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This report is, by and large, a consensus report of the High-Level Panel of Experts for the Review of Policies, Legislation
and Practices on Matters of Elephant, Lion, Leopard and Rhinoceros Management, Breeding, Hunting, Trade and
Handling (‘the HLP’) — as reflected in the set of goals and recommendations framed within Chapter Nine.

There are however some areas in relation to the HLP's identified goals and recommendations where it was not possible to
reach full consensus. In such cases, the report reflects these as majority and minority views as provided for in the HLP’s
Charter.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Given that South Africa is a developing country with immense socio-economic challenges, we need to understand the
role and contribution of the wildlife sector to the national Gross Domestic Product (GDP), social and economic
development, conservation, and to the protection and well-being of the environment and society in general. South
Africa has two wildlife conservation models: one that applies to public lands, and an alternative strategy for non-state
land. South Africa pursues a public conservation model on public lands, where the management of national parks,
protected areas and conservation areas prioritises the provision of public goods, public access and economic impact,
and emphasises unpriced conservation values. South Africa’s conservation success is attributed to state land as well
as non-state land. South Africa is a world-leader in conservation on non-state land, where it promotes conservation by
devolving property and resource use rights to ensure that wildlife is an economically-competitive land use option that
can displace (i.e. rewild) less ecologically-desirable land use options. This has led to 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. Outside of state protected areas, wildlife must compete in their value
proposition with less conservation-compatible land uses, such as agriculture, mining and housing, to be a preferred
land use option. Without combining the two models of public and private conservation, and properly and fully including
traditional council areas, the wildlife sector and conservation estate is at risk of decline in terms of shrinking land area
—and shrinking finances (e.g. if government has to increasingly fund the conservation bill with conservation funds that
are dwindling due to the preclusion of private finances through market-based approaches — or in the absence of other
incentivisation initiatives, such as exploration of an adaptation of the polluter pays principle (the user pays principle),
or trade via agreed quotas). In doing this, constitutional obligations of s24 have to be met for present and future
generations, namely: an environment that is not harmful to health or well-being, and protected in a manner that
prevents pollution and ecological degradation, that promotes conservation, and that provides for sustainable economic
and social development. The National Development Plan — the NDP 2030 - although recognising these conflicts and
challenges, paraphrases the s24 constitutional obligation as “the country needs to protect the natural environment in
all respects, leaving subsequent generations with at least an endowment of at least equal value.”

Despite the high reputation of South Africa as a global leader in conservation, especially of the iconic elephant, lion,
leopard and rhinoceros, there is, however, 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.

On 10 October 2019, the Minister of Environment, Forestry and Fisheries, Minister Barbara Creecy, gazetted the
appointment of an Advisory Committee (the ‘High-Level Panel’ or HLP) to “review policies, legislation and practices on
matters related to the management, breeding, hunting, trade and handling of elephant, lion, leopard and rhinoceros”.

As the HLP initiated its work, we identified the need for creating a shared vision of the broader context in which we
would frame any recommendations, and to ensure that these are well grounded in the practical realities, consistent
with the legislative framework, and aligned with societal and government aspirations. To provide this aspirational
horizon against which to reference our thinking, we identified the following consensus “working vision”:

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.

The HLP deliberations identified seven cross-cutting themes within which we could frame the issues of concern that
needed to be dealt with as part of our Terms of Reference (ToR), and for which we would need a deeper understanding
to inform our recommendations, namely: The Constitutional framework; Legislation and mandates; Land-use and the
South African wildlife model; Transformation in the sector; Education and capacity building; International position, and
Animal welfare.
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In addition, the HLP identified the need to engage with government stakeholders across the sector to gain a better
understanding of issues that were emerging from the work of the HLP. Furthermore, the HLP identified the need to
engage with previous processes which had been undertaken, and to engage with government stakeholders around
those processes, their outcomes, and the implementation of their recommendations to date.

Seven sub-committees developed situation reports for each theme, which identified key issues of concern, as well as
providing different ‘lenses’ from which to view the specific issues raised for each species within the ToR. The
Constitution underpins our work, and the sub-committee identified a number of areas of difficulty for which we needed
guidance in how our thinking needed to be framed by the Constitution, including: how animal welfare links to s24; if
sustainable use is, in fact, a right; concurrent national and provincial mandates; other rights in addition to s24, including
cultural and property rights; and how to go about balancing these when there are competing interests. We were
assisted in this by a detailed legal opinion, and a supplementary opinion commissioned on our behalf by Department
of Environment, Forestry and Fisheries (DEFF), to answer questions of concerns.

The Legislative and Mandates Sub-committee review highlighted: (1) that definitions and understanding of
sustainability and sustainable use within legislation requires revision; (2) Lack of cooperative governance, especially
within the 9+1+1 (Provinces, DEFF, DALRRD) method of regulation; (3) challenges relating to the structuring, and
implementation of the permit system; (4) weaknesses, gaps, and challenges in the implementation of legislation around
captive breeding; (5) inconsistencies between national and provincial legislation, among provinces, and in
implementation; and (6) several opportunities to strengthen national legislation as it relates to elephant and leopard,
and handling of elephant and leopard. In terms of the specific ToR, there is no legislation relating to the hunting of lion
or stockpiling, and legislation requires updating in terms of breeding, keeping and trade in lion and rhino, management
of elephant and leopard, and handling of elephant and lion.

The Land-use and wildlife model sub-committee identified challenges and risks in (1) conservation, management, and
sustainable use of the species, and their habitat; (2) land use rights and arrangements, ownership of wildlife and land,
(3) ‘wildness’; and (4) benefit flows. Concerns include: (1) inequities in access to natural resources; (2) perceptions of
over-regulation and over-management; (3) welfare and well-being; (4) irresponsible and unsustainable hunting
practices, unethical tourism practices and reputational damage to sector and South Africa; (5) poor understanding of
hidden environmental costs, and comprehensive socio-economic contributions and beneficiation; (6) State protected
areas’ mediocre performance, (9) intensive and selective breeding for commercial purposes, including trade in animal
parts (horn or lion bones). Specific issues included: the branding/reputation of the wildlife economy; constraints to
growth; fencing; poor data; poor government capacity to formulate and implement coherent regulatory frameworks;
and the outdated approach to managing human-wildlife conflict. Additional issues included: inability to assess the
contribution to conservation and bioeconomy targets; hunting quotas; permits, compliance, and enforcement issues;
welfare and ethical concerns; reputational risks (including welfare, domestication of wild animals, compromised
wildness); poor contribution of captive industry to conservation. When assessing different land-uses: the largest
opportunity was identified from building a wildlife economy in communal lands; the strongest need was for state
protected areas to contribute more strongly to socio-economic development; and the greatest risk was from captive
and intensive breeding to reputational risks and habitat degradation. There are massive untapped sustainable socio-
economic opportunities from growing an integrated, transformed wildlife economy.

Lack of transformation within the sector was identified as a critical weakness by all of the sub-committees in various
specific contexts, while the Transformation sub-committee identified that the forceful removal of people from their land
led to the current South African ‘Wildlife Model’, where the largest percentage of wildlife land is owned by the white
minority and by the state, with few wildlife resources on community lands. Although the democratic government has
intervened with a number of policies, the transformation of this wildlife model has been very slow. Challenges in respect
of ownership of, and access to, land and resources include: Community Property Association (CPA) failures and
governance challenges; lack of finance, knowledge, skills, access to markets and marketing; exploitation of
communities; challenges of benefit sharing; and unrealistic expectations. Importantly, besides specific disadvantages
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and exclusion of rural communities from the wildlife sector, lack of involvement by previously disadvantaged individuals
(PDls), in general, is a major concern, as well as the empowerment of individuals as owners. There is a general lack
of awareness within the African community, as well as broadly across government, of the Wildlife sector and its
potential.

The Education and Capacity Building Sub-committee highlighted gaps and the lack of articulation in legislation and
policy for supporting education, skills development, and capacity building within the sector, especially in terms of
redress, equity, and empowerment of PDIs. There are a lack of a Human Capital and Environmental Skills Plans to
empower provinces and state owned entities to develop capacity through training, mentoring, and upskilling of staff
and workers in the sector. There are huge demands for accredited skills training, upskilling, mentorship, and high level
skills across the sector work-force and emerging ranchers. There is a lack of Human Capital Instruments such as
Bursaries, Scholarships, Post-Doctoral Fellowship, Research Chairs and Centres of Excellence for the wildlife
component of the Environmental Sector. Capacity to harness the technological advances such as DNA technology
and database, biobank, camera traps, metal detectors, and bio-telemetry remains inadequate. Specific groupings
needing a focus for capacity development include new entrants to the industry, emerging ranchers, and communities,
including traditional leadership. Training in animal welfare in general is required, alongside training in business skills
relating to the wildlife economy.

The International Position sub-committee highlighted that South Africa faces four core challenges with respect to its
international position: (1) Globally, there are many different and sometimes competing value-based views and
ideologies with respect to these species, with interest groups, governments, and blocks, adopting, often, conflicting
positions. (2) Partly influenced by interest groups, national governments have their own varying and often competing
geopolitical interests, which will influence their attitude toward conservation matters. (3) Countries regulate their
interactions by way of international treaties, conventions, and protocols. South Africa is party to many such
agreements, which collectively frame and constrain its policies. (4) lllegal actors, including international organised
crime syndicates present a significant challenge to enforcement efforts, which often must be co-ordinated across
jurisdictions to stand a chance of succeeding. Thus, in deciding upon controversial wildlife policy issues that concern
competing interests between humans with differing values, humans and animals, and between individual animals and
the environment, South Africa must take into account the nature and extent to which these competing interests are
represented and defined by international interest groups and other national governments, in relation to the country’s
own national provisions and positions and obligations in terms of ratified international agreements. In terms of the
HLP’s specific ToR, when viewing this from an ‘international perspective’, there are major issues in terms of
management, trade and handling of elephant; breeding, hunting, trade, and handling of lion; and trade of black and
white rhino. These include concerns relating to: the management of the numbers and distribution of elephant
populations; commercial captive breeding and hunting of captive lions; animal welfare concerns relating to lion and
elephant handling, and captive lion and elephant interactions; and strong opposition and debates relating to ivory trade,
trade in live elephants, and trade in lion bones and rhino horn.

The Welfare Sub-committee identified issues around organisational challenges, including: flaws in the NSPCA model
requiring dependence on donor funding and general under-resourcing of capacity to address wildlife welfare; lack of
clarity of institutional arrangements and fragmentation; lack of representation of DEFF in welfare structures; and the
lack of permitting for traditional harvesting of wildlife resources leading to poaching and inhumane killing. In terms of
the animal welfare approach: there is no overarching wildlife welfare policy; the definition of well-being in the National
Environmental Management: Biodiversity Act of 2004 (NEMBA) revisions is narrow; the legal framework is dated; there
is poor understanding of welfare legislation and application; poor welfare standards; poor cooperation between
stakeholders; poor framing, development, or buy-in to the approach to welfare; a lack of an integrated approach such
as the ‘one-welfare’ approach; and, in general, there is lack of understanding of good and bad practice. More
specifically: management interventions of wild populations, including adaptive management, and tourism practices
and interventions for tourism products, are not subject to ethics controls; there is potential conflict of interest for vets
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within industry, and a lack of ethical controls on vet interventions; not all research goes through ethics committees;
there are no norms and standards for captive populations to provide for welfare controls/regulation; there are no
standards, guidelines or regulations for effective rehabilitation of animals. There is a general lack of broad regulations
pertinent to welfare for all wildlife and activities related to them.

The HLP initiated a broader public engagement process on 27 March 2020, through the publication of notices in the
Government Gazette and via newspapers — with members of the public invited 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. The HLP received over 70 written
submissions, which were all carefully considered by the panel. The HLP identified questions to these stakeholders for
additional clarity on their submissions, and invited all stakeholders who had made submissions to attend virtual
meetings with the panel, at which they were asked to present their responses, and during which members could pose
questions for additional clarity. A particular focus of the consultation was to gain understanding of the concerns, views,
opinions, aspirations, and opportunities available to members of communities living with the iconic species. To this
end, the panel met with the House of Traditional Leaders, the Congress of Traditional Leaders of South Africa,
Traditional Healer associations, People and Parks, and conducted six in person meetings with communities living
adjacent to reserves with the five species, in Northwest, Limpopo Mpumalanga, Kwazulu-Natal, and the Eastern Cape.
During these site visits, the HLP invited the relevant management authority to make submission on the conservation
and management of the species in those reserves. The HLP also met with the Parliamentary Portfolio Committee on
Environment. All of the inputs received were duly considered by the HLP, and these greatly enriched and enhanced
the thinking of the panel and had a strong influence on the final recommendations presented by the HLP.

In order to formulate recommendations, the HLP engaged in a facilitated workshop, which first provided focus to
support the identification of the ‘top 10" issues to be addressed, to deliver on the HLP’s ToR. The HLP established a
‘recommendations” drafting team, which fleshed out each of the ‘top 10’ issues — to include details in respect of context,
a goal, recommendations, and further suggestions for implementation. Various drafts were provided to HLP members
for comment, inputs, and suggestions for improvement. These draft recommendations were then considered by the
HLP in a second series of facilitated workshops, which provided an opportunity for HLP members to engage in robust
debate around the issues, with the drafting team then revising the proposals accordingly, for further consideration by
the full HLP. A protocol for the finalisation of the recommendations was agreed by the panel, with this providing a
systematic process for the review, refinement and adoption of recommendations. Through the process, 18 areas of
concern were identified as most important for the Minister to address, with these viewed as offering major opportunity
for the transformation of the sector for long-term conservation, as well as sustainable use of biodiversity, as exemplified
by the iconic species which form the core focus of the HLP.

The final workshops resulted in the adoption of 16 consensus goals and associated recommendations. However, there
were two further areas on which it was not possible to reach a consensus view (keeping of rhinos in captivity and
captive lion breeding and keeping) where HLP members confirmed their support for one majority view and one minority
view for the first area (keeping of rhinos in captivity). A majority and two minority views were established in respect of
the second area (captive lion breeding and keeping) — with each option supported with aligned detail in terms of the
context, goal, recommendations, and initial input on implementation.

In terms of the 18 areas of concern, the following is noted:

1. Firstly, the HLP recommends the development of a National Policy on Biodiversity and Sustainable Use, which
will provide context, clarity and strategic direction to all stakeholders.

2. The HLP highlights the importance of transformation of the sector, with empowerment and capacitation of
communities living with wildlife, and recognition of their traditions and culture, as practiced through the traditional
leaders and traditional healers.
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10.

1.

12.
13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

The HLP notes the importance of thriving populations of the five iconic species as catalysts for a vibrant,
responsible, inclusive, transformed, and sustainable wildlife sector, and has identified key aspects of wildlife land-
use and the wildlife model that can be improved to achieve this.

For ongoing growth and sustainability, the HLP recognises that capacity building, education, training, and
empowerment of human capital across the wildlife sector needs focus and attention.

Standards and practices within the wildlife sector need to meet the minimum acceptable standards for animal
welfare and well-being.

Many stakeholders identified inefficiencies and ineffectiveness of governance of the wildlife sector caused by
multiple mandates and dual competency between national and provinces, with this noted as requiring reform from
a legislative and implementation practice perspective.

Careful consideration of conflicting legislation, policy and mandates between Environment and Agriculture.

Rationalised and improved contribution of protected areas to support conservation and sustainable use of the five
species, and to aid in serving as drivers of regional rural economies.

South Africa’s international standing as a leader in conservation, and our reputation as a member of the global
community, is threatened by some wildlife practices and approaches in South Africa — with a protocol, key
interventions, and a risk mitigation and communication strategy required to deal with this.

The HLP emphasises the need for responsible, adaptive, transparent, and accountable management that secures
thriving and sustainable populations of the five species and their habitats, for the benefit of all (wildlife, wildlife
custodians, and society at large), while highlighting interventions to secure this.

The HLP identifies the need for South Africa to be repositioned and promoted as a destination of choice for legal,
regulated and responsible hunting of the five iconic species, recognising that this supports and promotes
conservation and rural livelihoods.

Live export of the five iconic species should focus on in situ conservation of the species within their natural range.

There is a need for development of an integrated, shared, strategic, approach to leopard management that
considers all the dimensions, and is inclusive of all stakeholders.

As the HLP recommends a policy position stating that South Africa does not envisage submitting an ivory trade
proposal to CITES as long as current specified circumstances prevail, alternative income streams need to be
identified to support both elephant management and urgent socio-economic development requirements of people
living with elephants.

The HLP recommends that South Africa should take a global leadership position on rhino conservation, and that
the Minister should lead a process of engagement to develop a consensus approach to both global conservation
of rhino, and a range state consensus on international commercial trade in rhino horn, that can be taken to CITES
when the Rhino Committee of Inquiry and Rhino Action Plan conditions are met; to this end, urgent progress
needs to be made with the implementation of the Rhino Committee of Inquiry recommendations, while alternative
benefit streams to international rhino horn sale are developed and implemented.

The HLP recommends investigating the full range of options for future stockpile use, taking into account social
and economic risks, costs, and benefits.

The majority of the HLP recommends that the current trend of increasing intensive management and registration
of rhino captive breeding operations is reversed within a period that allows for a sustainable conservation outcome,
through phasing out captive rhino breeding, and providing clarity that trade in captive rhino horn would not be
supported or approved prior to the Rhino Committee of Inquiry recommendations being met.
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18. Three different approaches to captive lions are presented by the panel, with the majority view being that, in future,
South Africa will not captive breed lions, keep lions in captivity, or use captive lions or their derivatives
commercially.

The HLP is confident that the recommendations we provide, and the broader integrated framework in which we
contextualise them, will facilitate resolution of the difficult decisions currently facing the Minister. We also believe that
the recommendations contained herein will enable a trajectory of radical transformation of the sector - with efforts
supporting the objective of long-term sustainability of wildlife conservation and the wildlife economy, for the benefit of
all of South Africa’s people. With this, the HLP hopes that our work will have gone some way towards laying the
foundation for the realisation of our vision for the wildlife sector:

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.
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1

1.1

INTRODUCTION, AND OUTLINE OF THE HIGH-LEVEL PANEL’S REPORT

Context to this report: Establishment of the High-Level Panel - and a year of delivery

On 10 October 2019, the Minister of Environment, Forestry and Fisheries, Minister Barbara Creecy, gazetted the
appointment of an Advisory Committee (hereafter referred to as the ‘High-Level Panel’, ‘HLP’ or ‘the Panel’) to “review
policies, legislation and practices on matters related to the management, breeding, hunting, trade and handling of
elephant, lion, leopard and rhinoceros’. The gazetted functions of the HLP included the following:

a)

“‘Review existing policies, legislation and practices on matters related to the management, breeding, hunting, trade
and handling of elephant, lion, leopard and rhinoceros (collectively referring to both black and white rhinoceros)?;

Review the implementation of the recommendations of the Committee of Inquiry into the feasibility, or not, of a
legal rhinoceros horn trade, and any future decision affecting trade-related proposals to CITES;

Conduct public hearings and workshops, and consider submissions, scientific evidence and other forms of
information; and

Identify gaps and make recommendations on the basis of the key focus areas.?”

Since its establishment, members of the HLP have worked consistently towards delivery on the gazetted functions and
requirements outlined within the formal Terms of Reference or ‘ToR’ (See Annexure A to this report) — with panellists:

Engaging in a preliminary induction workshop in late November 2019;

Establishing a Charter against which to guide the work of the HLP, with the intention of ensuring clearly defined
roles and responsibilities, governance arrangements and processes and procedures to guide the HLP in its
day to day functioning (with the full Charter included in Annexure B, attached hereto);

Identifying a set of thematic areas? and cross-cutting issues of relevance to the HLP’s work;

Dividing their efforts across seven thematic sub-committees — with each sub-committee tasked with conducting
research and analysis in relation to the thematic areas, while also developing a thematic analysis of the Terms of
Reference or “ToR'’ items related to the five iconic species;

Carrying out a historical review of sector-specific developments, events, decisions and outcomes leading up to
the establishment of, and informing the work of the HLP;

Collectively building a shared vision statement for the sector, and identifying a range of challenges/ problems
faced (analysing these from a cause and effect perspective, and developing a set of ‘problem complexes’);

! The species included within the HLP’s ToR are referred to at various points of this report as the ‘iconic species’ or the

‘target species’.

2South Africa. 2019. National Environmental Management Act, 1998 (Act No. 107 of 1998): Advisory Committee to

review policies, legislation and practices on matters related to the management, breeding, hunting, trade and handling
of elephant, lion, leopard and rhinoceros. Notice 1317 of 2019. Government Gazette, 652(42761): 4-6, 10 October
2019.

3 Thematic sub-committees focused on the following areas: (i) Constitutional framework; (ii) Legislation and mandates;

(iii) Land-use and the South African Wildlife Model; (iv) Transformation in the wildlife sector; (v) Education and
capacity building; (vi) International position; (vii) Animal welfare.
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o Using the above as one of the inputs into the identification of a set of ‘big issues’ — with these including points of
consensus, and areas of importance for further analysis, deliberation and testing (e.g. through research and the
stakeholder engagement process);

e Engaging with a range of stakeholders, via:

o A public sector stakeholder engagement process from November 2019 to June 2020;

o A broader public stakeholder engagement process, initiated through inviting submissions by gazetted
Notice, and via notices published in the press — with further engagement with stakeholders who submitted
inputs, via a series of online public engagement sessions;

o Consultations with community organisations, traditional leaders, traditional healers and other key
stakeholders, and with affected communities living alongside national and provincial parks?;

¢ Reviewing and analysing the inputs emerging from the above steps — and participating in discussions on process,
principles, ‘big issue’ and species-specific ideas and insights, in an effort to establish areas of consensus, partial
agreement and areas of disagreement; and

¢ Integrating the above inputs and associated recommendations into a final report, for submission to the Minister.

The HLP’s programme of work unfolded in parallel with the COVID-19 pandemic. This limited the prospects for face-
to-face engagements. Nonetheless, the HLP adapted its approach and succeeded in rolling out a significant
stakeholder engagement process that involved virtual interaction and, in some cases, a combination of virtual and
face-to-face sessions — undertaken in line with COVID-19 related precautions. The HLP continued to meet online to
engage on issues of process and substance, with the final HLP recommendations workshops taking the form of hybrid
online/ face-to-face sessions. All efforts ultimately focused on developing a set of fair, reasoned and well-considered
recommendations, for submission to the Minister.

1.2 Purpose of this report

This report serves as a comprehensive account of the HLP’s context and work — with the content detailing the HLP’s
functions, approach and the associated programme of work, alongside specifics relating to each phase of work
undertaken. It provides a record of activities, areas of engagement, key deliberations and emerging issues of
agreement, disagreement and partial agreement — and an associated set of recommendations. The report also serves
as a ready-reference source of information — providing HLP members and the Minister with information on the context
and background information underpinning the emerging recommendations.

It should be noted that not all views included here are consensus views. While the Chair and members of the HLP
have worked towards achieving consensus, all acknowledged that there would inevitably be cases in which this was
not possible. In such cases, the HLP has adhered to the approach specified within the ToR, which notes that:

e Interms of Clause 6.2.8:

o The Panel must seek consensus on the matters before it and present a report to the Minister that has
support of all Panel members. In order to achieve such consensus, Panel Members will need to
demonstrate a measure of flexibility and understanding for differences of views and/or opinions amongst
Panel Members. In the event, where such consensus cannot be obtained then the Panel’s report, with
clearly motivated areas of disagreement, can be submitted to the Minister. Notwithstanding this provision,
all endeavours must be made to seek consensus from all of the members of the Panel.

4 Undertaken with the support of and engagement with traditional authorities, Community Property Associations (CPAs)
and Trusts.
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In terms of Clause 13.2.5:

o In matters of substance where it is not possible to achieve consensus the record should reflect as such and
the record and report of the Panel should reflect both the majority and minority view on such issues.

1.3 Report structure

In order to fulfil its purpose, this report is structured as follows:

Chapter Two provides an overview of the contextual realities that led to the establishment of the HLP, and offers
details pertaining to the HLP — including its ToR, members, and their allocation across the HLP’s sub-committees.

Chapter Three summarises the HLP’s work and engagements.
Chapter Four presents an overview of information and the status quo of the five ‘iconic’ species.

Chapter Five provides specifics on the historical background pre-dating the HLP’s establishment - including
details relating to the legislative context, key events and engagements.

Chapter Six addresses ‘Phase One’ of the HLP’s information gathering and stakeholder engagement work —
where this included the initial thematic and information gathering efforts undertaken by the seven thematic sub-
committees, and the development of associated thematic papers.

Chapter Seven focuses on ‘Phase Two’ engagements — i.e. the public sector stakeholder engagements with
national and provincial departments, State Owned Entities/ ‘SOESs’, government agencies and research institutes.

Chapter Eight details the specifics of ‘Phase Three’ —i.e. the HLP's engagement with the general public, and with
community organisations and affected communities, including those living alongside protected areas within which
the five iconic species are found.

Chapter Nine details the HLP’s vision for the future of the sector, the principles underpinning the HLP’s approach,
the ‘big issues’ identified as critical for further engagement (i.e. to support the HLP in arriving at recommendations
for submission to the Minister) — and the emerging set of goals and recommendations relating to each of the big
issues (with content reflecting both majority and minority view(s), in those cases where minority views emerged).

The report also contains the following detailed annexures:

Annexure A: The HLP’s Terms of Reference;
Annexure B: The HLP’s formally adopted Charter;
Annexure C: The HLP’s programme of work;

Annexure D: The two legal opinions received from Senior Counsel, in response to the HLP’s briefing of the same
(with the opinions included as Annexure D1, and Annexure D2);

Annexure E: A full list of stakeholders who have directly contributed to the HLP’s work;
Annexure F: A complete list of inputs received, including submissions, reports, presentations and articles;
Annexure G: A list of the HLP’s and the HLP Secretariat’'s outputs®;

Annexure H: Executive summaries of all public sector engagements;

5> All HLP inputs and outputs as detailed in the respective registers have been maintained online via a document storage

and access web-based facility, following the close of the HLP’s work.
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o Annexure |: Executive summaries of engagements with general public stakeholders, with community leaders,
communities and members of affected communities;

e Annexure J: Acronyms and abbreviations; and

e Annexure K: Terminology used by the HLP.
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2 OVERVIEW OF THE HLP — AND EVENTS LEADING TO ITS ESTABLISHMENT
21 Developments and events leading to the establishment of the HLP

The dawn of democracy brought about political changes as well as associated sector-specific legal reform processes,
including in the area of environmental and biodiversity management. In 1996, the ‘environmental right’ provided for
within s24 of the Constitution of the Republic of South Africa, 1996, set the scene, and by 1997, the Draft White Paper
on the Conservation and Sustainable Use of South Africa's Biological Diversity was developed (see 5.2) in parallel
with the Consultative National Environmental Policy Process (CONNEPP), which resulted in the White Paper on
Environmental Management Policy for South Africa (see 5.3). This was followed by the development and subsequent
promulgation of biodiversity legislation under the framework of the National Environmental Management Act (Act No.
107 of 1998) (NEMA) (see 5.4). This included the National Environmental Management: Biodiversity Act of 2004
(NEMBA) and the National Environmental Management: Protected Areas Act of 2003 (NEMPAA). These pieces of
legislation were developed through a consultative process that involved interested and affected individuals of all
persuasions — with the process drawing considerable interest from stakeholders within and beyond South Africa’s
borders. Various regulations, norms and standards and management plans were subsequently developed to give
effect to the provisions of these Acts. These regulatory instruments and tools were developed and implemented
through a series of important events and milestones pertaining to the iconic species under consideration. These are
outlined in brief below.

In 2005, amidst rising public outrage around so-called ‘canned hunting’é, among other issues, the then Minister of
Environmental Affairs and Tourism set up a ‘Panel of Experts on Professional and Recreational Hunting’. The panel’s
deliberations were informed by public inputs and submissions, and research commissioned to look into specific areas.
It's work culminated in a detailed report that included recommendations in respect of the following: intensive versus
extensive production systems; captive-bred animals; import, translocation and genetic manipulation of wildlife;
gamebird hunting; put-and-take and canned hunting; bow hunting; ‘green’ hunting; other hunting methods; hunting in
protected areas; industry transformation; damage-causing animals; legal and institutional issues; self-regulation;
systems for a national regulatory framework; capacity at the industry level; capacity at government level; institutional
arrangements; and funding.

In 2006, the Minister established the Elephant Science Round Table or ‘SRT’ to advise on policies regarding elephant
management. The SRT met three times — and concluded that there was no immediate need for large-scale culling of
elephants in the Kruger National Park (Kruger National Park), but that elephant density, distribution and population
structure may need to be managed locally to meet biodiversity and other objectives. The SRT further highlighted that
the scientific information available to support informed decision-making on key aspects of elephant management was
insufficient. It also noted that elephant research to date centred on elephants alone, rather than on the ecosystem and
the social context in which they occur, or the range of management techniques that could be applied. As a result, the
SRT proposed a 20-year focused, integrated, collaborative and multi-disciplinary research programme that would
resolve fundamental questions relating to the management of South Africa’s elephants. The Assessment of South
African Elephant Management (‘the Assessment’) was subsequently conducted in 2007 — with this representing the
first activity in the elephant research programme as proposed by the SRT. The Assessment itself did not constitute
policy at any level, but rather focused on the interactions between elephants, humans and the ecosystems in which
the elephants occur, and on the ways in which elephants could be managed, based on their ecology, biology and
social significance. This assessment aimed to reduce scientific uncertainty relating to elephant management decisions

6 “Canned hunting” is a colloquial term for the hunting of an animal that is a put and take animal, in a controlled
environment, where the animal may also possibly be under the influence of tranquilisers.
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that needed to be made in the immediate and medium to long-term future. On 29 February 2008, the Minister
promulgated the National Norms and Standards for the Management of Elephants in South Africa.

In 2009, a moratorium on the domestic trade in rhinoceros (rhino) horn was implemented, in order to address the illegal
export of legally-obtained rhino horn from the country, and the illegal international trade. The concern was that this
trend would feed international demand, which would lead to an increase in rhino poaching.

In 2012, the Minister initiated the Rhino Issue Management process, in which a contracted Rhino Issue Manager (RIM)
was required to conduct a series of stakeholder engagements to facilitate the development of a common understanding
of key issues concerning the protection and sustainable conservation of the South African rhino population. Among
others, the RIM was also directed to compile a report to augment the Department’'s National Strategy for the Safety
and Security of Rhinoceros Populations. Finally, RIM stakeholder engagements were intended to help the Department
develop the South African position and statement in preparation for the Convention on Trade in Endangered Species
of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES) Conference of the Parties (COP) 16. In this final report, the RIM made
recommendations in respect of: funding; safety and security; conservation; and commerce and trade.

In 2013, the Minister of Environmental Affairs requested the Scientific Authority to investigate and assess the current
and potential risks of intensive and selective breeding of game on South Africa’s biodiversity heritage. An expert team
of scientists, with a diverse range of skills and experience, was established. Their resultant report was submitted to
the Minister in 2018. The report concluded that intensive management and selective breeding of game poses a number
of significant threats to biodiversity at an ecosystems and species level, while also threatening the prospects of other
sectors of the biodiversity economy of South Africa, potentially compromising the sector's current and future
contribution to biodiversity conservation.

In 2014, the Minister of Environmental Affairs appointed a Strategic Task Team (the ‘Committee of Inquiry in terms of
Treasury Regulations’) to assist the Department of Environmental Affairs (DEA) with preparations for CITES CoP 17,
focusing on rhino matters, considering that both white and black rhino species are impacted by high levels of poaching
and illegal wildlife trafficking. Discussion relating to legal and illegal trade involving specimens of rhino species is
ongoing in the context of CITES.

In 2015, following litigation by rhino owners, which the Minister of Environmental Affairs opposed, the High Court of
South Africa set aside the 2009 moratorium. The decision of the High Court was finally upheld by the Constitutional
Court on 30 March 2017, when it dismissed the Minister’s application for leave to appeal the High Court’s decision.
With the domestic moratorium set aside, domestic trade in rhino horn could take place, subject to the issuance of
relevant permits in terms of applicable legislation.

During August 2016, the DEA and all other relevant departments participated in the Rhino Conservation Lab (as part
of the wider Biodiversity Economy Lab), to identify challenges and develop detailed action plans and budgets to support
implementation of the 2014 Committee of Inquiry’s recommendations.

In March 2018, the third Biodiversity Economy Indaba was convened under the theme: ‘Entrepreneurs meet investors,
for a thriving and inclusive biodiversity economy’ — in this way bringing together various stockholders and aspirant
entrepreneurs in the wildlife, bioprospecting and eco-tourism sectors, investors and those from related markets. The
ultimate objective of the Indaba was to facilitate and drive discussions, with an aim of growing a sector that is seen as
having enormous economic potential, especially for communities that live in deep rural areas of the country. The
discussions were informed by the National Biodiversity Economy Strategy (NBES) Action Plan, adopted and approved
by Cabinet in 2015. This 14-year strategy is the country’s blueprint for sustaining the growth of the wildlife and
bioprospecting industries. The three-day Indaba was attended by more than 800 national and international delegates
and resulted in the adoption of key outcomes that centred on transformation of the biodiversity economy sector, and
the inclusion of Previously Disadvantaged Individuals (PDls) within the sector. Delegates agreed to pursue the
following:
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o Creating a conducive environment for fast-tracked transformation within the wildlife sectors;

e Addressing legislative hindrances through the harmonization of national and provincial legislation, the
centralisation of the permitting system and fast-tracking legislative processes in order to allow transformation;

o Awareness, skills development, capacity building programmes;

o International cooperation and branding the South African wildlife industry as a contributor to conservation,
sustainable use and enhancement of community livelihoods;

e Addressing risks and reputational issues;
¢  Ensuring meaningful community participation; and

e Encouraging partnerships and investment in the sector.

Despite the above, public concerns around various issues such as ‘wildlife economy’ related animal welfare, amongst
others, continued — with perceptions that the issues remained unaddressed. In August 2018, the Portfolio Committee
on Environmental Affairs conducted a colloquium on ‘Captive Breeding of Lions for Hunting and for the Lion Bone
Trade’. This colloquium resulted in a report that was adopted by the National Assembly on 6 December 2018, with the
Portfolio Committee taking the opportunity to “reassure South Africans that theirs is a caring and listening government.”
The report ultimately called for, among others, an end to the captive breeding of lions for hunting and the lion bone
trade.

On 19 March 2019, the then Minister of Environmental Affairs, Nomvula Mokonyane, met with the National Council of
Societies for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (NSPCA) and the South African Predators Association (SAPA), in
an attempt to find consensus on concerns around the breeding and welfare of lions in captivity, as well as the trade in
lion bones.

The NSPCA lodged a court application challenging government's ‘quota-system’ on lion bone trade, citing concerns
relating to the welfare of lions in captive breeding facilities, the impact on South Africa’s lion population, and the
prevalence of poor standards and concerning practices in captive breeding facilities. The resultant judgment (and other
related judgements) emphasised that an “integrative approach correctly links the suffering of individual animals to
conservation, and illustrates the extent to which showing respect and concern for individual animals reinforces broader
environmental protection efforts. Animal welfare and animal conservation together reflect two intertwined values™ —
with the court’s “...views ...located in the recognition that animal cruelty was prohibited both because of the intrinsic
values we place on animals as individuals but also to safeguard and prevent the degeneration of the moral status of
humans.?” The judgements embed animal welfare as linked to and reflecting constitutional values, and connect animal
welfare and biodiversity conservation through s24(b) of the Constitution. Furthermore, animal welfare is linked to the
moral status of humans, with reference to the history of South Africa, and past neglect. Finally, the judgements qualify
how our actions must not be inhumane or cause suffering, in line with the need to prevent ill-treatment of voiceless
beings, with animals’ suffering noted as “abhorrent and repulsive?”. The judgements place intrinsic value on animals
as individuals, dictating a more caring attitude to animals as sentient beings capable of suffering and experiencing
pain. Taken together, these judgements “speak to the kind of custodial care we are enjoined to show to the environment
for the benefit of this and future generations, including the prevention of unnecessary cruelty to animals — including
those which we may use for service or food”.

"National Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals v Minister of Justice and Constitutional Development and
Another (CCT1/16) [2016] ZACC 46; 2017 (1) SACR 284 (CC); 2017 (4) BCLR 517 (CC) (8 December 2016). p26.

8 National Council of the Society for Prevention of Cruelty to Animals v Minister of Environmental Affairs and Others
(86515/2017) [2019] ZAGPPHC 337; 2020 (1) SA 249 (GP) (6 August 2019). p18.

% National Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals v Minister of Justice and Constitutional Development and
Another (CCT1/16) [2016] ZACC 46; 2017 (1) SACR 284 (CC); 2017 (4) BCLR 517 (CC) (8 December 2016). p26.
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Minister Mokonyane felt it necessary to create an opportunity for the NSPCA, SAPA (representing lion breeders) and
the DEA to seek ways to bring the conservation, sustainable use, welfare and trade under an integrated regulatory
interface that would allow for input from the affected parties, with the intention of meeting the best interests of South
Africa, its natural heritage and its people. The Minister highlighted the need to strengthen governance, administration
and capacity in the management of wildlife — especially in the administration of permitting systems, compliance
assessments and institutional coordination.

2.2 Establishment of the HLP

The Department of Environment, Forestry and Fisheries (DEFF) is responsible for upholding the Constitutional
Mandate included within the Bill of Rights, with particular focus on the role of government as encapsulated in s24,
which provides for the environment to be protected through reasonable legislative and other measures that secure the
ecologically sustainable development and use of natural resources — while promoting justifiable economic and social
development. The Department' also plays a key role in supporting the operationalisation of the objectives of NEMBA,
including objectives relating to conservation, sustainable use and fairness and equitable sharing of benefits arising
from the use of genetic resources. The parameters in question refer to the protection of the environment through
measures that promote the environmental, social and economic imperatives for present and future generations.

Public concern on matters of captive breeding, handling, hunting and trade in lions, elephants, leopard and rhinoceros
specimens have implications for the country’s conservation integrity and reputation. Current issues of contention are
mainly related to conservation practices that are considered to be irresponsible, ethically questionable and/or
unsustainable. This is especially evident in several areas of conservation, including but not limited to the iconic species
in question.

It is with this backdrop that on the 3 December 2018, the Minister announced her intention to appoint a HLP to review
policies, legislation and practices on matters of lion, elephants, leopard and rhinoceros management, breeding,
hunting, trade and handling.

On 25 February 2019, the Minister issued an invitation to submit nominations for members of the HLP in Government
Gazette 42247 (Notice No. 243) and in different print media, with the deadline of 27 March 2019 for nominations. It
stipulated the following as requirements to serve on the HLP:

Members of the Advisory Committee, when viewed collectively, must be persons who: are suited to serve
on the Panel of Experts by virtue of their qualifications, expertise and experience the fields of
conservation management, and biodiversity policies and legislation; are committed to and subscribe to
the objectives and principles of conservation and sustainable use as enunciated in Section 24 of the
Constitution of the Republic of South Africa, applicable policies, the National Environmental Management
Act, 1998 (Act No. 107 of 1998), the National Environmental Management: Biodiversity Act, 2004 (Act
No. 10 of 2004) and its subordinate legislation, as well as provincial legislation; and have knowledge of
agricultural legislation, game management practices, and matters related to animal well- being.

The Notice also indicated that the Minister reserved the right to appoint persons as members of the Advisory
Committee who may contribute to diversity and innovative recommendations on the basis of their recent learning,
understanding of new-found technology and previously disadvantaged persons whose unique viewpoints may result
in novel approaches being adopted.

On 10 October 2019, the Minister of Forestry, Fisheries and the Environment, by notice in Gazette No. 42761,
established an Advisory Committee (the HLP) in terms of section (s) 3A of NEMA, to review practices, regulatory

10 Please note that all references to ‘the Department’ (with a capital ‘D’) relate to the Department of Environmental
Affairs, in its various configurations.
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measures and policy positions on aspects of conservation that are directly and indirectly related to hunting, trade,
captive keeping, handling of iconic species of elephants, rhinoceros (‘rhino’), lion and leopards.

23 TheHLP’s ToR

The HLP’s ToR requires panel members to draw from public hearings, submissions, scientific evidence and other
forms of information gathering, to support the evaluation and assessment of current practices, regulatory measures
and policy positions. The ToR outlines the scope of work, roles and responsibilities, and the duration of work — with
the HLP called on to:

o Review existing policies, legislation and practices on matters related to the management, breeding, hunting, trade
and handling of elephant, lion, leopard and rhino (collectively referring to both black and white rhino).

¢ Review the implementation of the recommendations of the Committee of Inquiry into the feasibility, or not, of a
legal rhino horn trade, and any future decision affecting trade-related proposals to CITES.

e Conduct public hearings and workshops, and consider submissions, scientific evidence and other forms of
information.

o |dentify gaps and make recommendations on the basis of the key focus areas.
The ToR further highlights the fact that each of the five species, namely elephant, black rhino, white rhino, leopard and

lion, are deemed to be ‘iconic species’, with this presenting both opportunities and challenges in respect of
management and utilisation, for various reasons.

The areas of work in respect of which the HLP is expected to assess and provide policy positions are provided in the
table below.

Table 2.1: HLP areas of work, in relation to the five iconic species

Area of work Species involved and their derivatives
Keeping in captivity Elephant, rhino and lion
Breeding in captivity Lion
Hunting Elephant, rhino, captive-bred lion and leopard
Population management Elephant, rhino and lion
Trade Elephant (ivory), rhino and rhino horn, lion bones, leopard skins
Stockpiling/ management of stockpiles Elephant ivory, rhino horn and lion bones/ skeletons
Impact and benefits Elephant, rhino, lion and leopard
Handling and well-being Elephant, rhino and lion
Demand (domestic and international) management | Leopard products, e.g. skins, claws, teeth

The figure below provides a diagrammatic representation of the HLP’s ToR in relation to the five species.
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Figure 2.1: HLP areas of focus in relation to the five iconic species
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24 Members of the HLP

By the closing date for nominations, the Department had received a total of 90 nominations, 64 of which were for male
nominees, and 26 of which were female nominees. Furthermore, 53 nominees were white, 35 were African and 2 were
Indian. The ages of nominees ranged from 23 to 80.

On 1 August 2019, the Selection Panel, headed by the Director-General and consisting of senior officials from the
Department, South African National Parks (SANParks), the South African National Biodiversity Institute (SANBI) and
the Department of Agriculture, Land Reform and Rural Development (DALRRD), evaluated the nominations. The
selection was finalised by the Minister, taking into consideration the requirements as advertised, the size of the panel,
and financial implications — with this process concluding in the appointment of the individuals listed in the table below.

Table 2.2: Members of the HLP

No. | Title Names Surname Profile Notes

1 Ms Aadila Agjee The head of the wildlife project for the Centre for o Resigned from the
Environmental Rights. Her specialities include HLP in January 2020,
environmental legal matters, litigation, legal citing unforeseen
regulations for welfare of wild animals and circumstances which
compliance, legislative review, animal rights and precluded her
welfare legislation. participation.

2 Prof | Brian Child Directed the Peace Parks Foundation’s Community | e Member of Land Use
Development Programme. A Doctor of Ecology, Sub-Committee
Prof Child specialises in economics, governance,
nature conservation, communal area management,
indigenous resources and campfire initiatives.
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No. | Title Names Surname Profile Notes

3 Mr Kule Chitepo Executive Director of Resource Africa; Chairperson | e Theme Lead of the
of the IUCN Species Survival Commission on International Position
Sustainable Use and Livelihoods. A trans-boundary Sub-Committee.
biodiversity conservation expert, Mr Chitepo  Member of
specialises in community development, policy Transformation Sub-
development on rural communities, exposure to Committee
trade, resource mobilisation and the promotion of
sustainable use of natural resources and
livelihoods.

4 Ms Ashleigh Dore Manages the Wildlife and Law Project at the o Member of the
Endangered Wildlife Trust and is an admitted Constitution Sub-
attorney. Ms Dore specialises in environmental law, committee
nature conservation, wildlife in trade and o Member of Legislation
restorative justice. She also represents women and ST
youth in the conservation sector.

o Member of the
International Position
Sub-committee

o Member of the
Welfare Sub-
Committee

5 Mr Stewart Dorrington The Chairman of Custodians of Professional o Member of the
Hunting and Conservation South Africa. Transformation Sub-
Specialises in wildlife conservation, hunting and committee
game farming.

6 Inkosi | Mpumalanga | Gwadiso The Chief and Chairman of the Amakhonjwayo o Member of Land Use
Traditional Council. Co-founded and member of the Sub-Committee
House of Traditional Leaders. Serves as a human o Member of
rights activist who specialises in community Transformation Sub-
development, community and traditional Committee
leadership.

7 Kgosi | Edward Mabalane The King of the Baphiring Nation, Mabaalstad, and | e Member of
member of the House of Traditional Leaders. He Transformation Sub-
specialises in community leadership, and is Committee
competent in restorative justice, local government
administration and cultural heritage promotion.

8 Mr Reuben Malema Managing Director of game meat company: Black o Member of Land Use
Evolution Products. Specialises in the sustainable Sub-Committee
use of wildlife, policy development in agriculture oW
and business management, wildlife ranching and Transformation Sub-
food security. He is a member of the DAFF Committee
Ministerial Advisory Committee on Game Meat
Regulations.

9 Dr Kelly Marnewick Lecturer with the Tshwane University of o Member of the Land
Technology. She is a specialist in conservation Use and Wildlife
biology and wildlife management of large Model Sub-committee
carnivores, chair of the African Lion Working group
and vice president of the Southern African Wildlife * rTehc?)rEsetihiz(cji (\)/{/‘tarllére
Management Association. Sub-Committee

10 | Chief | Livhuwani Matsila Chief of the Matsila Village and Founder and e Joined the HLP in July

Director of the Matsila Community Development
Trust.

He has worked in the conservation and wildlife
space at training, provincial protected areas agency
and national government levels.

2020

e Member of the Land
Use and Wildlife
Model Sub-Committee

Page 21 of 582




HIGH-LEVEL PANEL REPORT

15 December 2020

No. | Title Names Surname Profile Notes
11 | Ms Lulama Matyolo A member of and Deputy Secretary of the National | e Theme Lead of the
Lorrain People and Parks Steering Committee, Ms Matyolo Constitution Sub-

now runs a legal practice, Matyolo and Associates Committee
— specialising in mediation, conciliation,
adjudication and legal and legislative drafting. She * ¥rzr::f?)rrr$1;tion Sl
is the former Secretary of the National Council of Committee
Provinces, and also previously served as acting
Chief Parliamentary Legal Advisor.

12 | Mr Teboho Mogashoa The president of Wildlife Ranching SA. Highly e Theme Lead of the
experienced in conservation, game ranching and Legislation Sub-
wildlife farming, and in investment promotion in the committee
South African economy through the wildlife sector.

13 | Mr Mavuso Msimang Previous winner of the WWF-SA Living Planet o Original Chairperson.
award, Public Service by United Nations Economic | Resigned in March
Commission for Africa award and award in 2020, due to health
Excellent Services rendered to Conservation and reasc;ns
Prestigious Fred Packard by the IUCN World
Commission on Protected Areas. Chairman of
WWE-SA Social, Ethics and Transformation
Committee and Corruption Watch. He is a
specialist in nature conservation, institutional
development, tourism development and community
development.

14 | Dr Tshifhiwa Nangammbi Dr Nangammbi is a Senior Conservation Lecturer | e Member of the
at Tshwane University of Technology, and a Education and
specialist in Curriculum Development in genetics. Capacity Building
She piloted the establishment of a Wildlife Sub-committee
Biological Resource Centre, and also established
the Molecular Genetics Lab at the University of
Venda. She is involved in the empowerment of
previously disadvantaged individuals and students.

15 | Ms Lizanne Nel Conservation Manager of SA Hunters and Game o Member of the Land
Conservation Association. Ms Nel is a conservation Use and Wildlife
specialist and lecturer. She is a member of the Model Sub-Committee
IUCN specialist group and is experienced in o Ad-hoc Member of
hunting, livelihoods, sustainable use, wildlife Transformation Sub-
management, policy development and advocacy, Committee
community development and ecotourism
development.

16 | Prof | Edward Nesamvuni Has a doctorate in animal breeding and o Theme Lead of the
reproduction. A former Board member of Education and
Agriculture Research Council, Limpopo Agricultural Capacity Building
Colleges and former Head of the Limpopo Sub-Committee
Department of Economic Development,

Environment and Tourism. He specialises in
sustainable agriculture, nature conservation and
research in animal breeding and reproduction, land
reformation for rural development and policy
development.
17 | Ms Esther Netshivhongweni | Chairperson of the Wildlife, Eco-tourism, Bio- o Theme Lead of the

prospecting and trade Association of South Africa
(WEBASA) and Limpopo People and Parks
Community Forum, and serves in the board of
directors of Professional Hunter's Association of
SA. She is highly experienced in community
conservation management and the sustainable use
of wildlife.

Transformation Sub-
Committee
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No. | Title Names Surname Profile Notes

18 | Ms Sibusiso Ngcobo A chairperson of Kana Uyhukunga Mvele, Women | e Member of
in Conservation NPO, a member of National Transformation Sub-
Coordinating Body for Desertification and Land Committee
Degradation, and a member of the Multidisciplinary
Expert Panel on Intergovernmental of Science-

Policy on Biodiversity and Ecosystem. She’s an
advocate for women'’s participation in conservation
issues, she is experienced in matters relating to
conservation and sustainable use, women in
conservation, and is a strategic development and
implementation specialist.

19 | Hosi | Pheni Ngove Chief of the Nghonyama Royal House. Was a o Member of
former member of Limpopo Provincial Arts and Transformation Sub-
Cultural Council, and served as a member of Committee
Projects and Programmes of the National
Development Agency Board. He has knowledge * yviﬁ?:rirgzéﬁe
and experience in matters relating to indigenous Committee
knowledge systems in South Africa, breeding and
community development.

20 | Prof | Rob Slotow The Pro-Vice chancellor of the University of e Theme Lead for the
KwaZulu-Natal Prof Slotow holds a doctorate in Land Use and Wildlife
biology. He is an expert in research on genetics Model Sub-committee.
and conservation of large mammals, and M
specialises in corporate governance and species- Constitutional
related policy development, economics, animal International Isosition
physiology, welfare and protected areas and Welfare Sub-
management. committees.

21 | Mr Deon Swart CEO of the South African Predator Association. o Member of Land Use
Experienced in wildlife conservation, policy and Wildlife Model
development and conservation management, Sub- Committee
captive breeding of lion, the national and
international wildlife trade, as well as monitoring
and enforcement, nature conservation, compliance
monitoring, hunting and management planning
development.

22 | Mr Michael 't Sas Rolfes An environmental resource economist who is a o Theme Lead of the
specialist in legal and illegal markets for wildlife International Position
products. He is knowledgeable in sustainable use, Sub-committee
an expert in the analysis of wildlife trade policy for |  \iamber of Land Use
high value species and works closely with and Wildlife Model
international bodies such as International Sub-Committee
Conservation Union (IUCN), United Nations
Environment Programme (UNEP) and the
Convention on Trade in Endangered Species of
Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES).

23 | Nkosi | Mabhudu Tembe Chief of the Tembe Traditional Council. Nkosi o Member of
Tembe is a political activist who specialises in Transformation Sub-
community development. He is a former member of |  Committee

iSimangaliso Wetlands Parks Board and Ezemvelo
KwaZulu-Natal Wildlife Steering Committee, and a
former Chairperson of Umkhanyakude Local House
of Traditional Leaders. Currently, Nkosi Tembe
serves as an Executive Member of the Provincial
House of Traditional Leaders.
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No. | Title Names Surname Profile Notes

24 | Ms Karen Trendler The chairperson of SANParks’ Ethics and Animal o Originally Co-
Use and Care Committee, working group member champion for the
of the SABS code of Practice for Translocation and Welfare Sub-
Capture of African Herbivores, Code on Zoo committee.
Standard and Animal Experimentation. A member .
of the National Council of SPCAs and Lion ) Eﬁ??maff;g;gedue
Coalition, Ms Trendler is a wildlife rehabilitation to health reasons.
expert with experience of wildlife welfare ethics and
trade nature conservation, and training in wildlife
management.

25 | Mr Dries van Coller President of the Professional Hunters’ Association | e Member of the Land
of SA — and a specialist in agriculture and wildlife Use and Wildlife
conservation, game farm management, community Model Sub-committee.
participation and hunting.

26 | Ms Pamela Yako Managing Director of Zenande Leadership o Current Chairperson

Bulelwa Consulting — and an expert in environmental policy of the HLP.
development and women empowerment. She’s a
former chairperson on National Tourism Board
who’s well experienced in municipal governance,
stakeholder facilitation and financial strategy
development and sustainability planning.

27 | Dr Theresa Frantz Head of Environmental Programmes Unit of the o Joined the HLP in July
World Wide Fund for Nature South Africa (WWF- 2020.
SA), with experience in marine and environmental | ot
law. Dr Frantz has worked at SANBI on research gﬁ;ﬂ gzznor;!;teeg;slauon
supporting the Scientific Authority and worked in
marine and coastal resources research with DEA.

28 | Dr Andrew Muir CEO of both Wilderness Foundation Africa and o Joined the HLP in July

Wilderness Foundation Global. He has run
conservation and developmental NGO’s for over 30
years and is one of South Africa’s most influential
conservationists and social entrepreneurs. He is a
specialist in protected area expansion and
management; sustainable and eco-tourism
development; advocacy and youth and community
development.

2020.

e Member of the
reconstituted Welfare
Sub-Committee
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3 WORK CARRIED OUT BY THE HLP

The content below provides further detail on the HLP’s work, from the point of establishment, through to its final
submission of the Minister. This expands on the overview provided in Section 1.1 of this report. A further level of detail
of the full programme of work and associated milestones is provided in Annexure C.

3.1 Overview of the HLP’s Programme of Work

The HLP’s initial planning work centred on understanding its ToR in full - with specifics in relation to the HLP’s work,
roles, responsibilities and timeframes used to establish an initial programme of work. While this programme
evolved over time, the key milestones and associated deadlines remained the same. The HLP’s work has been
supported by a Secretariat team, with the head of the Secretariat maintaining this programme across the HLP’s
lifespan.

The figure below provides a graphical representation of the Programme of Work, inclusive of timeframes and
milestones. Further details relating to each of the key steps is included in the text that follows.

Figure 3.1: Overview of Programme of Work, and associated milestones
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3.1.1 Initiation — and HLP induction

The HLP started its work by way of a two-day Induction Workshop and Inaugural Meeting, held at the Regency Hotel
in Gauteng on 28 and 29 November 2019. The purpose of this event was member orientation, the building of a working
relationship between HLP members, the Department and the Secretariat, and the confirmation of the Department’s
ongoing support to the HLP. During the inception meeting, and guided by its ToR, HLP members identified a number
of strategic cross-cutting issues seen as relevant to all five species. Members further agreed that a common
understanding of these issues was required prior to the consideration of species-specific issues. To this end, the issues
were grouped into the following thematic areas — with it agreed that position papers would need to be generated by
Co-Champions, to ensure a sound foundation for the HLP’s work:
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Constitutional framework: To formulate a problem statement regarding the interpretation of the ‘environmental
right contained in s24 of the Constitution".

o Legislation and mandates: To conduct a gap analysis on the relevant legislation, in order to identify challenges,
including interpretation issues.

e Land-use and the South African Wildlife Model: To develop an understanding of different types of wildlife land
use and the South African Wildlife Model that brings management approaches and wildlife economics into the
context of national conservation of the five species, and the broader South African economy.

o Transformation in the sector: To define ‘transformation’, in order to find a common understanding of the meaning
as far as it relates to the wildlife space — and to understand the extent of value chain linkages, as far as they relate
to transformation of the wildlife sector.

o International position: To investigate and explore South Africa’s policy positions in relation to various
international obligations and constraints, including reputational and geopolitical concerns.

o Education and capacity building: To explore the existing gaps in legislation for supporting education, skills
development and capacity building as well as the lack of responsiveness of training institutions to industry needs.

o Animal welfare: To explore the need for policy or guidelines for managing welfare practices in relation to all
activities accepted as the 'sustainable use’ of elephants, rhino, leopards and lions.

In February 2020, the HLP also crafted a draft vision statement that was seen as reflecting a common understanding
of the desired future state with regard to wildlife in South Africa — with this providing a foundation from which members
could proceed as they worked through the issues pertaining to each of the thematic areas.

“Radically transformed, restored and rewilded rural South African wildlife landscapes, symbolised by
thriving populations of elephant, lion, rhinoceros and leopard, as flagships for a vibrant and inclusive
wildlife economy.”

This vision was updated further in September 2020, with the HLP adopting the following as its final guiding vision for
the sector:

“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.”

3.1.2 Thematic sub-committees

In their deliberations on the management and current utilisation of the species under consideration, members of
the HLP further divided into sub-committees in order to achieve a common understanding of both the thematic
areas and cross-cutting issues. The sub-committees were:

o Established to carry out the mandate of the HLP, per thematic area;

e Mandated to facilitate all progress and work relating to their assigned thematic areas, but with an option to be
involved in and assist other sub-committees;

o Regarded as working committees — with members expected to participate appropriately and assist in meeting the
sub-committee’s objectives, as determined by the HLP;

11 The Constitution of the Republic of South Africa, 1996 (Act No. 108 of 1996).
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o Established to enhance proactive contribution during sub-committee meetings and in attending to sub-committee
business between meetings, including:

o Achievement of quality thresholds of contributions in terms of technical content, innovation, comprehension
and timeliness (which is relevant to each members’ areals of expertise);
o Regular, active and constructive participation in meetings;
o Tasked with providing specific and general proactive feedback on issues and developments of relevance to the
HLP’s objectives; and

e Responsible for reporting back to the members of the sub-committee and/ or the HLP.
Summaries of working versions of the sub-committee reports were presented at a few intervals, with the final set
of submissions reviewed and discussed at a business meeting of the HLP in September 2020. The consolidated

set of sub-committee summary reports are included here, as Chapter Six of this report — with each of these
supported by more detailed content and annexures.

3.1.3 Public-sector stakeholder engagements

Stakeholder consultation or engagement is one of the key mechanisms that the HLP has used to obtain meaningful
and valuable inputs from a wide range of stakeholders. The HLP’s ToR reflects on a range of stakeholders — with the
figure below serving as a graphical representation thereof.

Figure 3.2: Stakeholders identified within the HLP’s ToR

Government/ Regulators/
Conservation Agencies (National
& Provincial)

Industry, Game
Ranchers, Hunting
Associations

Communities adjacent to Big 5
Protected Areas

Traditional leaders,
traditional healers
and community
bodies

Media

Animal welfare and

rights Groups NGOs

The HLP focused on engaging with both public sector stakeholders and public stakeholders. In this report, the term
‘public sector stakeholders’ is used to refer to Organs of State, as defined in terms of s239 of the Constitution. The
term ‘public stakeholders’ refers to the wildlife industry, civil society, members of the public, non-governmental
organisations (NGOs), traditional leaders, traditional authorities, other communities, and other organised associations
with an interest in the work of the HLP. Chapter Eight reflects a further breakdown of public stakeholder
representations, with this category broken down into those who fall within (1) the ‘general public’; and (2) ‘affected
communities’, traditional authorities and community organisations.
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Public sector stakeholder engagements took place through various mechanisms. The HLP consulted public sector
stakeholders during a workshop on 12 and 13 March 2020, with participants including relevant national and provincial
government departments, provincial conservation authorities, and state entities. Discussion focused on topics related
to the thematic areas, after which stakeholders proposed a number of additional issues for consideration by the HLP.

Further to this session, the HLP conducted issue-specific hearings with public sector stakeholders, inclusive of
departments, provinces and entities. These hearings covered the following issues:

e The Rhino Committee of Inquiry and Lion Colloquium on captive lion breeding and hunting;
o Scientific Authority and tourism;

e Legislation;

e Law enforcement;

¢ Transformation and biodiversity economy;

¢ Intensive breeding;

e Panel of Experts on Hunting Report; and

e SRT on Elephant and Assessment.

From November 2019 to June 2020, the HLP consulted the following organisations in pre-lockdown workshops and
meetings, and via virtual meetings thereafter —

Department of Agriculture, Land Reform and Rural Development (DALRRD)
o Department of Tourism

o Department: Environment, Forestry and Fisheries (DEFF)

o Directorate for Priority Crime Investigation (the ‘Hawks’)

o National Prosecuting Authority (NPA)

o Provincial Departments and Conservation authorities involved with the 5 species
o South African National Biodiversity Institute (SANBI)

o South African National Parks (SANParks)

o State Attorney Services

o The Scientific Authority of South Africa

o The South African Revenue Service (SARS)

Chapter Seven provides further detail on the public sector consultation process and the key messages arising, with
specifics relating to these engagements also summarised in Annexure H.

3.1.4 Initiation of the broader public stakeholder engagement process

On 27 March 2020, following the public sector stakeholder workshop, the HLP initiated the broader public engagement
process by inviting stakeholders, through notices in the Gazette and newspapers (the Star (2 April) and City Press (5
April)), 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. A sixty-day period was initially given for such submissions (i.e. to the end of May 2020), but due to the
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impact of COVID-19, the HLP decided to extend the duration by two weeks, giving stakeholders additional time to
provide submissions.

Chapter Eight includes further specifics associated with this phase of the stakeholder engagement process — and
reflects on the messages emerging from the individual inputs received, with these in excess of 70 submissions.

3.1.5 Development on an interim report

As per the HLP’s Programme of Work, the HLP produced an Interim Report on 8 March 2020, with this report reflecting
the work done by the thematic sub-committees, while also providing a contextual basis for assessing the species-
specific issues, as contained in the ToR.

3.1.6 Initial problem analysis workshop

HLP members participated in an online workshop which took place on the 12 June 2020, facilitated by Professor Brian
Child. This workshop gave HLP members a chance to reflect on the work and consultations undertaken to date, to
explore and identify key issues, and to establish an HLP vision for the wildlife sector — with the latter used to further
guide the Panel’'s work.

The outcome of the workshop was a ‘raw’ list of problems, to be considered for use in the development of a cause and
effect ‘problem tree’. Broad ‘problem complexes’ were identified, including but not limited to the following: missing
wildlife policy; transformation; a lack of cooperative governance - local, provincial and national spheres; research,
monitoring and adaptive management; administration, regulation and challenges in implementing legislation; non-
compliance of the industry; trade restrictions, bans and illegal use; special interest groups; fencing and fragmentation
of land; animal welfare; sustainability; protected areas; competition for land; and other drivers.

3.1.7 Historical review

The HLP recognises that a significant amount of work has been carried out in respect of the five species, in the years
prior to the HLP’s appointment. Given this, the Panel undertook a historical review through a desk-top analysis of
literature and engagement with involved parties, familiarising itself with the historical background leading up to, and
informing, its work — as a way of ensuring a more solid understanding of the status quo. Some of the founding
documents, pieces of legislation and events taken into consideration include the following — with these, and others,
included in the analysis contained in Chapter Five of this report:

o The Constitution, 1996

e The 1997 Draft Biodiversity and Sustainable Use Policy

o The 1998 Environmental Management Policy

e The National Environmental Management Act (Act 107 of 1998)

¢ The National Environmental Management: Protected Areas Act (Act 57 of 2003)
o The National Environmental Management: Biodiversity Act, 2004 (Act No. 10 of 2004)
o The 2005 Panel of Experts on Professional and Recreational Hunting

e The 2006 Elephant Science Round Tables

e The 2012 Rhino Issues Management (RIM) process

e The 2014 Committee of Inquiry into the trade in rhino horn

e The 2016 Rhino Lab
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e The 2018 Report on Intensive and Selective Game Breeding

o The 2018 Parliamentary Colloquium on Captive Lion Breeding for Hunting and Lion Bone Trade

3.1.8 HLP workshops held on 31 August to 1 September, and 8 to 9 September 2020

HLP members took part in two further workshops (31 August to 1 September 2020, and 8 to 9 September 2020),
building on the HLP’s initial problem analysis workshop, as held on 12 June 2020. During these sessions, members:

o Engaged on the key messages and insights emerging from the work of the thematic sub-committees (with the
sub-committee reports distributed prior to this session, for engagement prior to adoption);

o Took stock of all the sources of information shaping the HLP’s work and findings to date (including the HLP’s ToR,
submissions received from public sector engagements and via the broader public engagement, content reflected
within the Situation Analysis Report, insights derived from the problem tree analysis, and key messages emerging
from the sub-committee work);

¢ Reviewed and finalised the HLP’s understanding of and vision for the sector — drawing insights from the initial
visioning work to arrive at an updated vision statement; and

¢ |dentified a preliminary set of points of consensus, alongside quick wins and ‘sticky issues’ that would need to be
addressed, as part of the journey towards formulating recommendations.

Across these workshops, plenary and breakaway sessions were used as opportunities for in-depth engagement on
the substantive matters arising, drawing on inputs included within various source materials, including the draft sub-
committee reports.

The above sessions led to the identification of a set of ‘big issues’ — which were reviewed further with the support of a
‘recommendations task team’, which was tasked with the responsibility of fleshing each of the key areas of concern
out into a goal statement, alongside identification of quick wins, sticky issues and points for engagement and further
information collection, via the upcoming general public and affected community engagement processes.

3.1.9 Public consultation — including engagement with the general public, and affected communities

Following the written submission from the general public, the HLP undertook a process of planning for and rolling out
a range of ‘live’ engagements with stakeholders, planning within the context of COVID-19 constraints. Public
consultations were coordinated in line with specific stakeholder categories, with engagements conducted during the
course of September to November 2020 with the categories of stakeholders outlined below:

o Consultation 1. Wildlife Industry — 29 September 2020;

e Consultation 2. Conservation NGOs and Individuals — 2 October 2020;
e Consultation 3. Welfare and Advocacy Groups — 6 October 2020;

e Consultation 4. Eco-tourism Groups — 7 October 2020;

e Consultation 5. Tourism Business Associations — 13 October 2020;

Consultations were held with a number of leadership structures, and various community associations and platforms,
including:

o Consultation 6. National House of Traditional Leaders — 21 October 2020;
e Consultation 7. People and Parks National Committee — 29 October 2020;

e Consultation 8. Associations of Traditional Healers — 29 October 2020; and
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e Consultation 9: CONTRALESA — 26 November 2020.

Consultations also took place with a range of community structures (traditional authorities, CPAs, Trusts), with these
including:

o  Community structures in KwaZulu-Natal (KZN) associated with Hluhluwe/ Mfolozi Reserve, Tembe Elephant Park,
iSimangaliso World Heritage Site

e  Community structures on the Western Boundary of Kruger Park (Limpopo)
o  Community structures on the Western Boundary of Kruger Park (Mpumalanga)
e  Community structures around Addo Elephant Park in Eastern Cape.

o  Community structures in North West associated with Pilanesberg, Madikwe and Borakalalo Reserves

Consultations also took place with management from the following reserves:
¢ In the North West: Pilanesberg, Madikwe and Borakalalo Reserves
¢ Inthe Eastern Cape: Addo Elephant Park

Chapter Eight of this report provides further details in terms of the process followed, inputs received and key points for
consideration by the HLP. Further detail in terms of each session is also included in Annexure |.

3.2 Finalisation of the HLP’s report - Recommendations development, review and adoption

Inputs arising from the public consultation process, consultation sessions with community leadership structures and
inputs from members of affected communities were integrated into the emerging set of ‘big issues’ — with the
‘recommendations’ task team refining the statements of context, goal, recommendations further, in line with these.
Various drafts of these updates were provided to HLP members for comment, inputs, and suggestions for
improvement. A formal protocol for finalisation of recommendations was developed and discussed by members of the
HLP, with the sign-off against this protocol taking place prior to the final set of workshops which provided the
opportunity for the HLP members to engage and debate the issues, and to refine the emerging set of recommendations
accordingly.

From 1 to 3 December 2020, and 8 to 10 December 2020, HLP members took part in a further series of facilitated
workshops, focused specifically on the refinement and adoption of recommendations. Through the process, 18 areas
of concern were identified as most important for the Minister to address, with each of these viewed as reflecting a
major opportunity for the transformation of the sector for long-term conservation, and for sustainable use of biodiversity,
as exemplified by the five iconic species. While a consensus position was reached on 16 of the 18 areas of concern,
majority and minority positions were identified for the remaining two areas. In each case, alternative text was
developed, inclusive of a statement relating to the context, goal, recommendations and implementation considerations.
A secret ballot was held, allowing HLP members to vote on their preferred option. This was in keeping with the
provisions of the HLP’s Charter, which noted that while the “Panel must seek consensus on the matters before it
and present a report to the Minister that has support of all Panel members....In the event, where such consensus
cannot be obtained then the Panel’s report, with clearly motivated areas of disagreement, can be submitted to
the Minister...".

The full report, inclusive of all consensus and alternative recommendations, was reviewed by the HLP during a final
Report Adoption session from 14 to 15 December 2020. The content of the report was updated in real-time during the
course of the two-day sitting, with the updated report then sent out to all HLP members for final review and sign-off.
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4 THE FIVE ICONIC SPECIES: OVERVIEW AND STATUS

This chapter comprises selected extracts from, and graphical representations of data reflected in, the 2016 Red List
of Mammals of South Africa, Swaziland and Lesotho™2.

Red Lists are tools used to assess the extinction risk of a species — and are used to evaluate conservation progress
by quantifying the movement of species between threatened and non-threatened categories. Thus, their primary power
is in standardising the measurement of biodiversity loss across the world, across taxa and across geographic and time
scales. Regional Red Lists are important as they are used to: (1) inform conservation policies and legislation (both
national and international); (2) identify research gaps and stimulate monitoring programs; (3) monitor the status of
biodiversity and report on the state of the environment (through use of indices such as the Red List Index); (4) regulate
the development and use of wildlife resources; (5) target areas for conservation planning; (6) increase public
awareness of threats to biodiversity; and (7) set priorities for the allocation of limited conservation resources.

The table below reflects Red List information relating to the five iconic species that form the focus of the HLP’s work.

2016 Red List of Mammals of South Africa, Eswatini and Lesotho Summary Information
. . . Species
Red List Information Categories - - P - -
Elephant White Rhino Black Rhino Lion Leopard
Order Proboscidea Perissodactyla Perissodactyla Carnivora Carnivora
&) g Family Elephantidae Rhinocerotidae Rhinocerotidae Felidae Felidae
== 5
O < Scientific name Loquonta G atpther um Diceros bicornis | Panthera leo AT
% E africana simum pardus
é 8 Common name African Elephant So;;hern Uil ST Lion Leopard
- inoceros Black Rhinoceros
- Taxonomic level . : : : :
assessed Species Species Subspecies Species Species
2016 regional listing Least Concern | Near Threatened Endangered e Vulnerable
= Concern
o - -
= 2016 regional listing None Adad D None c1
<E): criteria
% Type of change No change Genuine Genuine Genuine Genuine
% 2004 national listing Least Concern Least Concern Caithl) Vulnerable | Least Concern
6 Endangered
% 20.04 patlonal listing None None D D1 None
by criteria
5' Current global listing Vulnerable Near Threatened Vulnerable Vulnerable Vulnerable
& Global listing criteria A2a None D1 A2abcd A2cd
Global listing year 2008 2011 2011 2016 2016
Watch-list Data No No No No Yes
Wg-'ll-'il'-ll'a-és-r Watch-list Threat Yes Yes Yes No Yes
Conservation Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Dependent
TOPS 2007 Protected Protected Endangered Vulnerable Vulnerable
I
CITES listing Il Il (except RSA & Il I
NAM)
CITES INFO : : , : :
CITES level Species Subspecies Family Family Species
Date listed 2007 2005 2005 1977 1975

12 Child MF, Roxburgh L, Do Linh San E, Raimondo D & Davies-Mostert HT (editors). (2016). The Red List of
Mammals of South Africa, Swaziland and Lesotho. South African National Biodiversity Institute and Endangered
Wildlife Trust, South Africa.
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2016 Red List of Mammals of South Africa, Eswatini and Lesotho Summary Information
. . . Species
Red List Information Categories —— P - -
Elephant White Rhino Black Rhino Lion Leopard
Eer;(:(t:nm)lc (assessment No Near No No No
ENDEMISM Endemic (South
A?.emlc( ou No Near No No No
rica)

Information on each of the species is presented below.

41 Loxodonta africana — African Elephant!3

4.1.1 Common names

African Elephant (English), Afrika Olifant (Afrikaans), !'Khanni
(Damara, Nama), Impofu (Ndebele), Mhofu (Shona, Tsonga), Tlou
(Setswana, Sotho), Ndou (Tshivenda), iNdlovu (Zulu).

4.1.2 Conservation status

The total wild elephant population within the assessment region is
estimated at approximately 26,896 individuals of which 22,222 and
4,674 occur on state and private land respectively. The Kruger
National Park (Kruger National Park) (17,086 animals) and the
agglomeration of private reserves adjoining Kruger National Park
(3,930 animals) in South Africa contain the largest African Elephant
subpopulation in the assessment region with an estimated 21,016
animals, of which 7,986 are inferred to be mature. Since 2006,
elephant numbers have increased by approximately 41% within the
assessment region. Furthermore, considerable effort has gone into
translocating elephants to new properties over the past 30 years, thus
expanding the current range (both extent of occurrence and area of
occupancy). There are currently no major threats facing the wild
elephant population in the assessment region. However, illegal ivory The South African

poaching, which is currently low to negligible, is anticipated to become elephant population
a threat in the future. The Red List status of the African Elephant within
the assessment region is thus maintained at Least Concern as
elephant subpopulations regionally as well as locally are either stable
orincreasing and the minimum number of mature individuals is >8,000.
However, as a precaution, and due to the concern of increased ivory
poaching within southern Africa, it is recommended that annual
reviews of the African Elephant's conservation status within the
assessment region be done to keep track of trends relating to sharp
increases in illegal killings both outside and within the region.
Additionally, as existing elephant habitat is severely fragmented (see South African elephants

2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012

13 Selier SAJ, Henley M, Pretorius Y, Garai M. 2016. A conservation assessment of Loxodonta africana. In Child MF,
Roxburgh L, Do Linh San E, Raimondo D, Davies-Mostert HT, editors. The Red List of Mammals of South Africa,
Swaziland and Lesotho. South African National Biodiversity Institute and Endangered Wildlife Trust, South Africa.
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below) and the long-term resilience of the population depends on managing translocations between protected areas
and developing migratory corridors across transfrontier conservation spaces, this species remains conservation
dependent.
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Figure 1: Distribution records for Loxodonta africana — African Elephant

Within the assessment region, the majority of the properties holding elephant are fully fenced and thus do not allow
for range expansion or dispersal. There are currently migratory populations in South Africa though two of the largest
subpopulations, namely the Greater Limpopo Transfrontier Conservation Area (GLTFCA) — which includes Kruger
National Park — and the Greater Mapungubwe Transfrontier Conservation Area (GMTFCA) — which includes
Mapungubwe National Park — where cross-border movements occur. The GLTFCA subpopulation moves between
Kruger National Park, the adjoining private reserves to the west, Mozambique to the east and Gonarezhou to the north
of Kruger National Park in Zimbabwe. The Tuli elephants (GMTFCA) move between Botswana, Mapungubwe National
Park in South Africa and southern sections of Zimbabwe. Studies on the cross-border movement patterns have,
however, not been running long enough to establish whether dispersal or range expansion is taking place. Tracking
records from Elephants Alive show definite movement between Pafuri in the Kruger National Park and Gonarezhou in
Zimbabwe as well as between Kruger National Park and Mozambique within the GLTFCA. Although it may still be too
early to categorise any particular subset of the population as a source or sink population, it appears as if Limpopo
National Park in Mozambique is being re-colonised from the Kruger population.

4.1.3 Current threats

Poaching and the illegal ivory trade are currently the major global threats to elephants. The loss and fragmentation of
habitat caused by ongoing human population expansion and rapid land conversion is a current and ongoing threat to
elephants within Africa. A specific manifestation of this trend is the reported increase in human-elephant conflict, which
further aggravates the threat to elephant populations. According to the 2013 CITES, IUCN SSC African Specialist
Group and TRAFFIC International report, the poaching rate of 7.4% in 2012 remains at an unsustainably high level as
it exceeds natural population growth rates of usually no more than 5%. Central Africa consistently shows the highest
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overall poaching levels, in contrast with southern Africa which shows the lowest overall levels. Across Central Africa
and in parts of East Africa a greater than 60% decline in elephant numbers in the past 10 years has been suggested.

Elephant Poaching
South Africa (1980-2019)

POACHINGFACTS

2000-2013
! ! NO RECORDED POACHING !
l-lﬂ ﬂ! HEaE- 2.2

1 B o & Q
e\\ AT QT QY Y e 4 a\\\ A9 .\\\\

Sources: South African Population of the African Elephant report by CITES. SAN Parks. ESPU 1999 (unpublished) Ivory Markets of Africa. Elephant poaching on the rise in
Kruger by Oxpeckers. ENS-Newswire. ZA DEA Progress on ISMR February, 2017, ZA DEA Progress on ISMR January, 2018, and ZA DEA Progress on ISMR February, 2019.

There are currently no major threats facing wild elephant subpopulations in the assessment region. However, illegal
poaching, which is currently low to negligible, is anticipated to become a threat in the near future. The following bulleted
statistics, collated from various sources, highlight the potential poaching threat to elephant populations within South
Africa by first outlining continental trends and then narrowing the potential threat down to the assessment region in
particular:

o There has been a 45% decline in elephant range over 28 years, with at least 70% of their remaining range falling
outside of protected areas. lllegal killing levels have become unsustainable since 2010, peaking in 2011 with over
100,000 lost between 2010 and 2012.

o These mortality rates exceed the maximum annual reproductive rate of 7% and with continuation of these trends
we are experiencing a continent-wide decline in elephant numbers of approximately 3%.

o Elephants in southern Africa now make up more than 50% of the continental total compared to only 21% of the
total elephant population more than 20 years ago.

¢ Poaching incidents have consequently progressed with time from West to Central to East Africa with southern
African states experiencing more recent incidents. Poachers are expected to intensify their activities in areas that
will afford them the best catch-per-unit effort. The Kruger National Park elephant population, although the largest
in South Africa, is at risk due to the ongoing poaching of both species of rhinoceros (Ceratotherium simum simum
and Diceros bicornis) within this region, the lack of adequate law enforcement on the Mozambique side, coupled
with the substantial area over which poachers can gain access to resources within the Kruger National Park.

o Atpresent, illegal offtake of elephants is still considered low in South Africa, with only three incidents of poaching
reported for 2013 and two in 2014. However, in 2015 a sudden increase in poaching was observed with 19
elephants poached in Kruger National Park alone in September and October 2015. It is thus anticipated that
poaching may become a threat to elephants in South Africa in the future.

e These threats are severe on the continental scale and, since South Africa is a stronghold for elephant
conservation, this national status can act as an indicator of increasing severity across the continent. Hence this
assessment should be re-evaluated regularly.
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Another threat may be unregulated trophy hunting. Even though trophy hunting of elephants is limited, and it is unlikely
to have a deleterious effect on the population as a whole, large-tusked individuals are in high demand for trophy hunts
and these animals are becoming increasingly scarce as a consequence. Regulatory mechanisms are thus required to
prevent the over utilisation of large-tusked individuals.

Minor threats to elephants within South Africa, especially those on small reserves being intensively managed, include:

e The impact of fencing and natural resource manipulation, such as the provisioning of perennial artificial water
supplies, on the movement patterns and intensity of habitat use by elephants, which could lead to habitat
degradation.

e The potential long-term effects of contraception and other restricting measures on elephant social structure and
behaviour within small reserves.

¢ Adecline in genetic diversity due to the lack of a national metapopulation management plan within the network of
small reserves.

While contraception can control population growth, one of the tools to reduce population sizes, namely translocation,
is currently limited due to a lack of suitable new areas or reserves to which elephants can be introduced. The
manipulation of natural resources, such as the provision of artificial water supplies all year round, together with fencing,
are concerns in larger subpopulations as these affect the
movements of elephants and the intensity of resource use by African Elephant
elephants, potentially leading to habitat degradation. Habitat locations (2013-2015)
degradation in small fenced reserves, in conjunction with severe
droughts, may affect these small fenced populations if elephants
cannot be relocated in time. Within South Africa, only two elephant
subpopulations can move naturally as fences restrict movements
elsewhere. Metapopulation management is not implemented
among small reserves, but is important for retaining genetic
diversity within the national population. Small family units
translocated to various properties throughout the country with no
metapopulation management plan in place could lead to inbreeding
depression and a loss in genetic diversity.

m Formally protected m Private

4.1.4 Population

On the African continent, 2013 estimates of the total African Elephant population range between 436,305 and 650,000

individuals. Recently, the southern African range states have become the last stronghold of the African Elephant,
holding close to 55% of the known elephants on the continent, approximately 270,299-364,925 elephants (African
Elephant Database). East Africa holds approximately 28% and Central Africa 17%. In West Africa, less than 2% of the
continent’s known elephants are spread out over the remaining 13 elephant range States. In the late 1970s, southern
Africa’s elephant populations were recovering from historical lows due to overhunting in the early 20t Century. That
recovery has continued, and elephant numbers in this region are now considerably higher than they were in the late
1970s, and indeed higher than in any other African region. Within southern Africa, Botswana holds by far the largest
population in the sub-region and on the continent, while Namibia, South Africa, Zambia and Zimbabwe also hold large
elephant populations. While numbers appear to be increasing in Namibia and South Africa, there appear to be some
initial declines in some of the subpopulations in Zimbabwe and Zambia, and subpopulations in Mozambique are
presently being severely poached and are showing steep declines.

South Africa holds approximately 6.3% of the total African Elephant population and has the third largest elephant
population in southern Africa (as at 2013). The elephant population is fragmented and subpopulation sizes vary from

Page 36 of 582



HIGH-LEVEL PANEL REPORT 15 December 2020

very small (one individual) to very large (such as the Kruger National Park). Fences restrict movements of all but a few
elephant subpopulations in the assessment region. Subpopulations not fully fenced include iSimangaliso Wetland
Park, Ithala Game Reserve, the GMTFCA, and Kruger National Park, of which the latter is linked to the GLTFCA. The
largest subpopulation currently is that of Kruger National Park (17,086 animals) and the adjoining agglomeration of
reserves to the west of the Kruger National Park (3,930 animals) with a total population estimate of 21,016 elephants.
Currently, more than 72% of the properties in South Africa have fewer than
75 elephants, and most of these subpopulations occurring on small and
medium-sized fenced properties are highly managed to prevent habitat
degradation. Subpopulations with more than 150 elephants account for
approximately 5% of the total South African population. Thus, even
precluding intensively managed subpopulations on small reserves, leaves
21,016 individuals within the greater Kruger National Park system, of which
7,986 are estimated to be mature based on a 38% mature herd structure.
Metapopulation management is not implemented among small and
medium-sized reserves, but is important for retaining the genetic diversity
within the national population.

African Elephant
subpopulations (2013-
2015)

The estimated annual population growth rate, particularly for small
subpopulations in South Africa, exceeds the maximum theoretical growth
rate of 7%. Annual growth rates for South African subpopulations

range from -0.6 to 25.5% per year, where, of the 29 estimates of annual
population growth rates in South Africa, only two were negative and 16
were higher than 7% per annum. Synchronised breeding and skewed age
structures can cause high, short-term spurts in annual population growth
rates which are unlikely to persist in the longer term. Elephant numbers in
South Africa increased by approximately 26.8% between 2002 (14,071
elephants) and 2006 (17,847 elephants). Since 2006 there has been an
approximate increase of 41% in South Africa’s elephant population. The %&@ ,»0\0’ &
average annual growth rate for the South African elephant population is & W°
estimated at 6.9% for the period 2001 to 2013 despite the Kruger National
Park annual growth rate having dropped to 3.5% between 2006 and 2012.
At the time when culling stopped in the mid-1990s, the annual growth rate
for Kruger National Park was estimated at 6.1%. Elephant subpopulations on private land have been increasing at a
rate of 7.2% per annum. As most private properties have, or are in the process of, implementing immuno-contraception
and other measures to reduce reproduction (for example, vasectomy), this trend is likely to stabilise in future. The
elephant subpopulation of GMTFCA is increasing at a rate of < 2% per annum. The only subpopulation where there
appears to be a continued decline in numbers is the relict population in the Knysna forests. This subpopulation is not
considered to be viable.

® Formally protected M Private
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4.2 Ceratotherium simum simum - Southern White
Rhinoceros*

4.2.1 Common names

Southern  White  Rhinoceros,  Southern  Square-lipped
Rhinoceros (English), Witrenoster (Afrikaans), Umkhombo
Omhlophe (Ndebele), T'shukudu, Mogohu (Sepedi), Tshukudu,
Mogohu, Tshukudi e Molomo o Sephara (Sesotho), Kgétlwa,
Tshukudu, Mogbhu (Setswana), Chipembere (Shona),
Umkhombe (Swati, Xhosa), Tshugulu Tshena (Tshivenda), | Regional Red List status (2016) Near Threatened

. . Adad*t
Mhelembe (Xitsonga), Ubhejane Omhlophe (Zulu). e e e

Geoffréy. Oddie

Reasons for change Genuine change:
Declining population

Global Red List status (2011) Near Threatened

4.2.2 Conservation status

The White Rhino was brought back from the brink of extinction C1+A3ad
due to colonial overhunting and clearing of land for agriculture | TOPS listing (NEMBA) (2007)  Protected
with only an estimated 20-50 animals left in 1895. These | CITES listing (2005) Appendix Il in South

Africa and Swaziland

survived in one population in the Umfolozi area of what today is ipendse Hh ailathee
the Hluhluwe-iMfolozi Park in KwaZulu-Natal (KZN), South countries)

Africa. Umfolozi was proclaimed as one of Africa’s first Game | Endemic Near

Reserves in part to conserve the last few remaining White Rhino | Propertion of global wild 91%

L. . . opulation conserved in South
living there. Under protection, numbers increased, though by an%aand Sl o el o

1960 all remaining White Rhino still occurred in only one | 2015
population. However, following the development of | "WatehistinreatiConsenvation Dependent
immobilisation and translocation techniques in the 1960s by the

/-White Rhino subpopulations are being hard hit by\

then Natal Parks Board, the process of re-establishing criminal trafficking syndicates, especially in the

. . . . . . Kruger National Park. Combatting the poaching
subpopulations of White Rhino into its former range began in i e o T e ik Trckidiog
1961 with animals also being moved to zoos and safari parks anti-poaching programmes, demand reduction

. . T . . . campaigns, disrupting criminal networks and
worldwide. This combination of protection and biological providing options for alternative economies in
management (translocations to keep established subpopulations areas abutting protected areas
e (Ferreira et al. 2015). J

productive whilst creating additional new subpopulations with the
potential for growth) resulted in a rapid increase in numbers of
White Rhino subpopulations, including those on private land and in former range states throughout Africa, such as
Eswatini during the early 1980s. Regionally and continentally numbers continued to increase between 1992 and 2010.
However, since 2008, increased poaching and the growing involvement of transnational organised crime networks
have decelerated growth in numbers at a continental level, which represents an emerging threat to this subspecies.
Estimated total White Rhino numbers in Africa showed a 0.4% / annum decline from 2012-15, although this was not
statistically significant and within the margin of error around count estimates.

In recent years, South Africa as the major range state, and the Kruger National Park in particular, has borne the brunt
of the White Rhino poaching. Encouragingly in 2015, poaching in South Africa declined for the first time since 2008.
Current successful protection efforts in both South Africa and Eswatini have depended on significant range state
expenditure and effort. Declining state budgets for conservation in real terms, declining capacity in some areas, rapidly

14 Emslie R, Adcock K. 2016. A conservation assessment of Ceratotherium simum. In Child MF, Roxburgh L, Do Linh
San E, Raimondo D, Davies-Mostert HT, editors. The Red List of Mammals of South Africa, Swaziland and Lesotho.
South African National Biodiversity Institute and Endangered Wildlife Trust, South Africa.
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escalating security costs and risks, declining economic incentives and increasing involvement of transnational
organised crime in poaching and trafficking are all of concern.

Red List modelling for the 2016 assessment examined what would happen under a range of poaching and underlying
growth scenarios. Given the high levels of poaching, increasing disposable income in Southeast Asian consumer
countries, and the fact that, in the absence of existing conservation measures, the subspecies would probably quickly
decline, it is justified for the White Rhino to be listed as Near Threatened within the assessment region. Rhino
population estimates are revised by IUCN SSC African Rhino Specialist Group (AfRSG) every 2-3 years with surveys
of the status of White Rhino on private land every few years. It is planned to move to a system of annual status
reporting in South Africa. This assessment will thus be revised regularly to monitor the impacts of poaching.

Key interventions for this subspecies include enhanced protection efforts and enforcement of penalties combined with
ongoing range expansion and reintroduction in the short-term, combined with demand reduction campaigns in the
long-term. In parallel, there is a need to integrate and involve local communities more in the conservation effort and
associated benefits; increase economic incentives for rhino ownership; and finding ways to sustainably fund
conservation efforts and associated benefits. White Rhino remain conservation dependent due to the immediacy of
mitigating the poaching threat and because many subpopulations are restricted to small, fenced reserves or wildlife
ranches, necessitating active translocation to conserve genetic diversity.

South Africa remains the stronghold of the White Rhino population and thus no significant rescue effects are
anticipated. If South African and Eswatini populations were to decline significantly, a similar trend would be expected
in other range states and thus the strongholds are unlikely to be in a position where they would have surplus rhino
available for restocking.

4.2.3 Current threats

The main threats facing White Rhino are the markets for horn from | Peaching of C.simumiin South Africa & Swaziland
Asia and the scale and involvement of transnational organised crime
in meeting this demand through trafficking horns. Since 2007, there
has been an upsurge in black market prices and demand for horn | o0

which has caused an increase in poaching in some range states. | ** B
Until recently, at a continental level, poaching of White Rhino has | ™ i I |

not had a serious impact on overall numbers of White Rhino, with |
poaching losses in parts of the range being surpassed by 0
encouraging growth rates in others. From reported figures, the & &7 S
historical annual average poaching incidents during 2003 to 2005
represented just 0.2% of the total number of White Rhino at the end dorted o e
of 2005, whereas by 2015 this had increased to 5.3% of Africa’s Recorded Poaching (fan-Dec Year)

Poaching (May-Apr Year
-Apr Year)

Jec Year)

White Rhino. White Rhino numbers in Kruger National Park Figure 2: Reported poaching and estimates of

increased rapidly over many decades but under the face of heavy /ti?o!etecEted DQa_Cginq of White R'f‘i”g in the SIOUtdh
poaching are most ||ke|y now deCIining. rica Eswatini €gion summarisea over calendar

years (blue), as well as years from May to April
The total number of both species of rhino poached annually in South ~ (green).

Africa has increased from 13 in 2007 to peak at 1,215 in 2014 before

declining slightly to 1,175 in 2015. The significant escalation of poaching since 2007, increased protection costs,
declining live sale prices and reduced incentives are leading to increasing numbers of private owners in South Africa
seeking to remove their rhino. 2016 research estimated that 63 owners had disinvested of rhino over 3 years 2012-
14. If the disinvestment trend continues this may threaten to reverse the expansion of range and has the potential to
significantly reduce conservation budgets due to declining live sales and probable impacts on future live sale demand
and prices. Simultaneously, some private rhino owners have increased their herd sizes, including moves to manage
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White Rhino under more intensive semi-wild conditions with some partial supplementary feeding, resulting in
consolidation within the industry.

Throughout South Africa, declining management capacity and budgets in some formal conservation agencies have
reduced the ability of conservationists to effectively mitigate anti-poaching campaigns. Additionally, the growing
involvement of transnational crime networks have resulted in increased levels of corruption associated with wildlife
crimes. Corruption in the networks involved in rhino conservation (for example, game farmers, veterinarians and park
rangers), as well as security personnel (such as customs officials and police), enhances the resilience of criminal
syndicates by supplying criminals with false documentation, laundering facilities for wildlife or products, and transport
and holding facilities. Corruption is similarly entrenched in the illegal ivory trade. However, research into what anti-
corruption interventions should be implemented is lacking. Further collation of evidence for interventions to counteract
corruption should be amassed.

Additionally, the increased militarisation of anti-poaching efforts in the face of increasing and more aggressive
poaching threats is reported as having a negative effect on attitudes of neighbouring communities. The need to involve
local communities in the benefits of rhino conservation initiatives is increasingly being recognised as a fundamental
aspect of an integrated solution to the poaching crisis.

In terms of the threat of habitat loss, the situation is regarded as stable. However, historical habitat loss from agricultural
and human settlement expansion has led to isolated protected areas and thus the potential for inbreeding amongst
small rhino subpopulations in the absence of occasional translocations to sustain genetic diversity. Exchange of at
least one breeding animal / generation / subpopulation is mandated by the national conservation strategy for White
Rhino. Changes in habitat are less of an issue for White Rhino than they can be for the browsing Black Rhino.

4.2.4 Population

Once widespread in the bushveld areas of southern Africa south
of the Zambezi river, the White Rhino was on the brink of
extinction by the end of the 19th century (c. 1895) having been
reduced to just one small population of approximately 20-50 | ***
animals in KZN, after settlers had over-hunted them for sport
and to clear land for agriculture throughout almost all of their | =2
historical range. By the end of 2015, after years of protection
and many translocations, the subspecies had grown to 20,375 | zcow
animals in the wild and semi-wild. Rampant poaching and the
failure to enforce the law or pass adequate sentences resulted | =
in Eswatini’s population being reduced to 33 over the period
1987-93. However, changes to the law and very effective - | o dcn
protection efforts by Eswatini's Big Game Parks since then i B A il B il sl
successfully halted the poaching in the country with only three ~ Figure 3: Population growth of Southern White
rhino being poached between 2006 and 201_5, and ngmbers E:J\;]z;i(nci:.(::(r;tge?{?;rg (;Qafi(z;tg ijtr:ffiﬁ:d
currently at 76 by end of 2015. South Africa remains the region).

stronghold for this subspecies, conserving an estimated 18,413

individuals by the end of 2015. Since 2008, increased poaching and the emerging involvement of transnational
organised crime networks has decelerated growth in numbers at a continental level and within the assessment region.

The total numbers of White Rhino have increased since 1960 from an estimated 1,120 to 20,375 individuals by the
end of 2015, but the opposite has happened to Northern White Rhino. Numbers of the latter were more common in
1960 with an estimated 2,230 in 1960 but have declined to currently number only three ex-zoo and non-breeding
animals in a Kenyan reserve. The only way that any Northern White Rhino adaptive genes can be conserved will be
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through high-tech assisted reproduction techniques using semen and oocytes obtained from the remaining Northern
White Rhino. However, there are no guarantees this may be successful, and it is likely to take some time and be very
expensive.

Numbers of White Rhino under private ownership continues to increase, accounting for 33% of South Africa’s White
Rhino (~ 6,140 individuals) by the end of 2015. Two thirds of the White Rhino in the country continue to be conserved
on state land. The largest subpopulation in the assessment region is in Kruger National Park, currently (2015)
estimated at 8,875 individuals. After becoming extinct in Kruger National Park in 1896, the subspecies was
reintroduced in the 1960s and grew at a rapid rate for many years until low levels of removals and resultant increasing
densities saw a reduction in breeding performance in some areas of the park. The escalation of poaching since 2008
has particularly affected Kruger National Park given its large size and lower field ranger densities as well as its long
shared border with Mozambique. A bootstrap analysis based on count results suggests there is a 92% chance that
numbers of White Rhino have declined from 2012-2014 in Kruger National Park. As a result of the escalation in
poaching, South African National Parks (SANParks) increased removals, especially from vulnerable areas, and has
set up an intensive protection zone (IPZ). Anti-poaching efforts have also increased with increased cooperation from
law enforcement agencies, including the South African Police |

Service (SAPS) and the South African National Defence Force
(SANDF) from a joint operations centre. Innovative technological
solutions are also being increasingly developed to protect rhino
in Kruger National Park. In 2015, total numbers of White Rhino
recorded poached in the country and in Kruger National Park
declined slightly for the first time since poaching started to
escalate in 2008. However, there is no room for complacency as
the number of incursions into Kruger National Park remains high.
The total number of White Rhino in the region (South Africa,
Eswatini and Lesotho) at the end of 2015 has been estimated by
AfRSG at 18,489 individuals, with bootstrapped 90% confidence
levels around the estimate from 17,836 to 19,156.

For the Red List assessment, it was decided to use predicted ‘ 199 1985 1% 15 00 005 20 M
numbers five years into the future. The results of the various NorhemWbketo - WSt Whie o (s ﬁ
modelled scenarios show that in no instances did numbers after - igure 4: Estimated numbers of two White Rhino

5 years drop enough to come close to any of the threshold levels  subspecies, C. s. simum (Southern White Rhino)

to be rated in any of the threatened Red List categories (including @nd C. s. cottoni (Northern White Rhino) since

for the most extreme poaching scenario modelled based on last 1960.

5-year poaching trends). The results also show how the slowing of the rate of increase in poaching and most recent
slight decline in poaching has significant implications for future projected numbers if this recent progress can be
maintained. Only when projecting 10 years into the future, under the most extreme exponential poaching increases of
just under +25% per annum (based on 5 year trends), did numbers decline enough for any of the modelled scenarios
to cross the threatened criteria thresholds, where numbers dipped into the Vulnerable (100% detection) or Endangered
(80% detection) statuses.

4.2.5 Distribution

The White Rhino is now the most numerous of the rhino taxa, having ranged from Morocco to South Africa in the
Pleistocene, with South Africa remaining the stronghold for this subspecies despite increased poaching. Sizeable
populations occur in the greater Kruger National Park (which incorporates adjacent private and state reserves) and
Hluhluwe-iMfolozi Park in KZN, but also occur in numerous state-protected areas and private reserves throughout the
country. At the end of 2015, South Africa and Eswatini conserved 90.7% of the continent’s White Rhino, an estimated
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18,413 and 76 individuals respectively out of a total of 20,378. Live sales, limited sport hunting and ecotourism have
historically provided incentives that helped encourage a significant expansion of range and numbers on private land
in South Africa. The private sector in South Africa now conserves more White Rhino than the total population of Black
and White Rhino in the rest of Africa. By the end of 2015, a third of South Africa’s White Rhino (~ 6,140) were conserved
on private land. However, increased poaching, increased security costs, increasing numbers of incidents deemed
threatening to human life, and perceived reduced incentives for their conservation, have resulted in reduced White
Rhino live sale prices and an increasing number of owners seeking to remove their rhino. This worrying trend threatens
to reverse the expansion of range and has the potential to significantly reduce conservation budgets (due to declining
live sales), and possibly negatively affect metapopulation growth rates in future.

There are smaller reintroduced populations within the historical range of the species in Namibia, Botswana, Zimbabwe
and Eswatini, while a small number that crossed from Kruger National Park currently survive in Mozambique (after
existing reintroduced populations had been poached out). Populations of White Rhino have also been introduced
outside of the known former range of the subspecies to Kenya, Uganda and Zambia. Uganda was previously a
Northern White Rhino range state and so the subspecies has been reintroduced to this country as the indigenous
Northern White Rhino subspecies was not available for reintroduction. Similarly, in Kenya, paleontological evidence
indicates the country once historically conserved White Rhino and the southern subspecies has therefore been
reintroduced into the country.

4.2.6 Use and trade

Rhino horn was used historically as a traditional medicine in countries such as China and more recently used as luxury
goods and status symbols, particularly in Vietnam, as well as an investment. Previous conservation efforts have been
so successful that it was possible to start limited trophy hunting in South Africa in 1968, and, at the 9th CITES
Conference of the Parties, a partial down-listing of South Africa’s White Rhino was approved for live sale to approved
destinations and continued export of hunting trophies. A similar partial down-listing was also approved for Eswatini a
decade later (2004). “Pseudo-hunting”, where sport hunting was undertaken by individuals from non-traditional hunting
countries as a source for illegal markets, declined from around 20% of hunts to probably less than 3% following the
introduction of a number of control measures by South Africa in 2012.

While most subpopulations are considered wild, many subpopulations exist on extensive or semi-extensive ranchlands
and private protected areas (23%) while a minority exist in semi-intensive or intensive systems (10%). Extensive or
semi-intensive systems are better than captive conditions to stimulate and sustain subpopulation growth, and can then
be used to augment wild subpopulations. Thus, both extensive and semi-intensive systems, due to high growth rates
and concentrated law enforcement, may support wild subpopulations as sources for supplementation. lllegal poaching,
however, is reducing the number of rhino available to be translocated, thus limiting population expansion.

Due to the increasing threats and security costs and declining economic incentives, it was estimated that 63 owners
(mainly those with small numbers that were difficult to protect) removed their White Rhino from 2012— 14. At the same
time, some private owners have increased their numbers, including moves to manage White Rhino under more
intensive semi-wild conditions with some partial supplementary feeding, resulting in consolidation within the industry.
Partial supplementary feeding in the semi-wild operations enables the White Rhino to be stocked at higher than normal
densities and security efforts to be concentrated, though requires significant costs. Provided there is no selective
breeding or over-dominance of breeding by some males, and poaching can be kept lower than the national average,
such operations may provide an insurance policy as they could potentially provide founder rhino to restock wild areas
in future if needed. Unlike very intensive zoo situations that have a generally poor reproductive performance, some
semi-wild operations have demonstrated very good reproductive performance and population growth.
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4.3 Diceros bicornis — Black Rhinoceros1s

4.3.1 Common names

Diceros bicornis: Black Rhinoceros, Hook-lipped Rhinoceros
(English), Swartrenoster (Afrikaans), !Nabas (Damara, Nama),
Umkhombo, Ubhejane Onzime (Ndebele), Makgale (Sepedi),
Tshukudu (Sesotho), Bodilé, Kenenyane (Setswana), Chipenbere,
Hema (Shona), Sibhejane (Swati), Tshugulu Thema (Tshivenda), e
Mhelembe (Tsonga), Umkhombe (Xhosa), Ubhejane, Isibhejane Dicéros bikors DA BARGR DR i S
(Zulu). Diceros bicornis bicornis: Southwestern Black Rhinoceros
(English). Diceros bicornis minor: Southern-central Black Rhinoceros
(English). Diceros bicornis michaeli: Eastern Black Rhinoceros
(English).

4.3.2 Conservation status

Continentally, Black Rhino numbers declined by an estimated 97%
since 1960. This was mainly due to poaching with continental
numbers bottoming out at 2,410 in 1995. Since then, numbers have
steadily increased with total Black Rhino numbers in Africa doubling
to 4,880 by the end of 2010 and reaching 5,250 by the end of 2015
(with 90% bootstrapped confidence levels from 5,040-5,458). There
were an estimated 65,000 Black Rhino in Africa in 1970 and so, at
the continental level, current Black Rhino numbers are still 90% lower
than three generations ago, making the species Critically
Endangered at a global level.

While Black Rhino populations in some range states have at times
declined over the last three generations, numbers within the South
Africa and Eswatini have been increasing for many years. In 1930,
there were only an estimated 110 D. b. minor in South Africa in just
two populations in KZN. With protection, active biological
management and translocations to expand range and numbers, by
the end of 2015 there were 54 breeding populations of D. b. minor in
the region conserving an estimated 1,580 animals. This subspecies
was reintroduced into Eswatini in 1987. In 1985 the more arid-
adapted D. b. bicornis was reintroduced into South Africa from
Namibia, and by the end of 2015, there were nine breeding
subpopulations of this subspecies conserving an estimated 254
animals. A single out of range D. b. michaeli population was also
established in South Africa in 1962. This population was later
relocated to a private reserve in the country, and, by May 2016,
numbers had grown to 93. From only 110 rhino in 1930, by the end of 2015 there were an estimated 1,913 Black Rhino
overall in the South Africa and Eswatini region. Thus, both D. b. michaeli and D. b. bicornis numbers show an increase

15 Emslie RH, Adcock K. 2016. A conservation assessment of Diceros bicornis. In Child MF, Roxburgh L, Do Linh San
E, Raimondo D, Davies-Mostert HT, editors. The Red List of Mammals of South Africa, Swaziland and Lesotho.
South African National Biodiversity Institute and Endangered Wildlife Trust, South Africa.
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with long-term average population growth rates of around 7% and, for periods, well in excess of 9%. Neither of these
subspecies had suffered any poaching up to end 2014. In contrast, the more numerous D. b. minor metapopulation,
while still growing substantially, has performed less well. The long-term average underlying growth of this subspecies
in South Africa has been 4.2% (weighted geometric mean for assessments over a number of periods). This subspecies
has borne the brunt of the poaching, with Kruger National Park’s D. b. minor population being especially impacted.
Additionally, some long established subpopulations have not performed as well as others due in part to negative habitat
changes and increased competition from other browsers. However, with increased biological management
(translocations to reduce densities) it appears that underlying performance is improving. Based on empirically based
model projections, the following listings are supported:

Diceros bicornis: At the species level, the predicted status at a regional level under criteria D would become Near
Threatened due to their having been more than 1,000 mature individuals for over 5 years. Projected declines over 5
years when modelling based on unadjusted reported poaching levels were not statistically significant and would not
qualify under C1. However, the best prediction (assuming an 80% poaching detection rate in Kruger National Park —
due to its size and lower field ranger densities), estimated that numbers would decline over the next 5 years and that
this decline would be statistically significant (p < 0.0001). With the decline in numbers in Kruger National Park, no
subpopulation in the region currently has more than 448 individuals (equivalent to 250 mature individuals). The species
therefore now qualifies to be Endangered.

D. b. bicornis: There has been an increase in regional population size from both breeding and introductions of
additional founder rhino from Namibia. Even under a scenario with future poaching, numbers of this subspecies are
predicted to increase over the next 5 years. As there are fewer than 250 mature individuals in the region, this
subspecies now qualifies as Endangered.

D. b. minor: Numbers of individuals have now exceeded 1,792 for more than 5 years and so no longer qualifies as
Vulnerable. However, no subpopulations have more than 250 mature individuals, and numbers are projected to decline
(p <0.0001) over the next 5 years (due primarily to a predicted Kruger National Park decline), so the subspecies now
qualifies as Endangered.

D. b. michaeli: Numbers of this out of range subspecies have been increasing and are projected to continue to
increase over the next 5 years, even under a modelled scenario with future poaching. While the single population of
this subspecies in the region has very recently exceeded 90 animals (~ 50 mature individuals) this has not been the
case for at least 5 years. While numbers are projected to increase over the next 5 years, future translocations out of
the region are likely to reduce numbers of mature individuals back to below 50 mature individuals. The subspecies
therefore regionally continues to qualify as Critically Endangered.

Black Rhino population estimates are revised by the AfRSG every 2-3 years and in South Africa there is regular
confidential annual status reporting to the Southern African Development Community Rhino Management Group
(SADC RMG). These assessments will thus be revised regularly to monitor the poaching threat.

In terms of regional population effects, all three Black Rhino subspecies occur in other range states outside of South
Africa and Eswatini, and translocation techniques are well developed. If the South African and Eswatini indigenous
subspecies were to face extinction due to poaching, rhino could potentially be brought back to this region. This would
be conditional on the generosity of other range states and the continued survival of these subspecies in these
countries. However, given the likelihood that such heightened poaching pressure would also be felt in other range
states, they may well then not be in a position to provide founder animals to rescue the subspecies in this region.
Therefore, it has been assumed for the purpose of these assessments that rescue from outside the region is unlikely
to occur.
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4.3.3 Current threats

The current main threat facing the Black Rhino is the demand
for rhino horn in parts of Southeast Asia and the increasing
scale and involvement of transnational organised crime in
poaching for horns to supply this demand. In recent years there
has been an upsurge in black market prices for horn which has
caused an increase in poaching in some range states. Before

the onset of mass poaching in 2008, Black Rhino were |, |
performing well in Kruger National Park, but are now most likely | L il I |

Poaching of D.b.minor in South Africa

declining although this is difficult to demonstrate due to | ‘
sampling error. Statistical bootstrap modelling by the AfRSG | D |
however suggests that in all likelihood numbers of Black Rhino | o
have decreased in Kruger National Park from 2012-15. For
many other protected areas, declining management capacity
and budgets in some formal conservation agencies are
reducing the ability of conservationists to effectively counteract
poaching.

In areas where both Black and White Rhino co-occur, White F19ure 5: Reported poaching of undetected
poaching of Black Rhino in the South

Rhino may act as a buffer against Black Rhino poaching as the  africa/Eswatini Region summarised over calendar
former are more likely to be poached on account of their years (blue), as well as years from May to April
preference for more open habitats (easier to find), their greater (green).

average horn weights, and their more frequent occurrence in

larger groups. For example, over the period 2010-2014, available data show that only 4.4% of rhino poached were
Black, and while this proportion recently increased slightly it is unclear if this is a trend or not. No Black Rhino have
been poached in Eswatini since reintroduction. However, if a greater proportion of poached Black Rhino carcasses
are not being detected in the denser habitats they favour (especially in the region’s largest population) the data may
be underestimating poaching for these subspecies. Alternatively, small subpopulation sampling effects might be a
partial cause of these differences. While recorded rhino poaching in South Africa declined from 2014-2015, the number
of Black Rhino poached increased in 2015 due to an increase in Kruger National Park. Continentally, the number of
Black Rhino poached has also recently increased particularly in Namibia and Zimbabwe. Official poaching data for the
first 4 months of 2016 indicate the trend of declining overall rhino poaching in South Africa is continuing.

As for White Rhino above, corruption can reduce effectiveness of anti-poaching measures and interfere with efforts to
convict conservation officials and/or implicated permit officials.

Non-range state governments and NGOs are encouraged to consult with range States before making rhino related
decisions in order to help ensure rhino conservation in range states will not be negatively affected by those decisions.
Increasing militarisation of anti-poaching efforts in the face of an increasing and more aggressive poaching threat also
poses a threat to relations with local communities. Finding ways to increasingly involve and include communities in
the rhino conservation effort and associated benefits is being increasingly recognised as very important.

If future legal changes were ever made that might limit private property sizes, this may pose a threat to Black Rhino
conservation (especially in arid areas) as large areas are required if one is to reintroduce at least the recommended
20+ founders and have a potential carrying capacity of at least 50 animals. Similarly, biological management for growth
has been suboptimal in some subpopulations, due to the reluctance of management to translocate adequate founder
groups, which may limit subpopulation performance in both the target and host sites.

In terms of current habitat trends and genetic diversity, historical habitat loss from agricultural and human settlement
expansion has led to isolated protected areas and thus the potential for inbreeding amongst small rhino subpopulations
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in the absence of active metapopulation management. Exchange of at least one breeding animal / generation /
subpopulation is recommended by the national Biodiversity Management Plan for Black Rhino.

Changes in habitat quality may occur in Black Rhino areas due to vegetation changes and/or increasing pressure from
other competing browsers. In the country’s second largest subpopulation, carrying capacities have declined due to
successional vegetation changes, growth of trees into taller less preferred sizes, and increases of unpalatable species
at the expense of palatable species in zones closer to permanent water due to increased numbers of competing
browsing animal species. However, the application of set percentage harvesting (translocation of surplus animals) has
helped improve underlying rhino breeding performance. In general, suitable habitat exists and while carrying capacities
in an area may change over time due to habitat changes, management of stocking rates of Black Rhino and/or other
competing browsers is the key to maintaining good breeding. Some well-established populations of D. b. minor in KZN
have at times not achieved a desired 5%+ underlying growth rate. While KZN animals display lower genetic diversity
than the Zimbabwean D. b. minor population, this is not the cause of sub-optimal performance in some well-established
subpopulations. This is because when these rhino have been translocated and reintroduced into areas of good habitat
with room to grow, their breeding performance has generally been good. Additionally, as would be predicted under set
percentage harvesting, biological management (increased removals in affected populations) in KZN has coincided
with improved underlying reproductive performance of remaining animals in these established populations.
Translocated rhino have also bred well in their new subpopulations (a win: win for both donor and recipient
populations). If set percentage harvesting is applied (as recommended in South Africa’s Biodiversity Management
Plan or ‘BMP’), then offtakes and numbers of rhino should automatically adjust up or down in response to any increase
or decrease in carrying capacity of the area due to positive or negative habitat changes. Kruger National Park (the
region’s largest) and Eswatini’s only subpopulation are both founded with a combination of KZN and Zimbabwean
animals and are more genetically diverse.

In addition to poaching, increasing physical risks and costs, there are limited economic incentives for those holding
Black Rhino (as these are less easily seen by tourists and where only a very few are hunted and/or sold live each
year). As a result of declining risk: rewards, a very small number of Black Rhino owners have disinvested in Black
Rhino. However to date this has primarily affected White Rhino that have suffered higher levels of poaching. If this
trend continues, the rhino range and potential numbers could decline.

A low number of Black Rhino owners have removed some or all of their rhino (SADC RMG data). More new owners
have, however, invested in rhino, and the Black Rhino Range Expansion Programme continues to create additional
subpopulations. In recent times, there has been a net increase in area with Black Rhino being reintroduced to additional
suitable areas.

4.3.4 Population

Historically the Black Rhino was once the most numerous of the world’s rhinoceros species and could have numbered
around 850,000 individuals. Relentless hunting of the species and clearances of land for settlement and agriculture
reduced numbers, and by 1960 only an estimated 100,000 remained. Between 1960 and 1995, large-scale poaching
caused a dramatic 98% collapse in numbers. Over this period, numbers only increased in South Africa and Namibia,
from an estimated 630 and 300 in 1980 to 1,893 and 1,946 respectively by the end of 2015. Continentally numbers
bottomed out at only 2,410 in 1995. From 1992-1995 total numbers remained relatively stable with increases in some
countries (those with the best-protected and managed populations) being cancelled out by declines in others. However,
since the low of 1995, Black Rhino numbers at a continental level have increased every time continental population
estimates have been revised by the AfRSG, doubling to 4,880 by December 2010 and reaching 5,250 by the end of
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2015. Increases in numbers have occurred in countries where
investments in conservation programmes (including monitoring,
biological management and law enforcement) have been high.
As with White Rhinoceros (White Rhino; Ceratotherium simum
simum), four range states (South Africa, Namibia, Zimbabwe and
Kenya) currently conserve the majority (96%) of remaining wild
Black Rhino. However, the emerging threat of poaching through
trafficking syndicates may ultimately undermine such successes.

Within the assessment region, numbers remain low but stable or
increasing over three generations. Generation length is
empirically derived to be 14.5 years. This gives a three

Figure 6: Estimated numbers of D. bicornis in
South Africa and Eswatini over the last three
generations.

generation window of 43.5 years. The number of mature individuals has been estimated at 55.8% of total numbers
based on the average of Black Rhino that are adults (based on SADC RMG confidential status reporting and data).
There were an estimated 254 Southwestern Black Rhino (D. b. bicornis) in South Africa at the end of 2012. There
were no Southwestern Black Rhino in South Africa in 1973 with the subspecies first being reintroduced in 1985. By
the end of 2015 the Southern-central Black Rhino (D. b. minor) was estimated at 2,164 individuals throughout Africa

with 1,560 in South Africa, and 20 in Eswatini.

On average in the region, proportionately fewer of the Black
Rhino have been poached each year than the White Rhino,
particularly in South African subpopulations outside of Kruger
National Park and KZN. However, the average underlying
performance of D. b. minor has also been lower than that
achieved by the region’s White Rhino, and the other two Black
Rhino subspecies in South Africa. Following the recent period of
rapid increase in poaching of both rhino species in the region
(which started in 2008), over the last year poaching in the region
has slowed and started to decline. However, if poaching were to
continue to escalate once again, this could threaten the progress
achieved in the South Africa and Eswatini region (and rest of
Africa) over the last two decades.

Figure 7: Estimated numbers of D. b. minor in
South Africa and Eswatini over the last three
generations. The apparent peak in 2009 is due in
part to a high block count estimate that year in
Kruger National Park.

There is uncertainty in predicting the future for Black Rhino. However, in general, uncertainty across the region is not
primarily a problem of data uncertainty, but rather due to the range of possible future trends in breeding performance

and poaching.
4.3.5 Distribution

There are now three remaining recognised ecotypes/subspecies
of Black Rhino occupying East and southern African countries.
The fourth recognised subspecies D. b. longipes once ranged
through the savannah zones of central West Africa but has gone
extinct in its last known habitats in northern Cameroon. Within
the assessment region, Black Rhino have never occurred in
Lesotho. There is also an area south of Lesotho and the southern
boundary of KZN into Eastern Cape where it is believed rhino
never occurred, and this is not considered Black Rhino range.
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There were no Southwestern Black Rhino (D. b. bicornis) in South Africa in 1973 with the subspecies first being
reintroduced in 1985. The subspecies is not native to Eswatini. The AfRSG data shows that its area of occupancy in
South Africa is estimated at 3,819 km2in western and south-eastern South Africa.

Southern-central Black Rhino (D. b. minor) are believed to have occurred from southern Tanzania through Zambia,
Zimbabwe, and Mozambique to the northern, north-western and north-eastern parts of South Africa (north of the
Mtamvuna River). It also probably occurred in southern Democratic Republic of the Congo, eastern Botswana, Malawi,
and Eswatini. Today, its stronghold is South Africa and, to a lesser extent Zimbabwe, with smaller numbers remaining
in southern Tanzania. The Southern-central Black Rhino is now thought to be extinct in Angola. It also is believed to
have gone extinct in Mozambique, although in 2015 it was reported that two animals had migrated into the country
from South Africa. The subspecies has also been reintroduced to Botswana, Malawi, Eswatini and Zambia. Although
previously widely distributed within the assessment region, the subspecies now only exists in a few isolated pockets
within its former range. The majority of these are on formal conservation areas although some are on private lands.
Specifically, it occurs within the eastern Lowveld in Limpopo and Mpumalanga and KZN Lowveld habitats. In the
Limpopo Province, its range extends westwards to the North West Province. Its putative distribution is partially
predicted by rainfall isohyets but also the potential barrier to movement south of KZN posed by the “Transkei gap’.
There are 54 breeding locations within the region and the estimated area of occupancy is 25,029 km?2.

The Eastern Black Rhino (D. b. michaeli) was introduced to
South Africa in 1962 and now exists on private land. The long- | = ‘
term goal is to repatriate animals from this population back toits | -, y
former range in East Africa. For the time being, we include the | =
subspecies in the national assessment as the one out-of-range
population is of continental significance for the subspecies, and |
is well-protected and breeding successfully. AfRSG data show | ©
that its area of occupancy in South Africa was estimated at 350 | s:esezssesz:285222¢253 2222
km2. This population in the region has to date been increasing Figure 9: Numbers of D. b. michaeli in South
rapidly and there have not been extreme fluctuations in numbers.  Africa going back three generations from 2020. In
The Eastern Black Rhino regionally therefore does not qualify 1980 South Africa only conserved 0.4% of this

under any of the threatened categories. subspecies in Africa, but by the end of 2015
conserved 8.9%.

4.3.6 Use and trade

In late 2004, CITES approved limited quotas to hunt up to five specific individual surplus Black Rhino males each year
for both South Africa and Namibia, to further demographic and/or genetic metapopulation goals. Over the 11 years,
2005-2015, South Africa has hunted a total of 40 males out of a possible quota of 55 (an average of only 3.6 rhino
per year which represents only 0.2% of South Africa’s current total population). The very little trophy hunting that has
taken place has positively impacted on the population, expanding Black Rhino range through translocation and
enhancing genetic and demographic conservation whilst also generating valuable income to help fund conservation
efforts.

Live Black Rhino are also currently only openly bought and sold in South Africa. To date, South Africa has donated
founder Black Rhino to Botswana, Malawi, Eswatini, Tanzania, Zambia and Zimbabwe, with possible translocations to
Rwanda and Chad possible in future. A number of Black Rhino have also been relocated to zoos across the world
(largely D. b. minor from South Africa). Some additional founder D. b. michaeli and one D. b. bicornis have been
reintroduced to the wild from zoos. While there is private ownership of Black Rhino in South Africa, in other range
states, Black Rhino on communal or private land are managed on a custodianship basis for the state. Since 2004,
several new Black Rhino sites have been established on private and communal land in South Africa with a founder
group of rhino from provincial reserves that are being managed on a custodianship basis, but with sharing of progeny
between the provincial donor and the site owners. This sharing program is facilitated by the successful World Wide
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Fund for Nature (WWF) funded Black Rhino Range Expansion Project (BRREP), and has significantly increased Black
Rhino range and numbers. Ezemvelo KZN Wildlife, and more recently Eastern Cape, have provided founder rhino for
this programme. The private sector have generally had a positive effect on this species, as it has been widely
reintroduced onto private properties within its natural distribution range. Eswatini’'s current small Black Rhino
subpopulation is managed for the country by Big Game Parks. Black Rhino are primarily threatened by illegal killing
for their horns. A small number of private owners have recently removed all or some of their rhino, because the upsurge
in poaching has greatly increased the costs and physical risks for rhino owners (although this problem has been more
common with White Rhino).

Limited legal commercial use options are restricted to limited live sales and legal hunting of up to a maximum of 5
animals / year in South Africa (and Namibia) under a CITES quota that also must meet stipulated criteria to ensure
this will enhance either population demography and/or genetic conservation. Black Rhino also have an ecotourism
value, but given their nature and habitat they are not as easily seen (or as suitable for tourism) as White Rhino.
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Figure 10: Revised subspecies ranges and annual rainfall with D. b. bicornis being the more arid adapted of the Black
Rhino subspecies.
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4.4 Panthera leo - Lion'6

4.4.1 Common names

Lion, African Lion (English), Leeu (Afrikaans), Isilwane
(Ndebele), Tau (Sepedi, Sesotho, Setswana), Ndau (Tshivenda),

isiGidi, Ngwenyama (Xhosa), iNgonyama (Xhosa, Zulu), Nghala
(Xitsonga), iBhubesi (Zulu).

4.4.2 Conservation status

The lion populations in South Africa declined substantially in the
19th century but have been stable or increasing over the past
20-30 years. The number of free-roaming mature lions in South
African large protected areas has increased from an estimated
800 in 2002-2004 to an estimated 1,286 in 2015. Furthermore,
by including the entire area of transfrontier parks as
interconnected and functional landscapes (over which South
African conservation authorities have shared management
jurisdiction), the total number of mature, free-roaming lions within
the assessment region is estimated to be 1,550. The number of
small reserves containing lions has increased from one in 1990
to at least 45 in 2013, which corresponds to an increase in lion
numbers from about 10 in 1990 to 500 (225 mature individuals)
in 2013. Including lions on small reserves yields a total mature
population size of 1,775 individuals. Thus, lion numbers in the
assessment region comfortably exceed the threshold for D1 and
the species does not qualify as threatened using the A or C
criteria because the two major free roaming subpopulations have
not declined over the past 20 years (3 generations). In the Kruger
National Park (Kruger National Park) alone, the number of
lionesses is estimated to have increased by 45% between 2005
and 2015.

Thus, the species is listed as ‘Least Concern’.

This species would technically qualify for Near Threatened D1 if

we exclude the managed subpopulations in small reserves and assess only the South African portions of the
transfrontier parks (1,286 mature individuals). However, because the overall population is stable or increasing with no
severe threats that could cause rapid decline, and because the reintroduced subpopulations on small reserves qualify
as wild and free roaming, a Least Concern listing is most appropriate. Similarly, the regional criterion could be applied
as the two major lion subpopulations are connected to conservation areas in Botswana, Zimbabwe and Mozambique
through transfrontier conservation areas. Thus, there has been a genuine increase in lion numbers due to the success
of transfrontier conservation areas and private protected area expansion.

16 Miller S, Riggio J, Funston P, Power RJ, Williams V, Child MF. (2016). A conservation assessment of Panthera leo.
In Child MF, Roxburgh L, Do Linh San E, Raimondo D, Davies-Mostert HT (editors). The Red List of Mammals of
South Africa, Swaziland and Lesotho. South African National Biodiversity Institute and Endangered Wildlife Trust,
South Africa.
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4.4.3 Current threats

There are no major current threats to lions in the assessment
region. While the trade in lion bones to East-Southeast Asia
has been cited as a potential threat in South Africa, evidence
suggests that the trade is not adversely impacting on wild lion
subpopulations in South Africa because the skeletons are
almost all a by-product of the sizeable trophy hunting industry,
and lions that are hunted in South Africa are almost
exclusively captive-bred (which are excluded from this
assessment). However, this situation needs to be closely
monitored (especially elsewhere in Africa where the scale of
the bone trade is largely unknown) and the assessment re-
evaluated if new data become available that indicates that the
bone trade is a threat to wild lions. Currently, key interventions
include the formulation and adoption of a metapopulation plan
(small, fenced subpopulations require greater management
input and coordination) and protected area expansion
(especially transfrontier conservation areas).

4.4.4 Population

Lion numbers have been dropping dramatically across the
African continent. However, in South Africa, the lion
population is stable or increasing in major reserves and
increasing through the addition of small reserves or through
the formation of conservancies. There are an estimated 3,490
free-roaming lions in South Africa, including transfrontier
zones; and 2,876 in South African conservation areas alone.
Of these, there are 1,775 mature lions, using a 50% mature
population structure evident in large reserves; and 1,511 in
South African conservation areas alone. If we use the total
formally protected mature population of lions (1,775), it
represents 5-9% of the global mature population of 23,000—
39,000 lions.

4.4.5 Captive-bred lions

In addition to wild lions, there are many captive-bred lions in
most provinces, especially the Free State and North West
provinces. According to a 2015 study, there are close to 6,000
lions in captivity in approximately 70 breeding facilities.
Although such lions do not contribute to the wild and free-
roaming population, some argue that they may serve as a
significant buffer to threats facing the wild population, by being
the primary source of trophy hunting and derived products.
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A 2016 study estimates that there are 8,000 to 8,500 captive lions in South Africa'”. These lions are kept for a variety
of purposes including tourism, cub-petting, interaction, captive ‘hunts’ and bone trade. In 2010, 82% of captive lion
hunts took place in the North West Province'. Approximately 800 lion trophies were exported annually from 2008 to
2011 (Williams, Newton et al.2015). Captive lion trophies have reportedly decreased in number since the importation
ban implemented by the United States of America, although analysis of the CITES Trade Database is needed for this
to be confirmed.
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Figure 11: Distribution records for Lion (Panthera leo) 1set)

17 TREES (2016). "Economic Value of the South African Private Lion Sector." Tourism Research in Economic Environs
& Society: 26.

18 williams, V., D. Newton, A. Loveridge and D. Macdonald (2015). "Bones of contention: an assessment of the South
African trade in African lion Panthera leo bones and other body parts." TRAFFIC, Cambridge, UK & WildCRU,
Oxford, UK
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4.5 Panthera pardus - Leopard™®

4.5.1 Common names

Leopard (English), Luiperd (Afrikaans), Ingwe (Ndebele, Swati,
Tshivenda, Xhosa, Xitsonga, Zulu), Nkwe (Sesotho, Setswana),
Isngwe, Mdaba (Sh