish to cooperate with our SADC neighbours who have 

successfully conserved most elephants in the world and are pro-trade or do we wish 
associate with and support the failed states who have been captured by animal rights 
movements? 
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12.2 Rhino horn trade  
 
12.2.1 Currently live white rhino is listed as CITES Appendix II therefore may be traded yet the 

inert horn is listed under Appendix I and may not be commercially traded. It makes no 
economic or conservation sense for an inert or non-living horn to have a higher CITES 
listing or protection than the living animal.  

 
12.2.2 Question:  As the undisputed world leader in rhinoceros’ conservation why does South 

Africa lack the political will to submit a proposal to amend the current CITES split listing 
for the southern white rhino and recommend that both the live rhino and the rhino horn 
to be listed under Appendix II?  

 
12.2.3 The HLP/ DFFE recognizes that the private sector plays a substantial and growing role 

in conserving South Africa’s rhino population and has been outperforming the state in 
terms of anti-poaching success that is carried out without any assistance from 
Government.  

 
12.2.4 Question:  Why does this Draft Policy fail to recognize that under current CITES 

regulations international trade in rhino horn from captive populations is legally possible, 
could provide the finances required to keep these operations going as well as fund 
economically viable transformation initiatives?  

 
12.3 Live trade  
 
12.3.1 Question:  Government has been responsible for the export of many white rhino’s and 

other animals to zoos or captivity in many non-range states so what is the true reason 
for preventing the private sector from exporting animals that are privately owned for 
best advantage?  

 
12.4 Stockpiles  
 
12.4.1 Question:  Why has the EHLP/DFFE not taken communities seriously about their 

identification of the positive economic impact that is available through the sale of large 
elephant ivory and rhino horn stockpiles?  

 
12.4.2 Stockpile destruction of ivory and rhino horn has taken place in many African countries 

that have been captured by animal rights activists, who have created vast profits 
through this publicity stunt, at the direct cost of wildlife conservation and community 
development. Kenia is the shining example of this gross corruption and fraudulent 
behaviour and has been responsible for the destruction of the largest stockpiles of 
rhino horn and ivory in recent years. Kenya’s failed policies have resulted in the loss of 
over 70% of their wildlife in recent times and have the proud record of the official 
extinction of the last Northern White Rhino this year.  

 



 21 

12.4.3 Question:  Do we as South Africans wish to emulate the failed Kenyan example of 
paving the way to the extinction of or rhino whilst failing to address the socio-economic 
needs of our people? 

 
12.4.4 Question:  Is it possible for the EHLP/DFFE to understand that stockpile destruction of 

ivory and rhino horn leads to reduced supply therefore increased demand, increased 
criminal activity, increased corruption, increased poaching and trafficking thus paves 
the way to extinction of these animals?  

 
 
13. CONSERVATION POLICY INTERVENTION  
 
13.1 Wildness  
 
13.1.1 The Draft Policy statement that; ‘Wildness, near natural areas and wilderness are the 

foundation of ecosystem goods and services that sustain human health, fuel the 
economy, prevent environmental degradation and promote conservation of South 
Africa’s wildlife heritage’, requires clarification.  

 
13.1.2 Question:  Understanding that clean air, fresh water, and food security are the most 

important ecosystem services that sustain human health, can the EHLP/DFFE show 
how expanded natural, or wilderness areas can practically provide food security for our 
expanding human population in South Africa?  

 
13.1.3 None of our state managed protected areas that have populations of elephant, lion, 

leopard, and rhinoceros are economically viable or economically self-sustainable. 
These protected areas fail to cover their own development, running or management 
costs and therefore can NOT survive, prosper, or grow on their own ability to generate 
wealth.  

 
13.1.4 Question:   Can EHLP/DFFE provide the evidence to show how it is possible for 

protected or wilderness areas, that are currently a financial burden to the economy can 
make a positive contribution to growth of the economy?  

 
13.1.5 The prevention of environmental degradation is a question of correct conservation 

management practices that needs to be applied in the management of all our 
renewable resources.  

 
13.1.6 Question:  How is environmental degradation prevented and conservation 

management promoted in protected areas, such as Kruger National Park and Madikwe 
Game Reserve, where overpopulations of elephants, that exceed the sustainable 
carrying capacity of those areas, are allowed to cause large scale environmental 
degradation and biodiversity loss?  
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13.2 Animal welfare 
 
13.2.1 NHSA fully supports high standards of animal welfare as this is a prerequisite to the 

positive management and productivity of all animals including wildlife for the benefit of 
our people. Unnecessary animal cruelty should be always avoided so our most 
important hunting management practice is to strive for a quick, clean kill.  

 
13.2.2 NHSA, however, rejects the notion that animals have the same rights as humans.  

Animal welfare can never be confused with animal rights where the responsible use of 
animals by man is denied (the reality of the natural circle of life dictates that something 
must die for something else to live).  

 
13.2.3 Natural systems are inherently cruel in terms of animal welfare and inefficient in terms 

of animal production. There is no such thing as diverse species of wildlife living in 
harmony as most animals are either prey or predator. Overpopulations of robust 
resilient species of herbivores such as elephants can also have a negative impact on 
the habitats or ecosystems required by the more sensitive, less resilient animals that 
include black rhino.  

 
13.2.4 The inherent animal instinct to survive, dominates animal behaviour and animal welfare 

is not a factor in the process of natural selection, where animals kill each other for food, 
territory or for the opportunity to mate.  

 
13.2.5 Question:  It is understood that wildlife managers in the private sector may be 

prosecuted for animal cruelty and their business operations closed, should they allow 
animals in their custody to suffer from malnutrition or lack of water. Do the same criteria 
of one welfare also apply to our protected areas and if so, why is the wasteful and 
cruel, planned death of animals by starvation and thirst, through the destruction of 
water holes, permitted in Kruger National Park? 

 
13.2.6 Question:  Who takes responsibility and is held accountable for this wanton cruelty to 

animals, the total disregard for the welfare of our wildlife as well the degradation of the 
ecosystems that are in this case, held in the public trust?  

 
13.2.7 Animal welfare demands that animals are well nourished yet under so called natural 

systems with minimal management, wildlife is almost always under nutritional stress. 
Nutritional stress is especially applicable during our dry winters when our high veld 
rangelands cannot supply the protein needs of most grazing animals.  

 
13.2.8 Should animals be allowed to suffer from poor nutrition, wildlife managers are accused 

of violating animal welfare regulations, yet should adequate nutrition be provided 
managers are accused of domestication and of being a threat to the ecosystem and 
wildlife conservation?  

 
13.2.9 Question:  Are all animals equal with the same requirements for welfare and 

wellbeing? 
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13.2.10 Question:  are some animals more equal than others depending on their iconic status, 
of being classification as being wild, or captive bred or as determined by emotional 
sentiment or religious ideology of certain people? 

 
 
13.3  Reconceptualised protected areas  
 
13.3.1 NHSA acknowledges the Draft Policy statement; “State protected areas in general, are 

underperforming in terms of their potential to stimulate local and regional socio-
economic development especially if compared to private wildlife areas”.  

 
13.3.2 State protected areas are, however, also failing to provide adequate protection against 

poaching of their rhino, leopard, and lion. “The ongoing militarization of conservation in 
the form of anti-poaching units is alienating communities adjacent to parks and driving 
perceptions that animal lives are more important to human lives”. 

 
13.3.4 Question:  Does EHLP/DFFE recognize the inability of state protected areas to 

stimulate socio-economic development, along with their failure to counter their 
poaching problems. How is it possible to rectify these failures when the EHLP/DFFE 
refuse to acknowledge and address the cause of these failures, as included in the 
PHASA submission to the HLP- “WILDLIFE TRADE BANS - PAVING THE WAY TO 
EXTINCTION”?  

 
13.3.5 NHSA fully supports the reconceptualization of protected areas into conservation 

areas. 
 
13.3.6 The conservation of Elephants, Lions, Leopards and Rhinoceros is not about striking a 

balance between the well-being of people and wild animals, it is about putting people 
first and managing these renewable natural resources responsibility for the benefit of 
humanity.  

 
13.3.7 The responsible conservation management of elephant, lion, leopard, and rhinoceros 

must involve both ecological and economical sustainably as supported by the South 
African Constitution.  

 
13.3.8 Conservation Area Management, is where wildlife is positively managed, produced and 

sustainably utilized for the socio-economic and environmental benefit of people and the 
wasteful use or destruction of renewable natural resources is actively prevented.  

 
13.3.9 The wasteful destruction of wildlife or wildlife products has the opposite meaning of 

conservation and forms no part of conservation management.  
 
13.3.10 The creation of wealth from responsible or sustainable wildlife management, production 

and legal trade in wildlife and valuable wildlife products is promoted and facilitated 
through conservation management.  
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13.3.11 The conservation management of wildlife should not be confused with protected area 
or preservation management of wild animals as they have very different management 
objectives. Conservation management supports responsible sustainable use of all-
natural resources, does not prevent the use of wildlife by man but protects these 
resources against the abuse, pollution, erosion, or their wasteful destruction.  

 
13.3.12 In Protected or “Preservation “Management areas wildlife is negatively protected, often 

at the expense of people, the sustainable use of these renewable natural resources is 
prohibited and the creation of wealth from the legal trade in wildlife and wildlife products 
is not facilitated and often denied.  

 
13.3.13 Question:  Does DFFE/SAN Parks have the political will and ability, to transform from 

negatively protecting wildlife at the expense of people in protected areas to conserving, 
positively managing, and producing wildlife for the socio-economic benefit of our 
people? 

 
 
14. CONSERVATION TRANSFORMATION POLICY INTERVENTIONS  
 
14.1 A Transformative African Approach  
 
14.1.1 NHSA is in support of the transformative Afrocentric approach which puts people first. 

Putting people first is not about striking a balance between the well-being of people and 
wild animals as this implies that animal rights are equal to human rights.  

 
14.1.2 Putting people first and living in harmony with nature, means managing renewable 

natural resources, including wildlife, responsibility for the benefit of humanity and 
wildlife in perpetuity.  

 
 
14.2 Ecologically sustainable use - tourism and hunting  
 
14.2.1 The most important role of the hunting industry, lies not only in generating wealth in the 

poorest, most remote rural areas of our country, that are not usually accessible or 
visited by photo-tourists, but also in the responsible management of wildlife along with 
the habitats that sustain these animals.  

 
14.2.2 Successful international photo-tourism is limited to accessible, scenic areas with luxury 

lodges and populations of elephant, lion, leopard, and rhino that have been tamed, 
named, habituated to the presence of humans, and given iconic or film star status for 
marketing and promotion purposes.  

 
14.2.3 Should any of these tame, named, habituated, iconic animals with international film star 

status, such as “Cecil” or “Zanda” the iconic lions in Zimbabwe, “Skye” the iconic lion in 
South Africa, “Voortrekker” the iconic elephant in Namibia, be legally hunted, there is a 
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huge international outcry with its associated reputational damage to the tourism 
industry.  

 
14.2.4 Photo-tourism is often not environmentally sustainable as many international guests 

are victims of animal rights NGO propaganda, are therefore openly opposed to any 
sustainable wildlife and habitat management practices that includes the removal of 
excess populations of animals through hunting and culling, resulting in environmental 
degradation.  

 
14.2.5 The economic value of photo-tourism is often overstated as state owed protected areas 

such as Madikwe or Pilanesberg Game Reserves are NOT able cover their own 
running costs through this activity. Madikwe and Pilanesberg Game Reserves are 
economically unsustainable, even though they were created under the guise of making 
a positive contribution to the socio-economic development of the region.  

 
14.2.6 Question:  Why has this draft report failed to acknowledge or to address the current 

differences that exist between the photo-tourism and hunting tourism?  
 
14.2.7 NHSA acknowledges the HLP statement that; “Opportunities for direct involvement in 

conservation and the wildlife economy in rural areas are not sufficiently harnessed 
through the development and enhancement of the full value chain of wildlife-based 
activities that create economies of scale in support of accelerated rural economic 
development and associated employment and poverty reduction opportunities.” 

 
14.2.8 Question:  Why has the legal and legitimate sale of high value rhino horn and elephant 

ivory that is honestly, ecologically and sustainability produced, as a most important part 
of the full wildlife value chain and can be beneficiated and traded in “support of 
accelerated rural economic development and associated employment and poverty 
reduction opportunities,” not been fully supported but inhibited and rejected by this 
Draft Policy?  

 
14.3 Human-Wildlife conflict  
 
14.3.1 Human - wildlife conflict will always exist when people are expected to protect wildlife at 

their expense, with little or no benefit from carrying the cost of having damage causing 
animals on their land and denied the right to sustainability use this renewable natural 
resource to their best advantage. 

 
14.3.2 Damage causing animals will be willingly conserved and not destroyed by rural people 

when their socio-economic value to rural people, is greater than the cost of having 
these animals on the land.  

 
14.3.3 Question:  Why has this Draft Policy not recommended the meaningful transformation 

and empowerment of rural people to become the management authority for wildlife on 
their land with assistance and guidance from relevant government departments? 
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15. CONSERVATION CAPACITY POLICY INTERVENTIONS  
 
15.1  Human Capital Development  
 
15.1.1 Question:  Can DFFE recognize that sound conservation and wildlife management 

practices cannot be achieved through regulation without the education and 
empowerment of those involved in this sector?  

 
15.2 Research  
 
15.2.1 The need for ongoing practical research and informed evidence-based decision-making 

and policy development is supported as the many myths, perceptions and accusations 
against the wildlife sector need to be clarified.  

 
15.2 Strategic linkages  
 
15.2.1 NHSA acknowledges the following recognition of the role of the private sector in the 

Draft Proposal; “The ongoing and future role and contribution of the private sector to 
biodiversity conservation and sustainable use is explicitly recognized, acknowledged 
and identified for meaningful partnerships”.  

 
15.2.2 This draft policy fails to recognize and support the most important, strategic differences 

between the public and private wildlife sectors lies in their different management 
objectives and the ownership of the wildlife. This strength in the diversity of our wildlife 
industry where the private and public sectors have cooperated in the past with a strong 
symbolic relationship has resulted in South Africa’s Conservation Success Story.  

 
15.2.3 It is an unfortunate fact that the rural people, who contribute the greatest to the 

sustainable ecological conservation of our wildlife, for the direct benefit of our wildlife 
heritage and our country, are in the minority, thus have little political say in the 
development of wildlife management policy, as they are usually outvoted by the 
uninformed urban majority.  

 
15.2.4 The urban majority sadly, have little or no practical experience in the creation of wealth 

from wildlife, that is a prerequisite to growing the wildlife economy. Urban people are 
often heavily influenced against the creation of wealth from the responsible and 
sustainable use of wildlife by the misleading propaganda campaigns perpetuated by 
animal rights NGO’s yet are in fact, determining wildlife management policy.  

 
15.2.5 It is more unfortunate that those representing the private sector, who conserve the 

greatest number of our lion and rhino in South Africa, at entirely their own cost and risk, 
without any government assistance, were considered the “minority view” in the HLP 
and were outvoted by the miss-informed majority.  
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15.2.6 Question:  How is it possible for private sector (who’s future role and contribution to 
biodiversity conservation and sustainable use is explicitly recognized, acknowledged 
and identified for meaningful partnerships), to meaningfully participate within a policy 
they believe to be misguided, as it fails to address the cause of the poaching crisis, 
therefore will result in the extinction of wildlife and will fail to grow the wildlife economy, 
to eradicate poverty, promote equity, and enhance dignity and respect of rural people?  

 
15.2.7 Question:  How is it possible for the private sector to participate as meaningful 

partners in a policy where their views or professional recommendations were regarded 
as a “minority” view, specifically excluded, and rejected, in the development of the most 
important aspect of this policy?  

 
 
16. THEORY OF CHANGE, POLICY OBJECTIVES AND EXPECTED OUTCOMES  
 
16.1 Theory of Change (Figure 2)  
 
16.1.1 The mandate of the HLP was to review policies, legislation, and practices on matters 

related to the management, breeding, hunting, trade and handling of elephant, lion, 
leopard, and rhinoceros based on scientific or factual evidence, obtained through an 
unbiased, transparent, intensive, and inclusive consultation process with industry and 
the public.  

 
16.1.2 Question:  Can the EHLP/DFFE kindly provide the evidential proof that their Problem 

Statement of irresponsible, unethical, and unsustainable practices in management, 
breeding, hunting, trade and handling of elephant, lion, leopard, and rhinoceros was 
developed because of the scientific factual evidence obtained, through an unbiased, 
transparent, intensive, and inclusive consultation process with industry and the public? 

 
16.1.3 Question:  Can the EHLP/DFFE kindly provide the evidential proof that the HLP 

investigative and consultation process was not used to rubber stamp or give credibility 
to decisions that had already been made, to close certain aspects of the private wildlife 
industry, based on perceptions or unsubstantiated and unproven accusations made 
largely by animal rights NGOs prior to the establishment of the HLP?  

 
16.2 Contextualising sustainable use of biological resources  
 
 The Draft Policy states that DFFE has identified the following challenges in current 

process and practices within the wildlife sector. 
 
16.2.1 That the current wildlife sector is not ecologically sustainable. 
 
16.2.1.1 Question:  Because the Draft Policy document recognizes that ecological sustainability 

is not well defined and there is no common understanding of ecological sustainability 
can DFFE kindly provide the scientific evidence to support the accusation of process 
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and practices within the wildlife sector that are not ecologically sustainable, and 
quantify the extent of this problem? 

 
16.2.2 That the current wildlife sector promotes short-term economic gain for a select few to 

the degradation of the environment.  
 
16.2.2.1 Question:  Can DFFE kindly define what they mean by “short term economic gain” and 

provide the evidence to support this accusation and show where the so called “select 
few” have been accused, prosecuted, and found guilty of environmental degradation, 
(an environmental crime that is punishable by law) to make short-term economic gain? 

 
16.2.3 That the current wildlife sector exacerbates poverty and inequality and undermine 

human dignity.  
 
16.2.3.1 Question:  Can the EHLP/DFFE kindly provide the evidence to support these 

accusations and show where accuse parties have been prosecuted and found guilty, 
for these offenses? 

 
16.2.4 That the current wildlife sector is often not socially or culturally sensitive  
 
16.2.4.1 Question:  Can DFFE/EHLP kindly show where the South African constitution allows 

those with certain cultural or social sensitivities have the right to have their cultural or 
social preferences imposed on others?  

 
 
17. ECOLOGICAL SUSTAINABILITY 
 
17.1 The draft policy document states that ecological sustainability is the important third 

dimension that must be considered, in addition to sustainable development and 
sustainable use even though ecological sustainability is not well defined and there is no 
common understanding of ecological sustainability.  

 
17.2 The following statement contained in the second last paragraph of page 31 of the Draft 

Policy is confusing and needs clarification. “In adopting the Policy Objectives contained 
within this Policy Position, recognition is given to the emphasis that a move to a 
systems approach to sustainability be adopted”. 

 
17.3 Question:  Can DFFE/EHLP kindly show where the development of a new definition of 

sustainable use formed part of the mandate to the HLP? 
 
17.4 The following statement contained in the second last paragraph of page 31 of the Draft 

Policy is confusing and needs clarification. “Firstly, a much stronger recognition of the 
primacy of ecological sustainability (undefined) in line with the constitution, including 
the suggestion of Muir (2014) that these presidents a fundamental rather than 
progressive Constitutional right”. 
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17.4.1 Question:  Can DFFE kindly show where the above statement formed part of the 
mandate to the HLP and kindly explain the differences between a fundamental rather 
than progressive Constitutional right as no references is included in the Draft Policy 
Document? 

 
17.5 The following statement contained in the second last paragraph of page 31 of the Draft 

Policy is confusing and needs clarification, as it is untrue.  “Secondly the critical need to 
forefront the social dimension in terms of the massive potential of the environment and 
in this context, big five wildlife, to eradicate poverty, promote equity, and enhance 
dignity and respect of rural people”. 

 
17.5.1 The big five wildlife species along with other animals and humans live in different or 

similar environments, where their existence depends on their ability to compete and 
survive in a particular environment.  

 
17.5.2 In this context the “big five species”, a renewable natural resource, forms part of the 

wilderness environment, where their sustainable use by man is prohibited in protected 
areas. It would also hold true that our farmers, their livestock, and crops are an integral 
part of the agricultural environment where the responsible and sustainable use of 
renewable natural resources for the benefit of our people is promoted.  

 
17.5.3 The big five wildlife species will make the greatest possible difference to eradicate 

poverty, promote equity and enhance dignity and respect of rural people through a 
transformed, prosperous wildlife economy, when an enabling legal and regulatory 
environment exists, that facilitates and promotes the positive, responsible management 
and optimal utilization of the big five, including the legal trade their high value products 
for the benefit of our people.  

 
17.5.4 A transformed wildlife economy is best achieved through the responsible commercial 

development of the entire wildlife value chain, (that includes photo-tourism and hunting, 
trade in live animals and trade in their valuable products such as elephant ivory, rhino 
horn, lion and leopard skins and other derivatives) for the direct socio-economic benefit 
of the people responsible for their conservation. 

 
17.5.5 Question:  Can DFFE understand that it would be even more difficult, for most of our 

people to participate, develop and grow the wildlife economy, to have a better life, 
under the more restrictive wildlife regulations that prohibits trade in high value wildlife 
and their derivatives, as well as preventing the optimal commercial development of the 
wildlife value chain as proposed in this draft policy document?  

 
17.6 The following statement contained in the second last paragraph of page 31 of the Draft 

Policy is confusing and needs clarification, as it is also untrue and out of context:  
“Thirdly, the Policy Objectives seek to reduce economic exploitation of wildlife 
resources for the benefit of a few at the expense of ecological sustainability or 
equitable social development”. 
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17.6.1 Question:  The accusation of economic exploitation of wildlife for the benefit of a few at 
the expense of ecological sustainability or equitable social development is externally 
serious. Can the EHLP/DFFE provide evidence where those accused of these offenses 
have been charged and found guilty?  

 
17.7 The above accusations are furthermore a direct contradiction of the previous statement 

made under 5.3 Strategic Linkages that reads as follows.  “The ongoing and future role 
and contribution of the private sector to biodiversity conservation and sustainable use is 
explicitly recognized, acknowledged and identified for meaningful partnerships”. (5.3 
Strategic Linkages) 

 
17.7.1 Question:  Can DFFE understand the difference between responsible, sustainable 

conservation management, positive production and the optimal utilization of wildlife 
populations and their derivatives as opposed to the exploitation or wasteful destruction 
of wildlife populations for short term economic gain? 

 
17.8 NHASA acknowledges and fully supports transformation of the wildlife economy as well 

as the following draft policy statement.  “The ongoing and future role and contribution of 
the private sector to biodiversity conservation and sustainable use is explicitly 
recognized, acknowledged and identified for meaningful partnerships”. (5.3 Strategic 
Linkages) 

 
17.8.1 Question:  Does DFFE wish to destroy or inhibit the wildlife economy, by reducing the 

commercial value of animals and their derivatives, that are owned by our citizens, both 
black and white, in the private sector, and have been honestly and legally produced on 
agricultural land? 

 
17.8.2 Question:  Or would DFFE prefer to facilitate and develop the wildlife economy 

through transformation and promoting economic growth of the entire industry value 
chain for the benefit of many more people through strategic linkages and through the 
empowerment of our citizens to be able to fully participate and reap the rewards of their 
investment in wildlife?  

 
 
18. EXPANDED DEFINITION OF SUSTAINABLE USE  
 
18.1 NHSA rejects paragraph (d) and (e) of the so-called Expanded definition of Sustainable 

Use of biological resources: 
 
18.2 Question:  Can DFFE kindly explain how it is possible to hunt and kill an animal when 

paragraph (d) states that sustainable use does not compromise the wellbeing of any 
animal of a species of wild animal? 
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18.3 Paragraph (e) serves in, or is not detrimental to the public interest, in that the 
environment, “in this context means the big five” are held in the public trust for the 
people, the beneficial use of environmental resources “in this context means the big 
five” must serve the public interest.  

 
18.3.1 Question:   Does this mean that the current South African model, which allows 

ownership of wildlife by individuals and communities, where ownership of wildlife is the 
foundation to the success of the conservation of wildlife outside of protected areas, is to 
be destroyed, as all wildlife is now to be held in public trust?  

 
18.3.2 Question:  Will DFFE cover the financial burden of carrying this public asset (wildlife) 

in competition to private assets (domestic livestock) on privately managed or 
community owned land?  

 
18.3.3 Question:  Will DFFE fully compensate private or community wildlife owners, for all the 

wildlife that has been legally purchased and produced at great cost on agricultural land, 
that is to be removed from their ownership to be placed in the public trust?  

 
 
19. POLICY OBJECTIVES AND EXPECTED OUTCOMES (TABLE 1)  
 Species management  
 
19.1  Lion 
 
 19.1.1 The EHLP/DFFE Policy Objective for the Conservation and Ecologically Sustainable 

Use of Lion is to immediately halt domestication and exploitation of lion and close 
captive lion facilities. This is to take place with engagement of stakeholders in the 
captive lion industry to mitigate the negative socio-economic and environmental 
impacts of closing the industry. 

 
19.1.1.1 Question:  What consideration has the EHLP/DFFE given in respect of the financial 

compensation that is to be paid to lion owners and workers within the industry, for the 
closing of their businesses and means of earning a living to mitigate the negative 
impacts of closing the industry and has this cost been included in DFFE’s financial 
budgets?  

 
19.1.1.2 Question:  What consideration has the EHLP/DFFE given in respect of the financial 

cost of the sterilization or killing and wasteful destruction of almost 80% of South 
Africa’s lion population and has this been budgeted for by DFFE? 

19.1.1.3 Question:  What consideration has the EHLP/DFFE given in respect of the huge loss 
to biodiversity conservation with the proposed destruction of the possible ancestral 
diversity and unique genetic material found in almost 80% of South Africa’s lion 
population?  
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19.1.1.4 Question:  Can the EHLP/DFFE provide the detailed evidence to show how the killing 
and wasteful destruction of almost 80% of South Africa’s lion population will result in an 
increase and expansion of extensive wildlife systems, with free-roaming lions and 
enhance the survival and conservation of wild lions? 

 
19.2  Rhinoceros  
 
19.2.1 The EHLP/DFFE Policy Objective for the Conservation and Ecologically Sustainable 

Use of Rhinoceros is to reverse domestication and intensification of management of 
rhino. This is to take place through a process for engagement and consultation with 
stakeholders on the strategy for conservation of rhino and phasing out of intensive 
management practices which compromise the conservation of rhino, with sensible 
solutions for implementation, including for safe reintroduction to the wild in South Africa 
and regionally. 

 
19.2.2 Question:  Can the EHLP/DFFE provide the factual proof that intensive management 

practices such as improved security and caring for the welfare of rhino, that minimize 
injury and death through fighting and include the provision of adequate levels of 
nutrition, compromise the conservation of rhino? 

 
19.2.3 The Draft Policy Position is not to support the CITES certification of responsible captive 

bred rhino operations and that the legal and regulated trade from captive rhino which is 
currently permitted through CITES and forms a most important part of this international 
agreement, will not be supported.  

 
19.2.3.1 Question:   Is it the wish of the South African government to punish or disadvantage 

our rhino owners by imposing economic trade embargoes, or declare a trade war on its 
own citizens who, through their own initiatives, and at great economic cost and 
personal risk now conserve the majority of rhino in the world? 

 
19.2.4 Understanding that the Draft Policy supports and explicitly recognizes the ongoing, 

future role and contribution of the private sector to biodiversity conservation, 
sustainable use, and importance for meaningful partnerships. 

 
19.2.4.1 Question:  Can DFFE/EHLP kindly explain how trade embargos against our private 

rhino owners will have a positive outcome in developing the strategic linkages or 
partnerships required for growing a transformed and viable wildlife economy? 

 
19.2.4.2 Question:  Understanding that the latest rhino NDF identified that current costs of rhino 

protection in both state and private areas are currently NOT economically sustainable 
and with the proposed trade embargoes placed on responsibility, legally and honestly 
produced rhino horn, can the EHLP/DFFE identity the source of funding required to 
continue with the strong protection of privately or state owed rhino? 

  



 33 

19.2.4.3 Question:  Understanding that CITES rhino horn trade bans for over 40 years have 
failed to save rhino populations in over 20 range states and the rhino in Kruger NP 
have declined by over 70% in the last decade through poaching and poor 
management, can EHLP/DFFE kindly explain how the proposed, extended trade 
embargoes on responsibility, legally and honestly produced rhino horn from CBO’s 
registered with CITES will prevent the extinction of rhino in the wild?  

 
19.2.5 Trade bans fuel the fires of poaching, criminal syndicates, illegal or black-market trade, 

along with corruption associated with certain NGO’s, politicians, and government 
officials. Trade bans are the cause of the poaching pandemic or the Rhino War that we 
are currently losing as confirmed by the latest Kruger rhino population figures. These 
issues along with their practical solutions, have been brought to the attention of DFFE 
for over 10 years and included in the PHASA written submission to the HLP entitled 
WILDLIFE TRADE BANS - PAVING THE WAY TO EXTINCTION, yet have been 
rejected by EHLP/DFFE.  

 
19.2.5,1 Question:  Can the EPLP/DFFE kindly explain why they continue to add fuel to the 

fires of corruption through perpetuation of the failed trade ban policy on rhino horn? 
 
19.2.6 The definition of insanity is to continue to do the same thing yet expect a different 

result. Criminal syndicates, corrupt animal rights NGOs, and the corrupt 
politicians/government officials who benefit from the current poaching of rhino and 
black-market trade in rhino horn, do not want a different result and have no interest in 
saving our rhino from extinction.  

 
19.2.6.1 Question:  Is this ingrained corruption trumping the will and need to bring about the 

changes that would allow our impoverished people to transform from poachers to 
protectors and owners of rhino, where they could benefit from the sustainable use and 
legal trade of high value animals and their products that they have honestly managed 
and produced? 

 
19.3 Leopard  
 
19.3.1 NHSA fully supports the Policy Objectives to enhance the conservation and 

ecologically sustainable use of leopard.  
 
19.3.1.1 Question:  How is this policy objective to enhance the conservation and ecologically 

sustainable use of leopard possible under the current DFFE structures which lack the 
capability to effectively monitor leopard populations and fail to effectively allocate 
leopard hunting quotas?  

 
19.4 Elephant  
 
19.4.1 The Draft Policy is in opposition the pro-ivory trade policy of our SADC neighbours, 

who believe that ivory produced through responsible elephant management practices, 
should be legally traded to fund wildlife management and conservation areas. 
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19.4.1.1 Question:  How is it possible for the EHLP/DFFE to build consensus for conservation 
and the sustainable use approach to African elephant with our neighbouring SADC 
countries when the sustainable use of elephant ivory is prohibited through the adoption 
of this policy position? 

 
 
20. TRADE RELATED POLICY INTERVENTIONS - STOCKPILE MANAGEMENT  
 
20.1 Question:  Can EHLP/DFFE kindly specify the current circumstances that caused the 

adoption of the position that South Africa will not submit an ivory trade proposal to 
CITES if these conditions prevail?  

 
20.2 In 1996 South African National Parks agreed to stop the culling of elephants and not to 

submit an ivory trade proposal to CITES because of conditions dictated by the Humane 
Society and IFAW, in return for receiving donor funding of $5 000 000 from these 
animal rights NGO’s, who are fundamentally opposed to the sustainable use of wildlife 
for the benefit of our people.  

 
20.2.1 Question:  Can DFFE/EHLP give the assurances and proof that current decisions are 

made in the best interests of sustainable biodiversity conservation and growing the 
wildlife economy, for the benefit of our people and that we are no longer dancing to the 
tune of any NGO’s offering donors funding?  

 
20.2.1 Question:  Can DFFE/EHLP clearly describe and give details of the alternative benefit 

schemes to international elephant ivory trade that they wish to develop and implement?  
 
20.3 Stockpile destruction of elephant ivory and rhino horn in Kenya and other African 

countries has NOT resulted in positive conservation outcomes for rhino and elephants 
in these areas. Stockpile destruction of elephant ivory and rhino horn and associated 
trade bans do NOT prevent the illegal trade in ivory and rhino horn but increases the 
demand for the black-market trade in these products.  

 
20.3.1 Question:  Can EHLP/DFFE kindly explain why they are considering the failed option 

of wasteful destruction of elephant ivory and rhino horn, that merely fuels the fires of 
corruption with NO conservation benefits? 

 
20.3.2 Question:  Can the forensic evidence be provided that all state-owned stocks of 

elephant ivory and rhino horn are accounted for? 
 
 
21. CONSERVATION POLICY INTERVENTIONS: 
 
21.1 Madikwe Game Reserve was developed in 1991, on agricultural land that was 

previously identified for the establishment of emerging black commercial farmers. The 
land use of this area was changed to a game reserve with the promise that wildlife 
tourism would achieve an eleven-fold greater economic benefit than livestock farming. 
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It was claimed that only 50% of the total annual income generated by Madikwe Game 
Reserve would be required to fund its management,10% would go to a conservation 
fund and 40% of revenues earned would be used for the economic development of 
local communities.  

 
21.2 To date Madikwe Game Reserve has been an environmental and economic failure, as 

they are unable to cover their own running cost, with no payments made to 
communities and require continued government funding to the tune of R 50 million per 
year.  

 
21.3 NHSA’s understanding is that not one of our National or Provincial Parks that have the 

big five wildlife species are financially self-sustaining or economically viable.  
 
21.3.1 Question:  Can the EHLP/DFFE provide the examples or workable business plans 

where protected area expansion with increased wildness, created at the expense of 
rural communities, with destruction of human development and or infrastructure and the 
perceived reduction in the need for management interventions, has resulted in 
increased levels of sustainable biodiversity conservation, with thriving populations of 
the five species as well as improved socio-economic benefits and living conditions for 
the people who were evicted or alienated from the current use of their land? 

 
21.3.2 Question:  Why has the HLP failed to address the increased risk about biosecurity and 

the spread of diseases by wildlife such as tuberculosis, foot and mouth, anthrax, and 
brucellosis, that are to a large extent uncontrollable in extensive protected or rewilded 
areas?  

 
21.3.3 Question:  What guarantees are in place to ensure that adoption of the one welfare 

approach for wildlife will also be applied without fear or favour in state managed 
protected areas?  

 
 
22. CONSERVATION TRANSFORMATION POLICY INTERVENTIONS  
 
22.1 NHSA fully supports Conservation Transformation policy interventions which bring 

about the change in policy from negatively protecting wildlife at the expense of people 
that currently takes place in our protected areas, to conserving, positively managing, 
and producing wildlife for the socio-economic benefit of our people. 

 
22.2 The urgent need for the transformation of the current outdated overburdening legal and 

regulatory systems which are not consistent with Ubuntu, frustrates sustainability, and 
hinders transformation or inclusive growth within the wildlife economy was identified as 
a priority during the wildlife economy lab process in 2016 and emphasized by President 
Ramaphosa at the Biodiversity Economy Innovation Conference held at Venda 2018.  

 
22.3 The way forward for Transformation of the Legal Environment Governing the Wildlife 

Sector was presented by PHASA to the Wildlife Forum meeting of 9 October 2018 and 
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included in the PHASA submission to the HLP but unfortunately these 
recommendations have been ignored.  

 
22.4 South Africa is a world leader in modern conservation and sustainable use approaches 

because of allowing the ownership of wildlife to landholders who are game fenced and 
the diverse land use options for wildlife that is managed on agricultural land, that range 
from intensive to extensive management options.  

 
22.4.1 Question:  Is it the intention of DFFE/EHLP to demolish or hinder our current success 

as a world leader in conservation, by limiting ownership rights to wildlife and closing the 
diversity of our wildlife management options through the adoption of this Draft Policy? 

 
22.4.2 Question:  Or is it the intention of DFFE to build on and expand South Africa’s current 

conservation and wildlife economy successes to facilitate transformation for the benefit 
of our people as emphasized by President Ramaphosa at the Biodiversity Economy 
Innovation Conference held at Venda 2018?  

 
 
23. PROMOTION AND ENHANCEMENT OF HUMAN-WILDLIFE CO-EXISTENCE, 

WHILE EMPOWERING AND CAPACITATING PEOPLE LIVING WITH OR NEAR 
WILDLIFE. 

 
23.1 NHSA fully supports this Policy Objective - To promote and enhance human-wildlife co-

existence, while empowering and capacitating people living with or near wildlife. 
 
23.2 Human-Wildlife co-existence is best promoted when our rural people are empowered 

and capacitated to have ownership of the wildlife on their land and when the 
sustainable use, positive management, and production of wildlife, gives greater socio-
economic rewards/benefits than other land use options.  

 
23.3 The wildlife economy will produce greater benefits to rural land holders than other land 

use options such as the livestock economy when the full wildlife value chain is optimally 
developed and utilized - including trade in high value species and their products - for 
the direct benefit of the people responsible for their conservation. These high value 
species include lion, leopard, elephant, and rhino. 

 
23.3.1 Question:   How is it possible for the EHLP/DFFE to implement this Policy Position that 

empowers and capacitates people living with and managing wildlife, in order to 
transform and grow the wildlife economy when it is in direct conflict with other policy 
positions such as the planned destruction of lion and rhino management facilities, no 
ivory or rhino horn trade, restrictions on exports, and the possible wasteful destruction 
of billions of Rands worth of ivory and rhino horn? 
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24. CONSERVATION CAPACITY POLICY INTERVENTIONS  
 
24.1 NHSA is generally in support of the policy objectives - Targeted capacity development 

and improve the evidence-base for best practice 
 
24.2 Understanding that the professional hunting, hunting, and wildlife management sectors 

have vast expertise and practical experience about responsible management, 
production, and utilization of wildlife for the benefit of our people. This sector has 
rewilded approximately 3 times more land than the combined area of our protected 
areas, and currently conserves the majority of lion, leopard, and rhino in South Africa at 
entirely their own financial cost and personal risk. 

 
24.2.1 Question:  The evidence-base for best practice Wildlife management outside of 

protected areas is clear for all to see so why are the submissions and 
recommendations to the HLP from this most important sector, ignored or rejected as a 
minority view? 

 
 
25. IMPLEMENTATION 
 
25.1 NHSA acknowledges the HLP/DFFE for recognizing South Africa as a world leader in 

the conservation of wildlife, and responsible wildlife and environmental management 
because of our diversity in wildlife-based land uses, ranging from state and private 
protected areas, private conservation areas, extensive wildlife ranches, semi-intensive 
game ranches, intensive wildlife breeding facilities and rehabilitation centres.  “The 
ongoing and future role and contribution of the private sector to biodiversity 
conservation and sustainable use is explicitly recognized, acknowledged and identified 
for meaningful partnerships”.  

 
25.2 NHSA also acknowledges the Draft Policy statement; “State protected areas in general, 

are underperforming in terms of their potential to stimulate local and regional socio-
economic development especially if compared to private wildlife areas”.  

 
25.3 State protected areas are, however, failing to provide adequate protection against 

poaching of their rhino, leopard, and lion.  ‘The ongoing militarization of conservation in 
the form of anti-poaching units is alienating communities adjacent to parks and driving 
perceptions that animal lives are more important to human lives. 

 
25.3,1 Question:   Can the EHLP/DFFE explain the sound logic and reasoning behind the 

implementation of this policy, that will destroy the diversity of our current successful 
wildlife management model outside of protected areas, to try and facilitate the growth of 
the flailing socio-economic and ecologically unsustainable practices of our protected 
areas? 

  



 38 

26. GOVERNANCE  
 
26.1 The policy position claims to be aligned with section 24 of the constitution which 

provides that everyone has a right to an environment that is not detrimental to his or 
her health or well-being, and to have the environment protected for the benefit of 
present and future generations.  

 
26.1.1 Question:  Can DFFE/EHLP kindly explain why the following most important part of 

section 24 of the constitution was excluded from this policy position, namely, to have 
the environment protected for the benefit of present and future generations, through 
reasonable legislation and other measures that - 
(i) prevent pollution and ecological degradation  
(ii) promote conservation; and 
(iii) secure ecologically sustainable development and use of natural  
resources while promoting justifiable economic and social  
development. 

 
26.1.2 Question:  Can DFFE/EHLP kindly show where they have aligned this policy position 

to the following sections in the Constitution: 
(i) Section 22: Freedom of trade, occupation, and profession and. 
(ii) Section 32: Access to information and  
(iii) section 33: Just administrative action  

 
26.2 The policy position claims to take cognizance of international commitments and 

obligations. 
 
26.2.1 Question:  Can DFFE/EHLP kindly explain why this policy overrides the regulation of 

CITES that allows for the legal international trade from captive bred operators? 
 
 
27. CONCLUSION  
 
27.1 Should this policy be implemented it will fail to create a new deal for people to benefit 

from the sustainable use of the big five species and will NOT transform the wildlife 
sector as trade in high value lion and leopard products as well as elephant ivory and 
rhino horn is denied.  

 
27.2 Previously disadvantaged people are not empowered to own rhino or lion and to 

tolerate elephant and leopard on their land as they are impoverished through this 
policy.  

 
27.3 The policy fails to identify the cause of or to rectify the poaching pandemic and 

mismanagement that has led to the loss of over 70% of the rhino in Kruger National 
Park over the last decade. 
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27.4 The policy will not only pave but widens the road to the accelerated extinction of 
elephant, lion, leopard, and rhinoceros in the wild.  

 
27.5 The four trade ban objectives provide clarity that conservation of the big five is not 

economically sustainable. There is little or no insensitive for land holders to tolerate 
damage causing or valueless big five animals on one’s land so they will be replaced 
with other land use options. 

 
27.6 The option of stockpile destruction will fuel the fires of corruption, poaching and illegal 

trade through the wasteful destruction of billions of Rands worth of ivory and rhino horn 
for the short-term benefits of corrupt animal rights NGO’s, politicians, and officials.  

 
27.7 Protected area expansion at the expense of rural people is nothing more than a pipe 

dream as this policy has failed to show which communities of land holders have agreed 
to have their areas rewilded.  

 
27.8 The Madikwe Game Reserve experience has proved that the promise of greatly 

enhancing the socio-economic benefits to resource poor rural people and boost the 
economic contribution to the national fiscus and GDP through protected area 
expansion and spectator tourism is false and a blatant misrepresentation of the true 
facts.  

 
27.9 No state managed protected areas with the big five are economically sustainable and 

are a burden to taxpayers and our economy.  
 
27.10 This policy is doomed to fail as it has been designed to try and promote or benefit the 

failing protected area system, through the planned destruction of the successful private 
wildlife sector in South Africa.  

 
27.11 It is totally unacceptable that DFFE wishes to impose this draft policy on the people of 

South Africa with no Costed Implementation Plan with responsible implementers and 
quality assured SEIAS reports.  
(i) How much of the SEISA process was followed? 
(ii) The discrepancies between the Official Government SEIAS Template and 

requirements seem to have been blatantly ignored and only in limited areas an 
attempt has been made to adhere.  

(iii) The irony that the Departments revised SEIAS document is far from compliant 
from the official requirements questions the relevance and credibility of this 
process.  

(iv) We are in a national financial crisis due to COVID, National Treasury has 
reduced budgets significantly. None of our National parks are financially viable.  

(v) The Minister had to reallocate as significant amount of funds to save KRUGER. 
So, the big question that needs to be asked what economic Cost Analysis has 
been done, what are the possible unintended consequences (Like current game 
farmers converting back to cattle, sheep, and other land uses’),  

(vi) How is compensation going to be funded?  
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(vii) How is litigation going to be minimalised?  
 
All these mentioned factors are SEIAS requirements which are not forthcoming in the 
recommendations.  

 
27.12 NHSA questions the administrative actions associated with creation of this Draft Policy 

Position on the Conservation and Ecologically Sustainable Use of Elephant, Lion, 
Leopard and Rhinoceros as not being lawful, not reasonable and for not being 
procedurally fair, as required by our constitution, under a just administrative action 
(section 33).  But greater legal minds than ours will conclusively drive this concern. 

 
27.13 We therefore reject the proposed policy as contained in Notice no. 566 in Government 

Gazette no. 44776 of 28 June 2021. 
 
 
 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
___________ 
Dr Herman Els 
Executive Chair 
 
 
 
 

 


