


An integral part of the heritage
of all the different culture 
groups of South Africa.

A  responsible commitment to 
conservation and to related research.

One of the main drivers for the 
South African wildlife sector and 

a significant contributor to it’s 
economy.

An innovative contributor to 
socio-economic rural development in South Africa. 

A significant contributor to an 
under-utilised tourism opportunity.

A responsible contributor to all 
administrative and legal 

aspects related to the sector.

Sustainable Hunting is…



HUNTER stands for…

H - Heritage 

U - Upliftment (Rural)

N - Nature

T - Tourism

E - Economy

R - Responsibility



- contribute US$ 7,5 million to conservation per day in hunting season; 

- contribute US$ 12,7 billion to conservation per annum;

- support 600,000 jobs per annum;

- contribute US$ 5,9 billion to US Federal taxes per annum 

www.nssf.org

In USA, approximately 12 million hunters, who…

Sustainable Hunting – USA



www.nssf.org

Numbers of Rocky Mountain Elk 
increasing from 

± 41,000 in 1920 to ± 1,690,000 in 2015.

Numbers of White Tailed Deer
increasing from 

± 500,000 in 1920 to ± 32,300,000 in 2015.

Sustainable Hunting – USA

Resulted in…



Numbers of Wild Turkey
increasing from 

± 150,000 in 1920 to ± 7,060,000 in 2015.

www.nssf.org

Numbers of Waterfowl 
increasing from 

± 1,000,000 in 1920 
to ± 35,000,000 in 2015.

Sustainable Hunting – USA

Resulted in…



- Support 70,000 jobs per annum;

- Manage 2 million ha of land under conservation.

- Contribute £ 2 billion in hunting related goods per annum; 

- Contribute  £ 1,6 billion to the economy per annum;

Approximately 800,000 hunters in UK, who…

Sustainable Hunting – UK



In 2016, ± 9 million gamebirds were harvested in the UK.

BASC 2016

80% were Ring necked pheasant.

93% of the hunted birds were 

destined for sale in restaurants 
and in food stores.

Sustainable Hunting – UK



Approximately 7 million hunters in the European Union.

In the EU the annual wildlife harvest is worth >€ 16 billion
and an important economic input to depopulating rural areas 
(harvested meat distributed into restaurant network).

Sustainable Hunting – EU

FACE 2016



Wildlife had no monetary value and were regarded as 

competitors for grazing land and belonging to 

no-one (government).

This resulted in commonly hunted species being 

virtually shot out by 1943.

In the Middle of the 1900s in South Africa:

Sustainable Hunting – South Africa



– 110 Bontebok left, 

– 2,000 Blesbok left, 

– 15 Mountain Zebra left,

– 400 Black Wildebeest left,

– 3,400 Blue Wildebeest left

By 1943, no value on huntable 
species in South Africa resulted in 
there being, i.e.

Flack 2013

Sustainable Hunting – South Africa



Despite some conservation effort through government 

intervention to try and rectify the situation, i.e.

• 1894 - statutory game reserves - through hunters’ pressure

• 1926>  Founding of Kruger, Addo, Bontebok National Parks, etc.

”Rescue” only really came in 1991, through 

private ownership of game allowed under the

Game Theft  Act of 1991 …

Sustainable Hunting – South Africa



By 2015, the value placed on species through ownership 

of wildlife resulting in legal and sustainable hunting, which 
in turn lead to a considerable increase in the numbers of 

huntable species in this country …

– Mountain Zebra – up from 15  to  970

– Bontebok – up from 110  to  2,956

– Blesbok – up from 2,000  to  59,000

– Black Wildebeest – up from 400  to  29,000

– Blue Wildebeest – up from 3,400  to  30,000

Flack 2013

Sustainable Hunting – South Africa



Note that the numbers of Mountain Zebra and Bontebok did 

not grow substantially as these animals could not be hunted 

as frequently as other huntable species due to more 

stringent hunting permit requirements brought about by 

their endangered status.

Sustainable Hunting – South Africa



5%

13%

18%64%

Government Conservation
Areas

Private Wildlife Ranches

Industry conservation
management

Total Agricultural land

Since 1991, Game Ownership Resulted in Land Under Conservation (2015)

RSA Total 122 340 100 ha

31%



73%

27%
Exempted

Mixed
ranching

8,800

±12,000 wildlife ranches and game farms

3,200

South Africa – Game Ranching (2015)



- Annual growth rate of 5%

- Wildlife ranching on 20 million ha of marginal land;

Wildlife Ranching South Africa – Current Key Data Sets

2015 - estimated >3 million head of game on private game ranches 
and farms in South Africa, which is nearly 4x more than the number 

of game animals in formal state owned conservation areas.

- > 500 Top quality wildlife lodges, and; 

Sustainable Hunting – South Africa



In 2017, NHSA members alone reported that they had 

harvested 23,106 game animals of different furred game 

species, which made a calculated financial contribution of 

>R46,8 million to game ranching & biodiversity conservation 

in South Africa.

In 2018, these figures were up to 28,059 game animals of 

different furred game species hunted, with a calculated 

financial contribution of >R58,2 million to game ranching & 

biodiversity conservation in South Africa.

Sustainable Hunting – South Africa



Prominent species hunted by NHSA members:

Blesbok 2,287 5,372 R 8,326,600.00

Hunted 2017      Hunted 2018          2018 value in ZAR

Blue Wildebeest    2,137 2,565 R 7,182,000.00

Impala 4,955 5,892 R 5,892,000.00

Kudu 1,704 1,841 R 8,284,500.00

Springbok 5,623 5,583 R 5,024,700.00

Warthog 2,147 2,214 R 1,771,200.00

Sustainable Hunting – South Africa



Investment in exempted 
ranches 

R20,000 million

Labour
R1,600 mil

SA 
Wildlife
Sector
2015

Foreign hunters
R1,200 mil

Local hunters
R3,100 mil

Consumables /
Books / Medical

R200 mil

Game auctions / sales
R200 mil

Infrastructure /
vehicles
R100 mil

Firearm industry
R150 mil

(+licences)

Wingshooting
R400 mil

Birding
R100 mil

Taxidermy  export   
& local

R300 mil

Translocation R130 
mil

Provincial Permits          
R20 mil

Bow hunting
R100 mil

Lodges & tourism
R100 mil

…represents a >R8 Billion / annum wildlife sector…

Economics: SA Wildlife Sector - Sustainable Use



During the annual hunting season, game meat provides 

for >10% of all red meat utilised in South Africa.

Sustainable Hunting – South Africa



Unfortunately there is just 

not a large enough tax base 
in developing countries to 

manage conservation in the 
paradigm of emotion.  

Meaning, paying for 
conservation for the sake of 

conservation as is the case 
in i.e. USA and the EU.  

Thus, conservation has to 
pay for itself in the 

developing world.



Sustainable use, with 
hunting as major 

contributor, is clearly the 
more realistic way of 
managing conservation in 
developing countries as it 

brings much needed 
income to rural 

communities annually.

Living with wildlife then makes sense to rural communities who have to 

bear the brunt of the impact of wildlife on their daily survival.  This in 
turn benefits wildlife conservation.



By placing an economic value on wildlife gives reason for 

people in rural areas of developing countries to conserve 

species as they can again benefit from the income of the 

hunt in following years.  

In any other way wildlife is a threat to their lives as well as 

competition for grazing for their domestic stock.  Wildlife 

destroy important crops rural communities are dependent on 

for their very survival.  

Sustainable use has been proven to work over and over, 

world-wide, and it remains the most responsible and sensible 

route to conservation in the developing world.



Crocodiles were under 
serious threat of 

extinction in South-East 
Asia and in Australia in 
the early 1990s due to the 

lucrative illegal market in 
the skin and meat of 

poached crocodiles.

To try and counter the 

large-scale  poaching of 
these animals, intensive 

crocodile breeding were 
initiated in Vietnam, 
Cambodia, the Philippines, 

and Malaysia.



Today these countries  have a multi-million US$ industry under 
auspices of CITES in the export of skins to Europe and the USA, 

and meat to China.

Crocodiles are no longer under threat in the wild in South-East 
Asia and Australia.



The question is then: why is the persistent CITES ban on the 
international trade in rhino horn and in ivory upheld so vigorously if 

reality world-wide shows that sustainable use is the real driver for 
conservation ?  In both so-called developed and developing 
countries.

The facts of the positive results from sustainable use in the USA, UK 
and in the EU, as mentioned above, speak for themselves.



Or is it perhaps that we cherish our crocodile or alligator skin 

outfits highly; and because crocodiles are such horrible cold 
blooded creatures of which we are so afraid that we don’t care 

about them so much as we care about rhino and elephant ?

People in the EU and USA definitely do not care so much about 

impala and eland !



An continued international ban on legal trade in ivory or rhino horn 

has only served to put billions of US$ in the pockets of poachers 
and international smuggling syndicates, and also into the pockets of 

the animal rightist organisations.  With no proven conservation 
benefit to the very animals the animal rightists proclaim to be 
protecting through the ban on trade.



In fact the persistent CITES ban has 
had a proven negative result on the 

conservation of these animals in the 
wild in sub-Saharan Africa over the 
past 50 years as the black market 
created through the illegal trade 

remains very lucrative.  

Thus, proving that there is a market 
out there, which can be managed in 

a legal manner under auspices of 
CITES if they would want to do it  
and if they are really as serious 

about conservation as they say they 
are.

?



It is reported that animal rights organisations annually 

generate an income of more than US$ 600 million 
(ZAR 7,8 billion).  The  absolute minimum (if any) of these 

monies are donated to the  conservation of the high 
profile species they purportedly want to protect.  

The developing countries where these animals are still 
found in the wild, have to bear the brunt of the 

conservation and anti-poaching costs.  

This in addition to the fact that the rural communities in 
these developing countries are the people who have to 
suffer the consequences of living with these animals to the 

detriment of their very lives and livelihoods.



The following statistics speak for themselves, and show 
that as result of the continued stringent anti-trade 

measures in the products of these so-called high value 
species, these animals are poached to near extinction 
in sub-Saharan Africa.  

These animals are also more and more concentrated in 
Southern Africa where we take care of them, despite 

the fact that mainly Southern Africa’s tax payers carry 
the cost for their conservation. 



DECLINE OF THE ELEPHANT POPULATION IN SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Elephant

1850 1900 1945 1960 1990

From 1,4 million animals in 1945 to 600,000 in 1990

Between 352,271 and 415,00 elephant left in 

sub-Saharan Africa in 2018

>144,000 animals poached in the past decade

800,000 animals lost in 45 years @ 17,777 poached per annum



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Elephant

1850 1900 1945 1960 1990

ELEPHANT POACHING IN SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA

In 1987 = 23% of Africa’s Elephant in Southern Africa 

In 2006 = 66% of Africa’s Elephant in Southern Africa 

In 2017 = 78% of Africa’s Elephant in Southern Africa 

Over past 10 years 60% decline in elephant numbers in

Central & Eastern Africa  

2016 poaching rate @ 7,4% of population with growth rate of 5%



If the large loss of elephant is 

the result of on-going poaching, 
which feeds the international 

illegal trade in ivory, what did 
Kenya achieve when they 
burned 105 Tons of ivory in 

2016 ?  

Especially if the deed was 

meant to send the message 
that ivory is worthless.

The illegal trade in ivory, 
however, continues to prove 

that criminals do not perceive 
ivory to be worthless !

>144,000 elephant poached in 

sub-Saharan Africa in the past decade.



By burning the 105 Tons of Ivory in 2016, Kenya lost 
US$ 220,5 million in potential elephant conservation funding
(illegal ivory sells for US$ 2,100 / kg).  

How do the animal rightists who initiated this senseless act 
equate this action to responsible conservation ?

= ZAR 2,87 billion 
up in smoke !



White rhino recovered from near extinction with numbers as 
low as 50 – 100 left in the wild in sub-Saharan Africa in the 
early 1900’s.

The numbers of this sub-species of rhino have through 
diligent conservation initiatives in South Africa, increased to 
21,085.  South Africa is, today, also home to 93% of these 
animals.

The Northern white rhino, however, has only two females 
left, after the last male, Sudan, died in March 2018.

RHINO POACHING: THE  FACTS

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/White_rhinoceros
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DECLINE OF THE BLACK RHINO POPULATION IN SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA

From 68,000 animals in 1965 to 2,134 animals in 1995 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rhinoceros

Diligent conservation caused numbers to 

increase from 2,134 in 1995 to >5,000 in 2016

65,866 animals lost in 30 years @ 2,195 animals poached per annum
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White Rhino Poaching South Africa - 1980 to 2018

Poaching of white rhino increased by 9,000% between 2007 and 2014

7,694 white rhino poached in South Africa 

between 2010 and 2018 with >80% of this 
number poached in Kruger National Park

With the decline of white rhino in Zimbabwe, criminals started 
to poach these animals in South Africa



Conservatively calculated, criminals thus netted US$ 1,85 billion 
from the 7,694 rhino poached in South Africa between 2010 and 
2018.

@ average 4kg of horn / poached animal =  ZAR 22,16 billion.

Rhino horn sells for up to US$ 60,000 / kg on the black market 
= ZAR 780,000 / kg.



On the other hand, it is a well established fact that the 

horn of rhino can be harvested sustainably without having 

a negative impact on the animal.  

This is especially an exercise which can be responsibly 

executed on rhino cared for on wildlife ranches.  

The horn so harvested plus the reported  ZAR 4,5 billion 

worth of rhino horn in SANPARKS storage, mainly 

collected from dead animals over a long period of time, 

can deliver in the initial “need” of the current illegal 

market. 



A legal trade under auspices of CITES, like in the 
case of crocodiles in South-East Asia, can be 
realistically implemented because through the rhino 
DNA in the data bank at Onderstepoort we can 
clearly determine each horn’s origin.



Why does it then remain so difficult for the so-called 

concerned people at CITES to acknowledge that,         
world-wide, wildlife utilisation in a responsible, legal and 

sustainable manner, cause wildlife to flourish because it has 
a value for humans as an important resource ?

Or will the “emotion-dollar” in the pocket of the animal 
rightist continue to be more important than the very survival 

of the animals they purportedly want to protect ?



The well known rhino specialist and wildlife 

veterinarian,  Dr Kobus du Toit, places all of the 

above in another perspective when he writes:

“My 8-year old son recently asked me to please 

negotiate with the poachers to take the horn of the 

animal, but to leave the rhino alive”.   He then 

rightfully asks: “If a child can see this solution, why is 

it so difficult for highly intellectual CITES “scientists” 

to implement this simple solution ?”  



But then, let us not forget that it was highly qualified 

scientists who, between 1920 and 1965, ordered the 

killing of more than 800,000 head of game in the then 

Natal in a bid to eradicate Tsetste fly, which spread nagana 

(a disease deadly to live stock).

But to no avail.  The very same scientists eventually used 

deadly environmentally poisoning DDT to do the job.



However, if the CITES ban on trade in rhino horn persists, and 
our own government keeps on being held captive by the 
international animal rightist brigade directly playing into the 
hands of international crime syndicates, we shall within 25 
years time, at least be able to see our extinct rhinos on our 
own money.  

As poaching would have left no living animal in the wild.



We in the so-called developing 

world can unfortunately only keep 
on rejoicing in their splendour if 

we place a value on their lives.

In the developing world 
sustainable use, with hunting as 

main driver, is the management 
system, which gives them all that 

value.  

It is this value, which makes their 

continued conservation 
worthwhile for the people of the 
developing world because they 

live in among them.
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