
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Chairperson: Advisory Committee (High-Level Panel) 
Department of Environment, Forestry and Fisheries 
Private Bag X447 
PRETORIA 
0001 
e-mail: submission2HLP@environment.gov.za 

15 June 2020 

 

Attention: Mr Paul Daphne/ Ms Ofentse Mashiyane 
 
SUBMISSION BY SA HUNTERS AND GAME CONSERVATION TO THE HIGH–LEVEL PANEL 

ON THE POLICIES, LEGISLATION AND PRACTICES RELATING TO THE MANAGEMENT 
AND HANDLING, BREEDING, HUNTING AND TRADE OF ELEPHANT, LION, LEOPARD AND 

RHINOCEROS. 
 
1 Introduction 
On 27 March 2020, through the publication of Notice No. 221 in Government Gazette No. 43173, 
the High-Level Panel invited members of the public to submit written submissions, scientific 
information, socio-economic information or any other relevant information on matters related to the 
handling and management, breeding, hunting and trade of elephant, lion, leopard and rhinoceros. 
Submissions or information had to be submitted within 60 days of publication of Notice No. 221. The 
High–Level Panel however extended the date for the provision of such submissions and information 
to 15 June 2020. 
 
Please find included in this letter, the submissions of SA Hunters and Game Conservation 
Association, commonly known as SA Hunters. This member organization represents the interests of 
local consumptive hunters (hunting for natural protein), game ranch owners, professional hunters 
and conservationists. It was established in 1949 to promote responsible hunting and conservation of 
game species and their habitat. Since then, it has grown to become the largest hunting and 
conservation association in South Africa and the biggest single organization representing the wildlife 
sector, with a paid-up membership of approximately 43,000 members in 82 branches across South 
Africa.  
 
SA Hunters are intimately involved in growing a responsible wildlife sector in Southern Africa and we 
encourage an integrated and responsible approach to biodiversity conservation and utilization, 
mindful of its role as a cornerstone for economic growth and sustainable rural development. For this 
reason, we have specific recommendations we want to put forward for consideration by the High-
Level Panel. 
 
For ease of consideration, we will: 

• highlight core principles we believe should guide biodiversity conservation, management and 
responsible utilization of the four species; 

• provide background on a few core issues; and  

• make specific recommendations. 
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2 Core principles 
 

• The Constitution provides the basis for how we should conserve and develop/use 
biodiversity in South Africa and must guide policy formulation. 

• The National Environmental Management Act 107 of 1998 (NEMA) provides the guiding 
principles that must be applied to all decision-making that may affect the environment and 
biodiversity, including decisions related to the affected four species. For information on how 
these principles can guide the decision-making process, please refer to the peer reviewed 
publication1 below. 

• As we move into an era of promoting a responsible biodiversity economy where 
conservation of natural resources can compete against other landuses, a sustainable 
business approach should be adopted where desirability of developments/use should, like 
public businesses, be assessed in terms of all three core components of sustainability as 
explained in the King Codes of Good Practice – social responsibility, environmental 
sustainability and economic efficiency2. (This is aligned with the NEMA principles and 
section 24 of the Constitution.) Similar to a public listed company, transparency and 
accountability is required when dealing with wildlife as a public good, whether the activity is 
hunting or photographic tourism or any other, the environmental footprint should be clear.  

• Custodians of wildlife that can demonstrate their positive contribution (whether private land 
owner, community or other), should be incentivized for their contribution to national 
conservation targets, whether at a species, habitat or ecosystem level.  

• Policies and regulatory frameworks should provide an enabling framework for incentivizing 
conservation contribution and not make it more difficult for those custodians. 

• Potential risks should be pro-actively identified and where possible, negative impacts 
prevented. Where not possible, negative impacts should be mitigated and associated 
activities dis-incentivized. 

• Policy and regulatory frameworks should ensure that environmental costs are internalized 
and not carried by other role players in the value chain or sector.  

• Custodians of wildlife should be allowed the flexibility to manage adaptively within a 
framework of agreed sound principles and over regulation should be prevented. 

• A landuse category approach to various types of wildlife-based activities can provide a 
basis for best-practice guidelines and regulations linked to the specific categories. This 
could further guide location of the type of activities in the landscape (landuse zones) that 
could further mitigate risks. A relevant scientific publication in this regard is referenced 
below3. 

• The wildlife industry, its sub-sectors and wildlife-based enterprises cannot separate their 
activities to generate profits or their contribution to the economy, from the impact those 
activities have on the environment and other role-players in the value chain, wildlife sector, 
or the public. As a result, measures should be put in place by government and industry to 
ensure transparency and distinction/different labeling between the various role players and 
sub-sectors. 
 

3 Intensive breeding and responsible hunting 
It is a well-known fact that the hunting sector is a major driver in the wildlife economy that contributed 
approximately R4 billion to the economy in the 2016-2017 hunting season4. During the 2015-2016 

                                                           
1 Blackmore, A., C. 2015. The Relationship between the NEMA and the Public Trust Doctrine: The Importance of the NEMA Principles in 
Safeguarding South Africa's Biodiversity. South African Journal of Environmental Law and Policy. Volume 20 (2) 2015.   
2 The King III and King IV reports deal with corporate citizenship and good governance of entities, regardless of the manner and form of 
incorporation or establishment and whether in the public, private or non-profit sectors, and imply an ethical relationship of responsibility 
between organizations and the society in which it operates. 
3 Child, et. al. 2019. A framework to measure the wildness of managed large vertebrate populations. Conservation Biology. Feb 2019. 

 
4 TREES]. Tourism Research in Economic Environs & Society. (2016/ 2018). National profile and economic impact of Biltong Hunters in South Africa – 2015 ; 2017. 
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hunting season, 46% and 68% of the economic contribution of meat and trophy hunting respectively, 
were paid for the game hunted, which is a direct incentive for conservation and management of 
wildlife populations. More than 50% of game ranches in South Africa depend on hunting as part of 
their business model with 30% depending on hunting as the most important income stream5. Hunting 
therefor serves as an important incentive for landowners and communities to conserve wildlife, 
curbing landuse change to other conservation incompatible landuse. This plays a critical role in 
conservation as one of the biggest drivers towards species extinction, is habitat destruction. The 
habitat conserved on ranched land in South Africa is 2.2 times larger than the area covered by 
protected areas, contributing to national conservation targets as well as securing ecosystem services 
that fuel the broader economy.  

Hunting tourism is part of wildlife-based tourism and defined as tourism based on encounters with 
non-domesticated animals and can either be non-consumptive (viewing and photographing of 
animals) or consumptive (hunting and fishing). As early as 2005, the World Tourism Organization 
indicated that for tourism to be sustainable, it must address the needs of visitors (hunters in this 
case), the industry, environment and host communities, whilst considering its current and future 
economic, social and environmental impacts. This is the result of people becoming increasingly 
aware of threats to the environment such as over utilization of resources, species extinction and land 
degradation, with a concomitant shift in demand to more sustainably produced products and 
services.   

In South Africa, this is validated by the legislative framework that governs the wildlife economy and 
hunting, as well as the King III and King IV reports that deal with corporate citizenship and good 
governance of entities. Based on these reports, operators within the wildlife sector should identify 
and assess their direct and indirect environmental impacts in an integrated fashion with financial and 
social risks, in a manner which goes beyond compliance and from both an ethical and a business 
opportunity perspective.  This is a far cry from actions focused on domesticating and manipulating 
wildlife for pure commercial purposes.   Enterprises in the hunting value chain, whether involved in 
game breeding or hunting, cannot expect to generate profits in the long term without addressing 
reputational risks and the impacts of their activities on the environment, other sectors of the wildlife 
industry or society at large.  

SA Hunters believe shooting of captive bred or manipulated game holds significant reputational risks 
to the hunting sector and its concomitant conservation contribution. Hunting should be done in a way 
that is seen as responsible to ensure that it maintains social contract to continue. There is a 
substantial literature base from both the business and environmental sectors that provides guidelines 
to the hunting sector to improve sustainability and social responsibility. A number of initiatives have 
been launched within the hunting fraternity, including the development of a code for ethical and 
responsible sport hunting as early as 1997 for Africa by an informal body of stakeholders comprising 
governments, rural communities, professional and sport hunters, conservation NGOs and 
academics/researchers.   

Other internationally accepted codes of conduct and charters that provide guidelines, principles, 
criteria and indicators to guide the management of hunting practices include the European Charter 
on Hunting and Biodiversity adopted under the Bern Convention on the Conservation of European 
Wildlife and Natural Habitats; the IUCN Guiding Principles for Trophy Hunting as a Tool for 
Conservation Incentives; the Sustainable Hunting Tourism scheme by the International Council for 
Game and Wildlife Conservation (CIC); with the latest development relevant to Africa, i.e. the Charter 
for Conservation, Habitat Protection and Hunting in Africa. 

As far as canned or captive bred hunting is concerned, the following is relevant. The initial notion of 
“canned” hunting as framed in the Cook Report's in 1997, involved the callous execution of 
tranquilized lions or shooting lions in small camps. After the release of the documentary, Blood lions 

                                                           
5 Cloete, P. C., P. van der Merwe, and M. Saayman. 2015. Game ranch profitability in South Africa. ABSA, South Africa. 

 



 

– bred for the bullet, the South African Predator Association stated that the narrow definition of 
“canned” hunting has changed in the public mind as referring to all hunting of intensive/captive-bred 
lions. Considering the responses of the public and prominent hunting organizations worldwide, it is 
clear that irrespective of “canned” hunting being illegal and shooting of “captive bred” lions being 
legal, both these activities are viewed as undesirable.  Two hunting organizations in South Africa, 
that supported shooting of captive bred lions, have suffered the consequences and their 
membership/participation in more than one of the international hunting and conservation forums 
were cancelled. 

It should also be noted that most prominent African and international hunting organisations have 
distanced them from the shooting of captive or intensively manipulated game. The same sentiments 
are reflected in two IUCN motions that relate to intensive and selective breeding of game, passed at 
the IUCN World Conservation Congress of 2016. The first motion was to terminate the practice of 
breeding lions in captivity for the purpose of “canned” hunting and legally prohibit the hunting of 
“captive-bred” lions under any conditions. The IUCN motion on intensive and selective breeding of 
game, warned against the “deliberate manipulation of the breeding process” and “selective breeding 
and intensification of management” that may ultimately increase domestication. The above highlights 
that for at least 99 governments and 424 NGOs that support sustainable use (basis for IUCN 
membership) there is a view that game that have been intensive and selectively bred may become 
increasingly “tame” and this would undermine the fair chase foundation of hunting game. 

The public outcry over canned (illegal) and captive bred lion shooting (legal), contributed to 
international wildlife trade bans with concomitant decrease in international hunting tourists to South 
Africa that hunt captive bred lions – a decrease of 59% since 2013.  This against a backdrop of 
positive growth for the other nine top income generators in international hunting as demonstrated in 
Table 1. 

Table 1:  Trends in international hunting as captured by the Department of Environmental 
Affairs, Forestry and Fisheries 

Top 10 income 
generators 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

% Growth 
2013 – 
2017  

Cape Buffalo R90 942 852 R127 361 189 R144 856 740 R219 719 884 R199 206 867 119 

Sable Antelope R47 824 493 R72 365 735 R72 969 799 R116 617 548 R141 666 709 196 

Kudu R62 462 391 R78 376 696 R103 959 304 R109 573 701 R118 868 310 90 

Nyala R32 812 895 R38 932 988 R45 857 556 R76 229 328 R81 767 415 149 

White Rhino R54 787 824 R56 625 584 R76 163 554 R82 745 350 R77 593 600 42 

Gemsbok R33 615 443 R44 602 039 R50 613 337 R49 275 341 R55 839 680 66 

Lion R122 348 083 R194 915 372 R180 967 456 R110 729 285 R50 297 280 -59 

Waterbuck R27 507 816 R35 985 768 R39 685 943 R50 621 824 R49 738 149 81 

Blue 
Wildebeest R26 082 877 R36 353 069 R39 290 072 R50 002 071 R46 643 536 79 

Burchell Zebra R30 158 932 R39 365 738 R44 953 246 R50 721 083 R38 847 790 29 

 



 

Given local and international trends towards improved sustainability and the demonstrated 
downward trends in prices and demand for captive bred lions, it is unclear why Department of 
Agriculture, Rural Development and Land Reform listed game species for animal improvement. 
Allowing domestication and intensive manipulation of indigenous wildlife would make it increasingly 
difficult for the wildlife sector to continue to contribute to South Africa’s conservation targets and 
sustainable socio-economic growth objectives as encompassed in the wildlife economy strategy6. 
 
4 Intensive breeding for pure commercial purposes 
The National Agricultural Marketing Council (NAMC), a statutory body for the Minister of Agriculture 
and Land Affairs, established a committee in 2005/06 to identify opportunities for and address 
problems relating to the sustainable development of South African wildlife ranching and to make 
recommendations on how the objectives of the Marketing of Agricultural Products Act, 1996, as 
amended, can be promoted. All opportunities identified by NAMC for sustainable development of the 
South African wildlife ranching sector, including game production for meat, hunting and wildlife-
based tourism, were within a framework where game ranching took place “in a system with minimal 
human intervention in the form of 

•  the provision of water 

•  the supplementation of food, except in times of drought 

•  the control of parasites 

•  the provision of health care; or 

•  the supplementation of wild prey populations.” 
 
In their findings, there were no recommendations to manipulate game using intensive production 
systems and techniques applied for animal improvement in live-stock.  It states that “unfortunately, 
in South Africa and Namibia, it has become clear in recent years that economic factors and pure 
profit orientated thinking have led to “canned shooting” and “put and take shooting”, which have 
caught the attention of the media and of society.”  
 
The report further states that the “drive to make profits leads to unnatural methods of breeding. 
These animals are bred (and killed) under conditions that are dependent on human volition and they 
cannot, therefore, be classified as wildlife. It is simply a method of producing animals for killing, just 
as a piggery produces pigs or a cattle rancher produces beef cattle for the abattoir. These practices 
do not enhance the public reputation of hunting. Canned shooting severely damages the image of 
hunting. Reputation is a function of acceptance. The acceptance of hunting by society at large is of 
paramount importance for the future of hunting.” 
 
The report further highlights the benefits that wildlife ranching with limited human intervention can 
deliver in terms of conservation, economic development and food production whilst reducing some 
of the negative impacts associated with stock farming. As an example, it states that “there is no 
doubt that wildlife could contribute to the better utilization and conservation of our natural habitat. 
Wildlife is more immune to diseases and less prone to stock theft than domesticated livestock, and 
if well managed, over-grazing and bush encroachment could be prevented. Wildlife ranchers could 
also convert degraded land back to nature, thus stopping soil erosion and protecting the biodiversity 
of our country, provided that the process is well managed.”   
 
In addition, to the NAMC report, the intensive breeding of game for pure commercial purposes has 
also been highlighted as posing significant risks for biodiversity by the report of the Scientific 
Authority appointed under NEMBA, on Intensive and Selective Breeding of Wildlife. Yet DALRRD 
listed various game species for animal improvement in 2016 when the department published an 
amendment to Table 7(a) in terms of the regulations to the Animal Improvement Act 
(AIA)(Government Gazette 40058).  This process was done without any consultation with the wildlife 

                                                           
6 SA Hunters have started legal proceedings against the Department of Agriculture, Rural Development and Land Reform because of the 

listing of game, including the four species in questions, for animal improvement without any public consultation. DALRRD are not 
contesting the case. 



 

sector. On 17 May 2019, the DALRRD published another notice in the Government Gazette No 
42464, this time declaring nearly all game species in South Africa as landrace breeds, including the 
species under consideration by the High-level Panel.  
 
Some of the most important implications of the listing of game species as landrace breeds are: 

• Regulatory uncertainty, in particular in the instance where legislation by DALRRD deals with 
the same or similar subject matter comprising the core competency of conservation 
authorities; 

• A lack of integration of overlapping legislations causes administrative problems for authorities 
and the public and may further constrain the growth of the wildlife economy - a key inhibitor 
identified in the Wildlife LAB process;  

• Individual animals of these indigenous wild game species can be genetically improved 
through unrestricted breeding practices commonly used for domesticated production animals 
(crossbreeding, embryo harvesting and transfer etc.) – this should at the least be considered 
within the legal framework dealing with bioprospecting and the Nagoya protocol to which 
South Africa is a signatory; 

• The Breeders Association can dictate breed standards which means it may declare animals 
that do not meet their breed standards as not true to the breed. They may even place 
restrictions on the owners/managers of such game to prevent them from marketing these 
animals as typical of the species;  

• Some of the species listed have Biodiversity Management Plans (BMPs) as developed in 
accordance with NEMBA and approved by the Minister of DEFF. There is a strong possibility 
that the objectives of species conservation as outlined in the BMPs may conflict with the 
objectives of the breed societies;  

• Game farmers/SANParks/conservation organizations and others can, for example, not be 
allowed to market their animals unless the Breeders Association has verified that it met their 
breed standard;  

• This process opens the door for the domestication of indigenous wild game species, a major 
change to the existing policy framework that dictates conservation and use of biodiversity;  

• Any attempt to either manipulate or constrain the ongoing evolution of species that allows for 
ongoing adaptation, especially in an environment of climate change, would be prejudicial to 
the species as a whole; and 

• the agricultural type production systems and practices used in animal “improvement” of 
domestic stock, will erode the genetic integrity of indigenous wildlife species – actions that 
are not permitted within the biodiversity policy framework, NEMBA, NEMA principles and the 
Constitution of the Republic of South Africa (Section 24).   

 
Based on these conflicting recommendations and actions by various government departments, 
government should recognize its own contribution to impeding optimal performance of the wildlife 
sector. The ambiguous roles of DEFF and DALRRD in this space, as well as the lack of a national 
biodiversity white paper (policy document) needs urgent attention. 
 
5 Recommendations 

5.1 Recommendations - intensive breeding 

• That the recommendations in the report on biodiversity risks associated with the intensive 
breeding of wildlife by the Scientific Authority be adopted and implemented. 

• That there should be a distinction between “conservation breeding practices” e.g. for 
threatened species and those for pure commercial purposes.  

• Conservation breeding should be allowed as part of the national conservation strategy, 
while breeding for commercial purposes should only be considered after a strategic 
environmental assessment and all NEMA principles have been considered. A process 
similar to the EIA process can be used to guide this process. 

• Intensive breeding practices (IBP) should be excluded from Critical Biodiversity Areas as 
per the provincial Conservation Plan (including buffer areas around protected areas). 



 

• Landuse planning (zoning) categories should guide the level of control for various wildlife 
activities. For example, if allowed, IBP could be allowed in areas already zoned in 
Environmental Management Frameworks and planning frameworks for intensive agriculture 
such as cash crops and feedlots should, but not in the conservation areas and corridors. 

• Best practice standards should be developed that guides how operations should take place 
in these intensive agricultural zones and operations that want to operate outside these 
standards, should be required to submit an Environmental Management Plan (EMP) that 
indicates how risks and impacts will be mitigated. This will reduce the administrative burden 
for the regulator and the breeders. 

• All IBP must be registered and for all animals from these facilities, breeders must disclose 
that the animals are from a captive or selective bred facility /origin. This will assist in 
addressing reputational risks to the hunting sector as well as reducing the risks to buyers 
downstream that currently do not have the means to distinguish captive bred from wild 
sources. 

• Translocation from one registered facility to another can be allowed, but no introductions 
from captive to wild, unless the risks have been sufficiently addressed through a proper 
process. 

• Exemption for these operations should only refer to the breeding related practices and 
exclude hunting. 

• For areas that are not zoned as intensive agriculture or CBA’s, a 6-month period should be 
allowed to develop proper measures to regulate the impacts based on the risks identified in 
the report from the Scientific Authority on intensive breeding. Until such time, no new 
introductions should be allowed in these areas. As the most significant risks are at a 
landscape level that is scale relevant.  

• Only ecologists that are legally registered to practice in the sector should be allowed to 
compile risk assessments/EMPS/scientific reports for this process. 

• Where impacts cannot be mitigated sufficiently, an off-set policy must be in place, similar to 
the EIA process. 

 

5.2 Recommendations – lion breeding and the lion bone trade 
SA Hunters recognises the reasons given by DEA, as stated in the Department’s press release, for 
the proposed quota for lion bone trade, following the resolution at the 17th Conference of the Parties 
to CITES held in Johannesburg in 2016. We would, however, like to point out that section 24(b) of 
the Constitution and the NEMA principles, were not applied in allowing the intensive breeding of lion 
and killing of lions for their bones. The legislative framework requires government to consider current 
and potential future impacts on the environment, including the national wildlife heritage; long-term 
social and economic sustainability of the practice and the impacts on other sectors. Government did 
not do this and a risk averse approach was not followed. The result thereof is experienced now, 
where this practice caused significant damage to the country’s reputation as leaders in wildlife 
conservation, not to mention the impact on other sectors of the wildlife industry.   

 
It was stated by the African Lion Working Group and SANBI that this practice does not contribute to 
the conservation of wild lions. In addition, the economic benefit of this practice is limited to an 
extremely small group of people (approximately 250 lion breeding facilities). The costs of managing 
risks and reputational damage, is carried by other role-players in the sector and tax payers, and their 
money is now channelled to address these risks, while limited resources are available to manage 
and protect wild lion populations. So, in fact, a “few” benefits while “several others” are carrying the 
burden. This does not seem to be honouring the intention of the constitution and the NEMA 
principles. 

 
We therefore recommend that: 

• the practice of intensively breeding lions for shooting and lion bone trade be terminated; 



 

• government gives due consideration to the lessons learnt from authorising and allowing 
the development and proliferation of lion breeding facilities in guiding decision-making on 
similar or related practices in future; and 

• be extremely careful in considering the future impact of intensive and selective breeding of 
all wild animals, including decisions such as allowing various species of game to be 
included within the ambit of the Animal Improvement Act. 

 

5.3 Recommendations - hunting 
To guide decision-making on hunting of the respective species, it is recommended that: 

• the IUCN guiding principles guide the High-level Panel in their deliberations; and  

• a set of responsible hunting principles be developed in line with the IUCN guidelines that 
deal with the following five components: Biological Sustainability; Net Conservation Benefit; 
Socio-Economic-Cultural Benefit; Adaptive Management: Planning, Monitoring, and 
Reporting; and Accountable and Effective Governance. Adopting these guidelines could 
resolve several of the challenges faced in the hunting of the relevant four species; and 

• that “open” areas collaborate in monitoring, determining quotas and governance of hunting. 

5.4 General recommendations 

• Sustainability is a golden thread that runs through the environmental policy framework of 
South Afrika, yet we do not have generally accepted definition and measuring system. A 
sustainability index should be developed for enterprises within the wildlife sector to promote 
accountability and transparency). 

• Aspects dealing with the Constitution and NEMA principles should be translated into 
common language for the people of the country and participants in the wildlife sector to 
ensure easy access and understanding, while all officials in decision-making positions 
should attend and pass some form of internal training on this as part of their career 
development program. 

• Government and the wildlife sector collaborate in developing a proper awareness and 
communication strategy to inform the public on the facts and policies related to biodiversity. 

• A consultative process be launched to develop (or review the previous Green Paper) a 
Biodiversity White-Paper that create a shared vision for the country on our biodiversity to 
guide future decision-making. 

• The overlapping mandates between DEGF and DALRRD be sorted out as a matter of 
urgency. 
 

 
We would like to state on behalf of SA Hunters, that we will continue to collaborate with all those 
committed to the conservation of the environment, natural resources and wildlife. 
 

Yours sincerely 

   

Fred Camphor 
CEO: SA Hunters 

   


