Cape Town Meeting 4th May 2015

DAFF Amendment PAPA act.
Mr Chairman
On behalf of my company Sada Access Control CC t/a S A Dog Academy, the security industry under the control of PSIRA (Private Security Industry Regulatory Authority), SANSEA (S A National Security Employers Association) It is my  intention to apply to you that “use of an animal for safeguarding” be EXCLUDED from your proposed amendment.

My reasons are as follows:

1. Prior to 1989, the various security companies and the above mentioned  associations together with the NSPCA representatives had AGREED to proposed regulations for Guard Dogs and Handlers – 8th May 1989 Addendum # 1
2. The SOB (Security Officers Board), now the PSIRA, formulated the minimum  standards BOARD NOTICE 120 of 1998 – Establishment of Training Standards for Security Dogs and Handlers per Gov. Gazette No. 19067 of 24 July1987 and an Amendment , Board Notice 15 of 1999 Gov Gazette No. 19740 of 12 February 1999. These  standards ( Addendum # 2) adequately covers the approved NSPCA Proposed Regulations for Guard Dogs as per Addendum # 1
3. Unfortunately the cordial relationship and trust between the two “Groups” was completely severed when the NSPCA went directly to the Dept of Justice and gave the latter a different interpretation of our agreement as per paragraph # 1 with the result that our industry was just added to the PAPA act as a last resort. 
4. The comparison of the details in the Addendums 1 & 2 ( paragraph 1 and 2) confirms that PSIRA had adhered to what was agree with the NSPCA and that the (Old) PAPA act bears no resemblance to what the NSPCA had wanted.
5. During a visit to the Dept. of Justice the persons responsible admitted to this oversight.

6. PSIRA requires the accreditation of the companies on an annual basis, and registration of the owners, directors, management and security officers on an 18 month basis. This process entails SARS Clearance for companies and criminal checks on ALL employees.

7. The PSIRA requires that only trained handlers and dogs, trained by accredited PSIRA Training Centres, are permitted to handle dogs.
8. Gov. Gazette No.: 38632 Sub clause 4 Page 50 refers. The proposed new amendment act includes the licensing of animal movement, which in the security sector will be impractical due to the short and unforeseen last minute requirements the end user insists on. Security dogs are moved twice daily as a norm and adherence to this requirement will be absurd! We are referring to thousands of security dogs “moving” throughout South Africa on a daily basis.

9. In the past, applications for a PAPA license had taken months for processing – more than 9 months in one instance, and had cost R30-00, now we believe DAFF had requested R54 million for this procedure. See next paragraph, clause (c)
a.  Did you refer to the Animals Protection Act, 1962 together with all its amendments?

b.  Did you refer to the fact that the use of dogs in the security industry is subject to the rules and conditions as stipulated by PSIRA (Private Security Industry Regulatory Authority, formerly the Security Officers Board) and in particular to the Board Notice 15 of 1999, Government Gazette 12 February 1999, No.19740. and together with the later amendments.?
c. What is the exact purpose of the PAPA act? And does the Animal Protection ACT not more than adequately cover your concerns.
Lastly, this meeting should have taken place BEFORE the amendments were decided on and published, to say the stakeholders had been consulted prior to the start of the process, is incorrect. 
Please forward any submissions from “other stakeholders” that may counter the above, especially from the NSPCA, to the writer at sadaaccess@gmail.com 

I reserve the right to add and rebut any submissions made by other stakeholders.
I welcome questions from you and the committee and questions raised by other stakeholders in the security dog industry.
Nicholas Minnie
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