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The Mpumalanga Tourism and Parks 
Agency 

• The MTPA is the official nature conservation body for the province of 
Mpumalanga and deals mainly with the Green Issues (Biodiversity 
Conservation) as opposed to the Provincial Department which deals 
mainly with the Brown Issues (Environmental Policy, Planning and Co
ordination, Waste pollution, Air Quality Control, Impact Management, 
Environmental Empowerment, etc.) 

• The MTPA currently applies the Mpumalanga Nature Conservation Act, 
Act 10 of 1998 and the relevant Regulations and is not TOPS compliant. 

• The MTPA is the Issuing Authority for the Associated Private Nature 
Reserves 
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Overview 

1. Response to issues raised in Dr Pinnock's submission to the Portfolio 

Committee (Slides 4 to 33) 

2. Process flow - procedures leading up to the approval of the Associated 

Private Nature Reserves (APNR) hunting quotas (Slides 34 and 35) 

3. The lion hunt (Slides 36 and 37) 
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Response to Issues Raised 
Submission : Dr. D Pinnock 

• Legislation which is contradictory or not applied 

All hunting taking place in the Mpumalanga Province, including in the areas 
known as the Greater Kruger is regulated in terms of the Mpumalanga 
Nature Conservation Act, Act 10 of 1998 and the relevant Regulations to the 
Act. 

• Non-compliance, non-transparency and questionable trophy 
hunting practices 

Could you elaborate on non-compliance, non-transparency and 
questionable hunting practices and provide proof thereof, so that this could 
be addressed. 
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• Reputational damage caused by canned hunting to all hunting in 
these private reserves, particularly the hunting of lions. 

Please note that there is a clear distinction between so called "canned 
hunting" and the legal hunting of wild lions in Mpumalanga. 

No canned hunting is taking place on any of the reserves within the APNR. 
This is a misrepresentation of the facts. 

• ................ particularly the APNR where a controversial lion hunt 
recently took place ............. . 

The hunt you are referring to was in fact a hunt that was conducted legally. 
However, the anti-hunting fraternity and animal rightist movements are 
really trying very hard to create the perception that the hunt was "illegal" and 
"controversial". 
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• The APNR will tell you they need to trophy hunt to support anti
poaching. I would reply: How come Sabi Sands, which is a grouping 
much like yourselves, finds no need to hunt? 

The business models of the SSW and the ANPR cannot be compared, but 
are supported/described according to their respective management plans, 
as per their constitutions, and for the reasons for which these areas were 
declared for. 

A range of conservation-compatible models, not limited to tourism, is 
beneficial for the conservation and socio-economic outcomes of the Greater 
Kruger. There is no similarity between the business models of the SSW and 
theAPNR. 

www.mpumalanga.com 



I • 

• Here's the first issue: In terms of the Game Theft Act 105 of 1991, 
wild animals in this country actually don't exist. This is because it 
deems any animal adequately fenced in on private or public property 
to be owned and therefore no longer wild. 

We do not agree with this statement. It is our interpretation that only when 
game is kept or held on land that is adequately enclosed on private or public 
property are they deemed to be owned, but the game remains wild. All other 
game not sufficiently enclosed are deemed to be wild. 

Land shall be deemed to be sufficiently closed if, according to a certificate 
of the Premier of the province in which the land is situated, or his assignee, 
it is sufficiently enclosed to confine to that land the species of game 
mentioned in the certificate. 
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• As there are no unfenced areas in SA, there are no wild animals. 
Hunting and facilities like lion bone abattoirs, are therefore farming 
issues. 

We do not agree with this statement. There are indeed fenced areas that 
are not sufficiently enclosed in South Africa and therefor there are indeed 
wild animals that are not sufficiently enclosed. 

As open system, neither the Kruger National Park nor the APNR have 
certificates of adequate enclosure. These areas are not considered as 
farming areas, but are listed in the National Protected area registered, and 
governed through the environmental legislation (and not the Agricultural 
legislation). 
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• Who actually owns these legislatively un-wilded animals is another 
issue. Both Kruger Park and buffer reserves like the APNR claim res 
nul/ius (owned by nobody) as the basis of the agreement between 
them. 

The above is not a legal interpretation, but your interpretation. 

There is no such recognised term as "un-wilded" animals in any legislation. 
See comment on res nullius. 
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• As animals step over the invisible, unfenced line from the national 
park, their status is claimed to change from res publicae (owned by us 
all) to res nullius and trophy hunters can shoot them. 

The above is not a legal interpretation. 

Neither the Kruger National Park nor the APN R have certificates of 
adequate enclosure. Therefor neither have control over the movement of 
the animals and they move freely from area to area. 
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• Res nul/ius has no place in South Africa. It was first proposed as a 
political justification for white ownership of land in the Cape in the 
1830s and is closely linked to colonial and imperial notions of 
possession and ownership. It is in conflict with the South African 
Constitution. 

That is your opinion. The Game Theft Act is in place and recognised . 
Therefor the term "res nullius" is valid. The above is not a legal 
interpretation, and your opinion. 
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• According to the Game Theft Act, an animal's wild freedom ends 
the moment someone encloses it within a fence or pen or shoots it. 
In that instant it becomes private property. 

I believe your interpretation is correct. It is now "owned" as it is taken under 
control but it remains to be a wild animal. 
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• When the fences came down between Kruger and its western 
neighbours, however, the unintended consequence was that the 
private reserves were contained within a larger area safeguarded by 
the Protected Areas Act and, arguably, the law of res communis - in 
the public domain as a common heritage to humankind. 

The above is not a legal interpretation, but your interpretation. Note that the 
western neighbours are not National Parks but privately owned land. 
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• All animals in a national park are, for as long as they occur in the 
national park, deemed to be public assets held in trust by the State for 
the benefit of present and future generations as part of the public 
estate. 

The conservation areas bordering the KNP in the west are not National 
Parks, and are declared through the provincial legislation as Nature 
Reserves. The assets are not part of the KNP public estate. 

Once the animals cross the unfenced boundary, they are therefore not in 
the National Park anymore. 
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• 'They remain public assets even when they leave the national park. 
This is true of both damage causing animals as well as valuable 
animals.' 

Please provide us with the legislation from which this was quoted? We do 
not agree with your interpretation. Neither the KNP nor the APNR has ever 
been deemed as adequately fenced. No relevant legislation refer to 
"valuable animals". 
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• The implications are that when the fences came down between 
Kruger and the APNR, the animals in the private reserves became 
incorporated into the larger entity and, in terms of the Game Theft Act, 
became res communis. 

• And in terms of the Protected Areas Act they are Kruger animals 
under the park's protection. In permitting them to be hunted, the park is 
therefore allowing the destruction of public assets which it was 
established to protect. 

The above is not a legal interpretation, but your interpretation and opinion 
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• Kruger appears to sidestep this responsibility and make any 
enquiries difficult to the point of needing to extract information by way 
of PAIA requests. It: 

• Continually insists (as does the Associated Private Nature Reserves, 
the APNR) that animals hunted in the unfenced reserves along its 
border are not from the park, though they obviously are. 

Kindly provide us with the relevant scientific and monitoring information, e.g. 
marked animals of KNP that was hunted in the KNP (stating ownership of 
"KNP animals"). 

We therefore do not agree with your statement. The MTPA and SAN Parks 
responded to questions posted by a number of newspapers, SABC and 
accommodated an interview with Mr. Adam Cruise, a colleague of Dr 
Pinnock at Conservation Action Trust. 
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• It refused permission for a recent lion hunt in Umbabat, but the hunt 
went ahead anyway. We have yet to be told why. 

The MTPA initially did not approve the Umbabat's request for the lion as the 
scientific information relating to the lion population was outstanding. This 
information was subsequently provided to the MTPA Scientific Services and 
the quota was then approved. 

The MTPA is the Issuing Authority for the APNR. The final approval and 
decision is our responsibility. 
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• ........ the aforementioned hunt, it was acknowledged by the Umbabat 
warden that the lion was baited. This violates the Greater KNP 
Hunting Protocol for reserves which states:Hunting should be 
conducted according to set rules to ensure that the spirit of fair chase 
is honoured. It also states:The animal must be within its natural habitat 
under free-roaming conditions and must be in a position to escape 
the hunter. 

• Neither was true in the recent Umbabat lion hunt. 

The above statements are incorrect. The hunt took place in accordance with 
the above mentioned hunting protocol. APNR is part of a larger open 
system with animals roaming free. 
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• Baiting the animal also appears to violate the Threatened or Protected 
Species {TOPS) Regulations of 2007 which does not permit baiting 
during a hunt. 

We do not agree with this statement. The TOPS Regulations of 2007 allows 
for baiting of lion. The TOPS Amendment of 2008 does not allow baiting, 
however the Amendment has not been signed off by the NCOP. However 
the hunt however took place in accordance with the Mpumalanga Nature 
Conservation Act and Relevant Regulations. 
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• The MTPA has not signed the regulations for five years. But 
environmental lawyers Cullinan & Associates argue that conflict of 
this nature is dealt with in our Constitution and TOPS Regulations 
should prevail when it comes to the killing of a listed TOPS species. 

That may well be their interpretation. 

• They say, and I quote, 'the survival of the whole species in South 
Africa requires a uniform approach and cannot be dealt with 
effectively by each province making their own laws'. 

"They" may well say that. Please provide the full context from where this 
was quoted, including authors? 
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• There will be people in this chamber who will argue that the 2007 
TOPS regulations allowed the baiting of lion. Good news for lions 
and bad for lazy hunters is that an amendment in 2008 removed 
lions from the exception and baiting has been forbidden since 
then. I have not seen legislation to the contrary 

• So baiting the lion is therefore probably illegal. 

The MTPAAct allows for baiting. The use of the words "probably" 
illegal is therefore incorrect. The provinces of the Western Cape and 
Mpumalanga are not TOPS compliant. In any case the TOPS 
Amendment has not been signed off by the NCOP. Therefor the 
Amendment in not applicable. The hunting permit was issued in terms 
of the Mpumalanga Nature Conservation Act 10 of 1998 and the 
relevant Regulations which allow for the baiting of a lion. 
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• The reputational damage resulting from lack of transparency, 
confusion of responsibilities and secrecy was evident in the furore 
surrounding the hunting of the Umbabat lion, which was undoubtedly 
the pride male named Skye (one of his cubs were killed and his 
females were savaged shortly afterwards without his protection). 

Clarify the lack of transparency, confusion of responsibilities? 

The lion hunt was legal. The confusion was caused by the social media 
driven by the anti-hunting and animal rightist fraternities 
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• The public was denied the name of the hunter and PH, denied 
access to the hunting permit and denied access to the skin to check 
the identity. 

The information referred to above is confidential and not to be made public 
without the consent of the individuals involved. The skin and carcass is, as 
Dr Pinnock clearly pointed out, the property of the hunting client. Consent 
must be obtained from the client to view the skin. 

• The DEA said it would investigate but would await application of an 
export permit. The MTPA refused independent access to verify this. 

DEA did in fact do an investigation. The MTPA has not received the 
outcome of the investigation. 
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• The Umbabat warden, Bryan Haverman, is on record insisting that the 
hunted lion was an "elderly male lion that often encroaches into the 
north-eastern section of the Umbabat from KNP." But on 8 August the 
DEA emailed journalist Louise de Waal saying: "We wish to reiterate 
that the hunting permit did not stipulate as a condition that a specific 
lion should not be hunted. Accordingly, even if it is possible to verify 
that the skin of the hunted lion is indeed that of Skye, this would not 
provide evidence that any offences has been committed." 

A permit for the hunt of a male lion was issued. No offence was committed. 

Photos provided show that the hunted lion is not "Skye". 
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• If the lion was Skye, he was below the permitted age to hunt, which 
constitutes permit violation. 

It cannot be proven that the lion was below age. In fact all indications are 
that the lion hunted are older than 8 years. No permit conditions were 
violated. 

• After journalists discovered the hunt and began to ask questions, the 
amount of ducking and diving by officials has all the signs of a really 
bungled cover-up. It raises worrying questions about who they are 
protecting and why. 

Please clarify the "discovering of a hunt"? A legal permit as per protocol 
was issued by the MTPA. 
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• Their concerns include discrepancies on offtakes, non-compliance in 
reporting ... 

Please indicate discrepancies, non-compliance etc. etc. 

• hunting lions without informing Kruger rangers, 

• not signing the hunting protocol, 

• Umbabat requesting permits to hunt more buffalo in the hunt class 
than were on the reserve. 

The hunting quota on both elephant and buffalo were lowered and amended 
for the 2018/2019 hunting season for the Umbabat. 
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• Umbabat seemed to be of particular concern and 

• a request to hunt a lion and a leopard was refused (but the lion was 
hunted anyway). 

Please note that insufficient information was submitted, and hence the 
request was not supported. However, the MTPA followed a due diligence 
process, and recommended the quota based on scientific information 
obtained. 

• There was also concern about how income generated by hunts was 
used. 

Income is ploughed back into conservation management and security 
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• On the Umbabat lion hunt alone there has been massive international 
criticism and damage to Brand South Africa, which will reflect on 
tourism. 

• The APNR may be puzzled by this, and claim it's caused by publicity 
by journalists like myself and those they dub greenies. 

There is nothing wrong with reporting accurately on facts. The MTPA 
responded to a number of questions and even agreed to some interviews re 
this particular hunt. However, inaccurate reporting and the sensationalistic 
reporting to tell a "juicy" story and the miss-representation of information by 
journalists like Dr Pinnock created a skewed picture of this hunt. 

• What they seem unaware of is that hunting what appears to be a 
named pride male feeds into a general distaste for the hunting of 
lions resulting from canned lion hunting. 

Refer to earlier comments. We would like to emphasise that this was not 
canned hunting. Secondly, this was not a named pride male. 
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• I leave you with two suggestions. Trophy hunting is a large 
international past-time of, mainly, rich Americans and is too powerful 
and well-funded to stop at this stage. 

This represents your opinion. 

• But we, as one of the world's key wildlife countries, need to be able to 
control where it takes place and what is hunted. 

• To clean up our image tarnished by canned hunting we have to take 
radical steps. 

No canned hunting is taking place in the Greater Kruger.or in Mpumalanga 
for that matter 
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• Secondly, we should ban the hunting of all iconic and protected 
animals, all of which are under terrible threat from poaching across 
the continent. 

Refer to the Scientific Authority's Non-detrimental findings. Lions are not 
under threat. 

• Lion, elephant and rhino numbers crashing across Africa and tourists 
know that. It doesn't cut ice with them to say we have more here so 
we can kill them. 

As above. 
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• To the rest of the world, trophy hunting of these animals in the face of 
their massive illegal destruction appears insane and implicates South 
Africa in popular perception of aiding their decline. 

The hunting of wild lions are legal in South Africa. 

The lion hunt in Umbabat was not illegal. Clarify why it is used in the above 
context, and how you have been mandated to speak or comment on behalf 
of "the rest of the world". 
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Procedures prior to the approval of 
the APNR hunting quota 

1. Annual game census for all entities conducted towards the third quarter 
every year. 

2. Specialist studies relating to a number of species ongoing throughout the 

year. Lion, hyena buffalo etc. looking at amongst others numbers, sex 

and age classification of species, herd and pride dynamics etc. 

3. Hunting off-takes meeting held in forth quarter. Attended by all APNR 

entities, external ecologists I scientists, KNP and provincial conservation 

authorities. 

4. The off-takes requests of each of the entities are discussed in detail 

considering census results, current veld conditions and ecological status 

of the reserves, specialist reports on specific species, etc. 
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5. Consensus on species and numbers are reached based on the afore 

mentioned issues and sustainability. 

6. Each entity submit request and supporting documentation (census 

reports, specialist reports, signed hunting protocol, post season 

compliance reports, etc.) to the KNP for support. 

7. Following the KNP's support, the final requests are then submitted to the 

MTPA Scientific Services for approval of quotas. 

8. Once the off-takes quotas are approved permits are issued on application 

by the relevant entities 

9. Following the hunting season, a post season off-takes meeting is 

conducted to scrutinize compliance with the approved quotas and 

protocol. 
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The 2018 Lion Hunt 
1. Prior to the intended lion hunt, the MTPA received a permit application 

and issued a permit in terms of the Mpumalanga Nature Conservation 

Act, Act 10 of 1998 Section 13(b )(iii) and the relevant Regulations. 

2. The meeting to discuss the intended lion hunt was held in the Timbavati 

PNR at Chimanimani on the 25th of May 2018 

3. All the reserves, i.e. Timbavati PNR, Klaserie PNR, Umbabat PNR and 

Balule PNR, lodges, KNP, Provinces and more specifically the reserve 

representative that would attend the hunt was present. 

4. The hunt was discussed and on request of one of the lodges indicated 

that there is a specific male lion that they would not want to be hunted, as 

they view this lion with its pride with their guests. 
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5. One picture that clearly indicated the facial features of this lion was 

submitted to assist with the identification of the lion. 

7. The Umbabat management indicated that they would do all humanly 

possible not to hunt this particular individual. 

8. The condition to hunt the lion on bait was intended to enable the 

professional hunter and reserve representative and give them a fair 

opportunity to ensure that the lion hunted, is not the lion indicated on the 

picture. 

9. The Section Ranger adjacent to the KNP was informed of the intended 

hunt. 

10. The hunt took place in accordance with the relevant legislation and the 

Greater Kruger Hunting Protocol. 

11. The lion was successfully hunted on the 7th of June 2018 
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